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CHAPTER  LIX. 


AREEST,  IMPRISONMENT,  AND  DETENTION. 

1.  By  Civil  Authority. 

In  1824  Dr.  John  Baldwin,  a  citizen  of  the 
titiMi  daLns.  United  States,  purchased  a  league  of  land  on 
the  river  Goatzacoalcos,  south  of  the  port  of 
Vera  Cruz,  Mexico,  and  established  there  a  settlement,  to 
which  was  given  the  name  of  Minatitlan.  He  opened  a  house 
for  the  sale  of  merchandise  and  built  a  number  of  sawmills, 
aud  for  a  time  was  prosperous.  In  1827,  however,  one  Tadeo 
Ortiz  came  to  the  colony  as  commissioner,  with  extensive  pow- 
ers. Upon  his  arrival  he  and  Dr.  Baldwin  became  involved  in 
difficulties.  One  of  their  early  controversies  seems  to  have 
arisen  out  of  a  demand  which  Dr.  Baldwin  made  upon  Ortiz 
for  payment  for  lumber  purchased  for  the  use  of  the  public  in 
building  a  church  and  a  government  house.  The  quarrel  hav- 
ing begun,  Ortiz  employed  his  political  power  for  purposes  of 
persecution  and  oppression.  The  property  and  effects  of  Dr. 
Baldwin  were  sequestered  under  an  order  issued  by  Ortiz,  who 
also  decreed  his  expulsion  from  the  colony.  Subsequently, 
Ortiz  directed  certain  judicial  proceedings  to  be  undertaken. 
These  proceedings  were  set  on  foot  by  a  letter  which  Ortiz 
addressed  to  one  Montalvo,  a  person  in  his  employ  and  con- 
stituted by  him  an  alcalde  for  the  occasion,  ordering  him  to 
institute  an  action  against  Dr.  Baldwin.  This  letter  charged 
Dr.  Baldwin  with  want  of  respect  to  the  authorities,  with 
robbing  the  state  of  timber,  with  being  a  smuggler, ^and  with 
litigious  conduct.  Montalvo  instituted  the  action  and  took 
certain  alleged  depositions,  which  were  afterward  declared  to 
be  fraudulent,  and  entitled  the  action  as  a  proceeding  ordered 
to  be  instituted  by  the  commissioner,  Tadeo  Ortiz,  against  the 
foreigner  John  Baldwin,  accused  of  '*  various  crimes.'^  One  of 
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the  depositions  charged  that  Dr.  Baldwin  had  broken  a  con- 
tract with  certain  laborers  whom  he  had  imported:  another, 
that  he  had  refused  to  pay  a  certain  person  for  the  jxasturage 
of  cattle;  another,  that  he  had  once  given  a  customs  guard  on 
one  of  his  vessels  some  liquor,  so  that  the  guard  went  to  sleep, 
from  which  it  was  inferred  that  Dr.  Baldwin  had  put  opium 
into  the  liquor  to  put  the  guard  to  sleep  in  order  that  he  himself 
might  smuggle.  Another  deponent  was  reported  to  have  sworn 
that  on  a  certain  occasion,  when  he  went  on  Baldwin's  land  to 
shoot  wild  hogs,  the  latter  ordered  him  off  and  threatened  to 
kill  him  if  he  returned.  Another  deposition,  by  Ortiz's  secre- 
tary, accused  Baldwin  of  cutting  timber  on  government  land. 
Other  depositions  referred  to  a  certain  cargo  of  corn,  which 
Baldwin  alleged  that  he  imported  and  offered  for  sale  at  a  small 
l>rice,  at  the  request  of  the  authorities,  when  the  colony  was  in 
a  needy  condition,  and  which  he  alleged  that  the  customs  offi- 
cials bad  seized  when  it  was  imported,  and  sold  at  a  high 
price  to  the  people. 

Ortiz  sent  a  record  of  the  proceedings  against  Baldwin  to 
the  governor  of  the  State  of  Vera  Cruz,  together  with  the 
orders  for  the  pri visional  seizure  of  Baldwin's  property  and  his 
banishment  from  the  colony  of  Minatitlan.     The  governor,  on 
examining  the  papers,  refused  to  confirm  the  decree  of  banish- 
ment, and  being  advised  that  the  case  was  one  of  judicial  and 
not  of  political  cognizance,  sent  the  documents  to  the  judge  at 
Acayucan,  in  the  district  in  which  Baldwin  resided.    The  judge 
referred  the  expediente  to  his  assessor,  who  advised  him  to  call 
for  the  original  papers,  it  appearing  that  they  had  not  been  sent 
in,  and  to  take  the  declaration  of  the  accused  and  of  any  wit- 
nesses cited  by  him.    An  order  was  then  communicated  to  the 
alcalde  for  the  original  papers,  but  he  refused  to  send  them; 
a  second  and  third  demand  were  equally  fruitless.     The  papers 
were  only  obtained  toward   the  close  of  1829,  after  a  fifth 
demand  for  them  and  an  appeal  to  the  minister  of  justice. 
Ortiz  was  then  absent  from  the  colony.     The  motive  for  the 
withholdment  of  the  papers  was  alleged  to  be  the  fact  that 
the  depositions  were  fraudulent.    Indeed,  they  purported  to 
have  been  signed  by  the  alcalde,  who,  as  it  appeared,  could 
not  write  his  name. 

The  proceedings  before  the  judge  at  Acayucan  were  begun 
October  11,  1829.  On  the  26th  of  the  same  month  Baldwin 
appeared  and  made  his  declaration.     It  was  then  ordered  that 
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he  be  confronted  with  Ms  alleged  accusers  and  that  the  evi- 
dence of  certain  other  persons  be  taken.  The  investigation 
continned  from  time  to  time  till  July  1831.  In  the  mean  time 
Ortiz  was  succeeded  as  commissioner  by  one  Hoyos,  who  seems 
to  have  instituted  a  new  set  of  prosecutions,  based  chiefly  on 
Baldwin's  litigious  disposition  and  generally  unacceptable 
deportment.  But  there  was  also  a  charge  that  he  had  killed 
a  woman  at  Tabasco  by  flogging,  and  had  whipped  other  per- 
sons. These  prosecutions  were  brought  before  an  alcade  at 
Minatitlan,  named  Bosaldo,  who,  after  taking  a  number  of  ex 
parte  depositions,  transmitted  the  papers  to  Hoyos,  who  sent 
them  to  the  governor,  from  whom  orders  were  obtained  for  fur- 
ther proceedings.  Baldwin  was  then  absent  at  Tehuantei)ec, 
and  it  was  decreed  that  he  should  on  his  return  be  arrested 
and  required  to  answer  the  new  accusation.  The  American 
commissioners  contended  that  this  proreediug  was  but  a  con- 
tinuation by  Hoyos  of  that  begun  by  Ortiz,  and  that  the 
whole  was  fraudulent  and  malicious  and  intended  to  drive 
Baldwin  from  the  country  and  to  get  possession  of  his  prop- 
erty. Baldwin  was  subsequently  arrested  and  imprisoned, 
and  the  trial  was  continued.  Upon  his  being  confronted  with 
some  of  the  alleged  deponents,  they  denied  their  alleged  depo- 
sitions, and  the  charges  against  him  were  disproved.  The 
court  found  that  certain  of  the  alleged  depositions  were  forg- 
eries, declared  that  the  charges  contained  in  them  were  refuted, 
and  ordered  that  the  whole  proceeding  be  discontinued,  and* 
the  prisoner  released.    This  was  on  February  7, 1834. 

The  testimony  of  some  of  the  witnesses  traced  the  forgery 
of  the  depositions  to  Ortiz,  and  a  summons  was  issued  in 
April  1834  for  Montalvo  and  certain  other  persons  to  be  ex- 
amined on  that  subject.    Owing,  partly,  to  political  disturb- 
ances in  the  countfy,  the  examination  was  not  pressed,  and  it 
slept  until  1836.    Several  of  the  witnesses  who  were  to  be  ex- 
amined had  then  died,  and  the  investigation  made  little  ^prog- 
ress.   On  the  3d  of  July  1837  the  assessor  to  whom  the  case 
was  referred  for  advice  ordered  that  Baldwin  be  allowed  a  de- 
fender if  he  desired  it.     Baldwin,  however,  preferred  to  make 
his  own  defense.    On  the  9th  of  August  1837  the  assessor 
at  the  city  of  Jalapa  gave  an  opinion  to  the  efi'ect  that  Bald- 
win should  be  absolved  from  all  charges  preferred  against 
him,  with  the  proviso  that  the  judgment  be  confirmed  by  the 
judge  of  the  second  jurisdiction.    This  judge  confirmed  the 
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order  of  the  inferior  coart,  aud  thus  the  proceedings  were 
ended,  including  the  charge  of  murdering  the  Tabasco  woman. 
As  to  the  law  of  the  case,  the  Mexican  commissioners  con- 
tended that  where  an  American  citizen  voluntarily  x)laced 
himself  under  the  municipal  laws  of  another  country  he  must 
take  them  as  they  were,  and  that  he  had  no  greater  right  to 
complain  than  the  Mexicans  themselves  if  the  laws  should 
be  bad  aud  imperfectly  administered.    The  American  commis- 
sioners answered  that  if  Mexico  wished  to  maintain  rank  and 
fellowship  among  the  civilized  nations  of  the  earth  she  must 
place  her  laws  on  a  footing  with  the  laws  of  other  nations,  so 
far  as  related  to  intercourse  with  foreigners.    What  oppression 
they  might  practice  upon  their  citizens  was  one  thing;  the 
practice  of  similar  oppressions  upon  foreigners  was  another 
thing.    The  latter  had  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  protection  of 
their  government,  if  injured.    They  referred  to  the  case  of 
Meade  against  Spain  for  the  purpose  of  showing  an  acknowl- 
edgment by  Spain  of  liability  for  the  palpable  misconduct  of 
judicial  tribunals.    In  that  case  Meade  was  ordered  by  the 
court  to  pay  over  the  sum  of  $50,000  into  the  royal  treasury. 
The  money  was  in  his  hands  as  a  depositary,  and  after  he  had 
paid  the  money  into  the  treasury  the  depositor  obtained  from 
the  same  court  a  decree  directing  Meade  to  pay  over  the  money 
to  him.    As  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  obey  these  contra- 
dictory decrees  he  was  sent  to  prison.    The  Spanish  Govern- 
ment admitted  the  justice  of  his  claim.    The  case  of  Dr.  Bald- 
win, said  the  American  commissioners,  was  much  stronger 
than  that  of  Meade,  since  not  only  was  there  gross  injustice 
and  oppression,  but  a  most  palpable  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
oppressors.    The  convention  afforded  the  only  means  of  re- 
dress for  Dr.  Baldwin,  unless  the  United  States  should  resort 
to  an  act  of  force. 

The  American  commissioners  demanded  the  following  sums: 
(1)  $21,450,  with  interest  from  October  6,  1828,  to  January  20, 
1842,  for  loss  of  effects,  of  property,  and  of  merchandise,  seized 
by  Ortiz  in  1828;  (2)  $11,500,  with  interest  from  I^ovember  14, 
1828,  to  January  20,  1842,  for  suspension  of  work  in  Dr.  Bald- 
win's mill  during  the  sequestration  of  his  property  and  his 
banishment  in  1828;  (3)  $15,000,  as  indemnity  for  his  banish- 
ment and  the  expulsion  of  his  family,  and  for  the  suspension 
of  his  agricultural  business  for  three  months  in  1828;  (4) 
$2,750,  with  interest  from  October  1,  1828,  for  the  seizure  of 
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timber  and  other  property;  (5)  $50,000,  as  indemiuty  for  his 
imprisonment  and  the  snspension  of  his  work  daring  twelve 
months,  and  for  expenses  of  defense;  (6)  $100,000,  for  loss  of 
property,  inclnding  land,  mills,  a  coffee  plantation,  and  divers 
implements,  and  also  for  the  loss  of  the  product  of  his  capital, 
of  his  labor,  and  of  his  enterprise  daring  fifteen  years;  (7) 
$243,  for  costs  of  translation,  etc. 

The  ompire  awarded,  February  23, 1842,  the  sum  of  $100,000 
in  gross. 

Another  claim  was  made  by  Dr.  Baldwin  for  personal  injuries 
suffered  at  the  hands  of  the  Mexican  authorities  while  he  was 
residing  as  a  merchant  and  carrying  on  an  extensive  business 
in  the  settlement  or  colony  of  Goatzacoalcos.  On  December  31 , 
1831,  he  received  a  written  notification  from  the  alcalde  of 
Minatitlan,  requiring  him  to  appear  and  answer  for  a  small 
account  for  debt.  Upon  the  reception  of  this  notice  Dr.  Bald- 
win, in  accordance  with  the  law  of  Mexico,  procured  an  homhre 
JmenOj  or  arbitrator,  and  set  out  for  the  office  of  the  alcalde. 
When  he  reached  the  alcalde's  house,  he  had,  it  was  alleged, 
no  sooner  entered  than  several  armed  soldiers  appeared  to  pre- 
vent his  egress,  while  the  alcalde  addressed  him  in  violent 
language,  and  after  some  words  ordered  him  to  be  put  into  the 
stocks.  Dr.  Baldwin,  being  satisfied  that  an  outrage  was 
meditated  upon  his  person,  declared  that  he  would  not  submit 
to  the  indignity,  and  attempted  to  escape.  He  succeeded  in 
reaching  his  house,  where  he  made  hasty  preparations  to  fly  to 
Acayucan,  but  was  pursued  by  armed  men  and  a  number  of 
X>eople  hastily  got  together  by  order  of  Hoyos,  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  colony,  by  whom  the  proceedings  were  alleged 
to  have  been  maliciously  instigated.  In  his  efforts  to  escape 
from  his  pursuers  Dr.  Baldwin  fell  and  fractured  his  leg. 
Thus  disabled  he  was  taken  by  the  soldiers  past  his  own 
house,  where  his  wife  entreated  that  he  might  be  permitted  to 
remain  in  his  injured  condition,  and  back  to  the  town  and 
confined  with  his  broken  leg  for  two  hours  in  the  stocks. 

Meanwhile,  another  division  of  his  pursuers  proceeded  to 
his  house,  which  they  searched,  with  great  indignity  to  its 
occupants.  After  Dr.  Baldwin  was  released  from  the  stocks 
he  was  detained  in  prison  for  several  days  and  was  then  trans- 
ferred to  the  prison  at  Acayucan  on  a  litter,  against  the  advice 
of  a  French  surgeon  then  present.  In  the  prison  at  Acayucan 
he  was  permitted  to  remain  for  eighty-four  days,  during  the 
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greater  part  of  which  time  he  had  no  surgical  assistance.  Tbe 
imprisonment  of  Dr.  Baldwin  was  for  two  alleged  crimes,  (1) 
disobedience  to  the  alcalde  in  flying  at  the  time  the  sentence 
of  imprisonment  was  imposed,  and  (2)  in  afterward  firing  a 
shot  at  those  who  by  order  of  the  alcalde  went  to  apprehend 
him. 

The  American  commissioners  maintained  that,  without  con- 
sidering whether  the  determination  of  tbe  judge  to  imprison 
Dr.  Baldwin  was  just  and  in  conformity  with  law,  or  whether 
he  had  committed  a  crime,  it  was  certain  that  for  such  oflFenses 
he  had  suffered  a  disproportionate  punishment.    As  to  the 
charge  of  firing  the  shot,  it  was  disproved.     While  he  had  a 
gun  with  him,  it  was  found,  when  he  was  arrested,  to  be 
loaded.    The  American  commissioners  awarded  (1)  for  the  ou^ 
rage  on  Baldwin's  person,  by  placing  him  in  the  stocks  with  a 
broken  leg  and  then  detaining  him  in  prison  as  a  criminal  for 
eighty-four  day,  $20,000;  (2)  for  permanent  incurable  injury 
to  his  leg,  $10,000;  (3)  for  the  interruption  of  his  business,  and 
the  injury  to  him  as  a  merchant,  $10,000;  (4)  for  the  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  in  consequence  of  his  criminal  prosecutiou, 
and  in  the  presentation  of  his  claim,  $5,000;  and  (5)  for  costs 
of  translation   and   consulting  a  physician,   $174.75 — in  all 
$45,174.75. 

The  umpire,  February  23, 18^,  adopted  the  award  of  the 
American  commissioners. 

Dr.  John  Baldwin  v.  Mexico:  Commission  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

Dennis  Gahagan,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Gahagan's  Case.  States,  was  the  agent  at  Tabasco,  Mexico,  of 
Aaron  Leggett,  a  merchant  of  Kew  York.  In 
1832,  while  in  the  interior  on  business,  he  was  arrested.  He 
was  soon  released,  but  after  returning  to  Tabasco  was  im- 
prisoned again  and  in  other  ways  ill  treated.  The  principal 
cause  of  his  persecution  seems  to  have  been  that  he  gave  ad- 
vice looking  to  the  rescue  from  the  hands  of  the  Mexicans  of 
Mr.  Leggett's  vessel  which  had  been  seized  by  them  and  im- 
pressed into  service  in  a  political  contest  then  prevailing.  Mr. 
Leggett  also  preferred  a  claim  for  his  own  losses.  The  Ameri- 
can commissioners  said  : 

'« Neither  in  the  papers  accompanying  his  (Gahagan's)  mem- 
orial, nor  in  ihe  voluminous  documents  of  Leggett's  case  can 
we  discover  the   slightest  pretense  or   provocation  for  the 
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wanton  oatrages  inflicted  upon  him.  His  conduct  was  in  all 
respects  legal,  circuiuspect,  and  respectful  to  the  public  au- 
thorities, and  to  individuals;  yet  he  was  imprisoned  by  both 
parties,  loaded  with  irons,  thrown  into  the  most  loathsome 
dungeons,  kept  from  starvation  while  there  by  the  charity  of 
his  countrjrmen,  his  assassination  attempted,  his  health  by  a 
wanton  exposure  in  a  sickly  climate  and  season  destroyed,  and 
his  mind  for  a  time  became  partially  alienated  in  consequence 
of  his  severe  mental  and  bodily  sufferings.  No  particular 
cause  for  this  barbarous  treatment  has  ever  been  assigned, 
though  sought  for  at  the  time  by  the  sufierer  and  his  friends; 
none  has  since  been  alleged." 

The  American  commissioners  awarded  '^  for  imprisonment, 
barbarous  treatment,  loss  of  health,  and  suffering  in  conse- 
quence thereof,"  $10,000,  and  "for  loss  of  his  employment, 
and  expenses  resulting  therefrom,  the  sum  of,"  $6,000.  The 
umpire,  February  23, 1842,  rendered  an  award  in  accordance 
with  that  of  the  American  commissioners. 

Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
of  April  11, 1839. 

Claimants  were  the  owners  of  certain  mer- 
TT^^^n^A^  Case,  chandise  which  they  were  transporting  from 
St.  Louis,  in  Missouri,  to  Santa  F^',  then  (in 
1828)  in  Mexico.  It  had  been  transported  in  a  wagon  most  of 
the  way,  but  because  of  mountains  and  bad  roads  it  became 
necessary  to  transfer  a  portion  of  the  goods  to  pack  horses. 
W^hile  these  were  on  their  way  to  the  custom-house  in  Santa 
Fe,  in  charge  of  a  Mexican  driver  employed  for  the  purpose, 
they  were  seized  on  the  pretense  that  he  intended  to  smuggle 
them,  and  without  any  judicial  proceedings  or  trial  what- 
ever were  sold  and  the  proceeds  converted  by  the  Mexican 
aathorities. 

The  American  commissioners  awarded  damages  for  the  tak- 
ing of  the  goods  and  the  umpire  sustained  them. 

The  claimants  also  asked  damages  for  alleged  wrongful  ac- 
tion of  the  customs  authorities  in  1830,  in  withholding  permits 
for  the  transportation  of  goods.  It  seems  that  they  at  the 
time  took  some  action  against  the  authorities,  the  precise  na- 
ture and  results  of  which  were  not  disclosed.  The  American 
commissioners  awarded  $500  on  this  score,  with  interest,  but 
the  umpire  disallowed  it. 

Eli  E,  and  Jervis  S.  Hammond  ▼.  Mexico :  Commission  under  the  conven- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 1839. 
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'*The  claimants  above  named,   citizens  of 
BoUm's  CaM.       the  United  States,  being  temporarily  domiciled 
at  Monterey,  in  California,  in  the  year  1840, 
were,  with  some  sixty  or  seventy  other  foreigners,  forcibly 
seized  and  imprisoned  by  order  of  the  governor  of  California 
upon  the  pretext  that  they  had  attempted  to  excite  an  insur- 
rection.   The  prisoners  were  placed  on  board  a  Mexican  vessel 
and  carried  to  Santa  Barbara,  where  they  were  confined  about 
ten  days.     They  were  then  sent  to  San  Bias  where  they  were 
again  confined  as  close  prisoners.    From  the  latter  place  they 
were  sent  to  Tepic,  where  they  were  brought  to  trial  before  a 
Mexican  tribunal,  by  which  they  were  fully  acquitted  and  dis- 
charged.   During  the  whole  time  of  their  imprisonment  they 
were  treated  with  extreme  harshness  and  cruelty,  and  fre- 
quently refused  the  means  of  subsistence  for  several  days 
together.     From  this  inhuman  and  barbarous  treatment  many 
of  the  prisoners  would  doubtless  have  perished,  but  for  the 
charitable  interposition  of  strangers,  who  furnished  them  with 
food  and  by  other  means  mitigated  their  sufferings.      The 
claimants  upon  their  return  to  Monterey,  after  their  acquittal, 
found  the  little  property  which  they  had  left  confiscated  by 
order  of  the  governor,  and  they  were  left  without  any  means 
of  subsistence.      The  seizure  and  imprisonment   of  the  men 
appears  to  have  been  wholly  without  cause,  as  there  was  not 
the  slightest  evidence  to  show  that  they  bad  taken  part  in  the 
political  disturbances  of  the  country.    It  was  a  wanton  act  of 
arbitrary  power  and  without  even  the  color  of  law  to  justify  or 
excuse  it,  and  could  have  been  prompted  only  by  unfounded 
suspicions  or  a  hatred  of  foreigners.    In  the  opinion  of  the 
board   the   claims     *      *      *     are  valid,  and  the  same  are 
allowed  accordingly." 

Cases  of  Joseph  Bollea  and  John  Christian:   Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans, 
Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  December  4, 1850,  under  the  act  of  Con- 
irress  of  March  3, 1849.    An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  Bolles  for  $?.821.25— 
$1  850   principal,    and  $971.25  interest;    and  in  favor   of   Christian   for 
*2.374.50 — $902  principal,  and  $472.50  interest.    Awards  were  made  in 
other  cases  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction.    All  these  awards  were 
for  loBses  of  property.     It  appeared  that  the  Mexican  Government  at  the 
nrisoners'  release  offered  an  indemnity  for  their  imprisonment,  amounting 
in  some  cases  to  $250  and  in  others  to  $300  or  $400,  and  that,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  one  Isaac  Graham,  they  accepted  it,  through  the  American 
jj^lj^iBt&T  at  the  City  of  Mexico,  reserving,  however,  their  right  to  claim  for 
loss  of  property.    Graham's  case  was  the  most  aggravated  of  all.     '*  He 
^«^  ''  sfticL  the  commissioners,  "shot  at  and  wounded,  cut  with  a  sword,  and 
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in  varions  ways  treated  with  exceed iDg  crnelty  and  indignity.  Ho  was 
possessed  of  oonsiderable  property  and  was  doing  a  profitable  business  as 
a  distiller,  and  sustained  great  loss  in  consequence  of  his  long  absence/' 
He  refnsed  to  receive  the  amonnt  that  was  offered  to  him.  Hie  oommis- 
sioners  awarded  him  for  injuries  in  person  and  in  property  $38,125— prin- 
cipal $25,000  and  interest  $13,125. 

About  the  time  of  the  invasion  of  Sonora  by 
Eamuim'i  Case.  Crabb  and  his  followers  from  the  United 
States,  in  1857,  claimant,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  was  arrested  and  taken  before  the  proper  authorities 
for  examination  on  suspicion  of  complicity  with  the  filibusters, 
bat  was  discharged  after  a  brief  detention.  The  commissioners 
dismissed  the  claim.  <<  Claimant,''  said  Mr.  Wadsworth,  <^  seems 
to  have  had  a  fair  hearing  and  a  reasonably  prompt  acquittal 
and  discharge.  *  *  *  I  do  not  think  the  action  of  the  an- 
thorities  in  the.premises,  under  the  surrounding  circumstances 
of  sklarm  and  danger,  created  by  the  action  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  forms  any  just  ground  of  claim  by  the  United 
States." 

A^  B,  Hannum  v.  Mexico^  No.  321^  convention  of  Jaly  4,  1868. 

The  commissioners,  Mr.  Palacio  delivering 
fiaUengefi  Case,  the  opinion,  refnsed  to  allow  a  claim  growing 
out  of  the  prosecution  of  certain  citizens  of  the 
United  States  in  Mexico  for  carrying  Mexican  doubloons  (gold 
coins)  from  Durango  to  Mazatlan,  on  the  coast,  without  a  per- 
mit, the  laws  of  Mexico  prohibiting  the  carrying  of  coined 
money  from  the  interior  of  the  country  into  the  seaports,  unless 
a  written  x>ermit  should  have  been  previously  obtained.  "The 
Mexican  authorities,''  said  Mr.  Palacio,  "by  complying  with 
these  legal  provisions,  have  injured  nobody  and  limited  them- 
selves to  fulfill  their  duty.^ 

CharUs  D.  Gihhes,  Exr.  of  Henry  Ballenger.  v.  Mexico,  No.  134,  convention 
of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  1. 136. 

In  1854  President  Santa  Anna  issued  a  de- 
Haistoad'i  Case,  cree  reviving  a  Mexican  law  of  1828,  forbid- 
ding foreigners  to  enter  or  travel  in  Mexico 
without  passports,  subject,  if  they  were  found  without  them, 
to  arrest  and  detention,  unless  they  could  prove  that  their  omis- 
sion was  not  culpable.  The  occasion  for  reviving  this  law  was 
found  chiefly  in  the  attempts  made  from  the  United  States 
by  Walker  and  other  filibusters  to  invade  Spanish-American 
countries.    After  the  revival  of  the  law,  one  Halstead  went 
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from  San  Francisco  to  Acapnlco,  tbeh  in  the  possession  of 
General  Alvarez,  to  obtain  a  cargo  of  corn.  He  had  no  pass- 
port. After  remaining  at  Acapulco  for  several  days  he  went 
to  Manzanillo,  but  failing  to  obtain  a  cargo  there  went  to 
Colima,  in  the  interior,  where  he  was  informed  that  the  com 
conld  be  purchased.  At  Golima  he  was  arrested  for  being 
without  a  passport,  the  penalty  for  which  was  a  fine  of  $20  and 
imprisonment  for  ten  days. 

The  commissioners  being  unable  to  agree,  the  case  wae  re- 
ferred to  the  umpire,  Dr.  Lieber,  who  said: 

*'At  a  period  when  civil  commotions  were  chronic  in  Mexico 
and  when  America  almost  looked  with  shame  upon  Walker's 
repeated  piratical  attempts  to  establish  a  'military  democracy,' 
as  he  called  it,  in  countries  with  which  his  country  was  at 
peace,  at  this  period  Halstead  entered  Mexico  without  a  pass- 
port, committing  not  'a  criminal  violation  of  the  laws  of  Mex- 
ico'—passports  are  a  matter  of  police — but  an  offence  for  which 
he  was  arrested  according  to  the  laws  of  Mexico.  He  was 
legally  arrested  and  kept  legally  in  prison  for  a  couple  of  weeks, 
but  he  was  held  a  prisoner  for  something  like  four  months, 
plainly  not  according  to  right  and  justice." 

A,  H,  HaUteadY.  Mexico,  No.  18,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  1. 251. 
The  umpire  having  decided  that  Halstead  was  illegally  detained  in  prison, 
the  commissioners  awarded  him  $1,600. 

"  William  Collier  resided  for  fifteen  years  in 
Colliei»i  Case.  Mexico,  chiefly,  or  wholly  so,  at  Tepic,  in  the 
Mexican  State  of  Jalisco,  on  the  coast  of  the 
Pacific.  Claimant  [Collier]  was  the  superintendent, or  director, 
as  it  was  called  there,  of  a  cotton  factory,  belonging  to  the 
firm  of  Barron,  Forbes  &  Co.  In  January  1856  the  unfortu- 
nate country  was  once  more  disturbed  after  the  expulsion 
of  Santa  Anna  and  during  the  attempts  made  to  settle  a 
government  of  the  Liberals.  *  *  ♦  Barron  and  Forbes 
were  expelled  from  Tepic;  the  cotton  factory  was  assaulted  by 
some  persons  who  were  driven  away,  but  the  business  went  on, 
when,  toward  the  end  of  January,  Collier  attracted  the  dis- 
pleasure of  the  Mexican  national  guards  and  of  the  authorities, 
perhaps  by  discountenancing  the  entering  of  the  people  occu- 
pied in  the  factory  into  the  national  guards,  a  body  of  volun- 
teer militia,  or  by  other  acts,  real  or  merely  suspected.  Accord- 
ing to  his  own  statement  he  did  not  act  wisely  toward  the 
Mexican  authorities.  Claimant,  as  appears  from  several  of  his 
own  letters  on  the  docket  and  from  the  answer  which  he  re- 
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ceived  from  Mr.  Gadsden,  the  American  minister  at  Mexico, 
seems  to  have  been  of  a  temper  not  too  placid  or  patient,  which 
may  very  natnrally  have  contribated  to  the  feelings  or  views 
entertained  by  the  Mexican  authorities  toward  him. 

On  the  28th  of  February  Collier  and  his  brother-in-law,  Hale, 
were  assaulted  and  robbed.  Collier  was  wounded,  whether 
severely  or  not  does  not  appear,  by  a  man,  Jesus  Gutierrez 
Garcia  (called  acting  adjutant  of  the  national  guards),  saying, 
as  it  is  given  in  the  papers  on  tlie  docket,  that  he  committed 
this  crime  at  the  instigation  of  Jos6  LanderosCos,  commandant 
of  the  guard,  and  of  someone  else,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
Collier  and  Hale  carried  any  interesting  papers  about  them. 
(See  paper  No.  39  and  others.)  The  whole  statement  is  some- 
what undefined,  and,  what  seems  surprising,  not  plainly  men- 
tioned again  in  the  claim  for  damages. 

"  On  the  2d  of  April  Collier  was  arrested  by  Pens,  the  polit- 
ical chief,  at  the  request  of  Acibo,  the  prosecuting  fiscal  or 
public  prosecutor,  and  confined  at  the  barracks  of  the  national 
guard  until  April  5th — three  days — when  he  was  discharged 
on  parole,  and  after  forty  days  more  the  whole  prosecution  was 
abandoned.  While  Collier  was  imprisoned  the  factory  was 
searched,  the  arms  which  Collier  kept  by  license  Ax>m  the 
authorities  for  the  protection  of  the  factory  were  seized,  and 
it  is  mentioned  that  during  this  search  people  outside  the 
fectory  called,  *  Death  to  the  foreigners!^  and  'Death  to 
Guillermo  Collier!'  Everything  indicated  a  suspicion,  prob- 
ably a  pretty  general  suspicion,  against  Collier,  either  that  he 
favored  the  cause  opposed  to  those  then  in  power,  or  that  he 
was  not  loyally  disposed  toward  Mexico  or  its  rulers  in  gen- 
eral, we  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  which,  at  this  distance 
of  time  and  space. 

<<  We  have,  then,  two  alleged  wrongs  complained  of,  the 
robbery  of  Collier  by  Garcia,  and  Collier's  detention  in  the 
barracks  for  three  days,  while,  as  the  learned  commissioner  of 
the  United  States  urges,  the  constitution  of  1824,  in  force  in 
April  1856,  declares  that  no  one  shall  be  detained  on  suspicion 
only  {solamente  par  indicios)  for  more  than  sixty  hours.  I 
have  not  the  constitution  of  1824  with  me,  but  I  readily  admit 
the  citation.  ♦  ♦  •  But  it  appears  that  there  was  no  con- 
stitution existing  at  the  time  claimant  was  arrested.  The 
federal  constitution  of  1824  ceased  to  exist  in  1853,  and  from 
that  date  to  February  12, 1857,  there  was  no  oonstitation  in 
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existence,  because  the  whole  country  was  under  t^f  rule  of 
three  successive  dictators,  Santa  Anna,  A'^^''®^' ^^^    ,  "^""i 
fort.    The  overthrow  of  Santa  Anna  and  the  so-call^  clerical 
party  caused  a  long  and  general  revolution,  especially  serious 
fa  the  Stateof  Jalisco,  and  the  constitution  of  1824 can  not  be 
said  to  have  existed  at  this  time.    If,  however,  it  had  e^^^^*^ 
as  the  active  law  of  the  land,  would  it  not  be  admitted  on  all 
bands  that  the  difference  between  seventy  two  hours,  tl>e  time 
of  the  three  days'  imprisonment,  and  the  sixty  hours  allowea 
by  the  suspended  or  canceled  constitution,  m  8^«'*  **|f  .^"^ 
ference  of  the  ten  or  twelve  hours,  is  not  very  «t»f  »°J  /"  * 
country  so    disturbed   by  military  disloyalty  and  political 
violence  as  Mexico  was  at  that  time?    •    '     "  , 

"The  habeas  corpus  principle,  as  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  calls  the  protection  of  the  Individual  against 
arbitrary  or  hasty  imprisonment,  and  the  i°«"^»^««,f„?„^P^^^J 
trial,  embodied  in  the  Immortal  habeas  corpus  act  of  1679  whicu 
England  bestowed  upon  our  race  as  one  of  the  greatest  gifts- 
the  habeas  corpus  principle,  I  say,  of  which  the  ^^^^[^^f 
oassage  In  the  constitution  of  Mexico  somewhat  partakes,  is  a 
sacred  principle  indeed  for  all  people  that  value  liberty,  but  it 
is  not  absolute,  and  can  not  be  so.  The  very  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  provides  for  cases  where  it  may  be  suspended. 
The  Americans  were  obliged  to  suspend  it  during  the  recent 
civil  war,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  martial  law  did  not  exist 
in  the  State  of  Jalisco  at  the  time  when  claimant  was  arrested; 
but  whether  martial  law  existed  or  not,  the  certain  fact  is  that 
Jalisco  was  in  a  state  of  political  disturbance,  and  that  Collier 
was  not  detained  on  suspicion  over  seventy-two  hours,  perhaps 
not  even  fully  for  that  time.    •    •    • 

"There  seems  to  have  been  fair  reason  for  the  suspicion  mani- 
fested against  Collier.  Not  that  he  committed  the  offense  of 
which  he  was  suspected— we  know  nothing  about  that— but 
that  bis  conduct  occasionally  or  generally  was  such  that  it 
naturally  led  to  suspect  him  of  that  which  he  was  believed  to 
bave  committed,  namely,  the  using  of  his  influence  to  prevent 
people  employed  in  his  estabUshment  from  enlisting  in  the 
volunteer  troops  destined  to  protect  the  State,  or  the  immedi- 
ate neighborhood,  and  of  sympathizing  with  the  domestic 
enemy  of  Mexico.  After  three  days'  imprisonment  claimant 
is  dismissed.  Some  measure  of  security  is  continued  for  some 
weeks,  perhaps  more  pro  forma  than  otherwise,  perhaps 
because  it  was  believed  necessary.    There  was  at  all  events 
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no  maltreatment  in  this.  ♦  *  •  i  can  not  come  to  the  con- 
clnsion  that  any  award  is  due  to  the  United  States  from  the 
Bepablic  of  Mexico  for  the  benefit  of  claimant,  and  conse- 
quently decide  that  the  case  must  be  dismissed." 

Lieberj  umpire,  William  Collier  v.  Mexico,  No.  118,  oonvenfioii  of  July  4, 
1868,  MS.  Op.  II.  323. 

Claimants  used  insulting  language  to  a  mag- 
Twohig^g  Case,  istrate  before  whom  they  were  sued,  and  the 
magistrate  had  them  arrested  by  armed  men 
and  thi'own  into  prison  for  contempt.  They  were  released 
after  three  hours'  detention.  The  commissioners  held  that 
both  sides  acted  in  bad  temper  and  improperly,  aud  dismissed 
the  case. 

John  Twohig  and  Joseph  Deutz  v.  Mexico  Nos.  349  and  350,  oonvention  of 
July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  II.  313. 

Claimant  went  from  San  Francisco  to  Ouay- 
Bames'i  Case,  uias  on  the  Patrita,  a  vessel  bearing  the  Chilean 
flag.  There  were  on  board  sixty-eight  men, 
all  of  whom  went  as  passengers  to  the  State  of  Souora.  The 
same  vessel,  then  under  the  name  of  the  Anito,  had  brought 
Walker  with  his  expedition  to  Toros  Santos,  in  Lower  Cali- 
fornia; and  when  she  arrived  again  under  the  Chilean  flag  and 
under  another  name,  in  ballast  and  with  sixty-eight  passengers, 
the  Mexican  authorities  seized  her  and  put  the  passengers 
ashore  on  an  island  off  the  coast,  without  shelter,  exposed  to 
the  smallpox  and  fed  with  insufficient  food.  Claimant  bore  a 
passport  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  visaed  by  the  Mexi- 
can consul  at  San  Francisco.  The  excuse  made  for  his  deten- 
tion and  for  that  of  his  companions  was  that  they  were  sus- 
pected of  being  engaged  in  a  filibustering  expedition.  After 
sixty  days'  detention,  claimant  was  released  without  trial, 
although  in  the  mean  time  he  had  been  subjected  to  other 
hardships  in  other  places  of  imprisonment  than  that  referred 
to.  The  commissioners,  being  of  opinion  that  his  detention 
was  arbitrary  and  unreasonably  harsh,  made  him  an  award  of 
$5,100. 

WUliam,  P,  Barnes  v.  MexicOj  No.  29,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
II.  295.  Awards  were  made  in  favor  of  other  Pairita  prieoners,  as  follows : 
Jos,  Jf.  Bryant  v.  iferico,No.  26,  2  MSS.  Op.  295;  James  L,  Springer  v. 
Mexico,  No.  359,  id.  299;  Peter  Blohmy,  Mexico,  No.  463,  id.  302;  George 
Lauer  v.  Mexico,  No.  464,  id.303;  Isaac  G.  Israel  v.  Mexico,  No.  325,  id.  304; 
^gar  Warren  v.  MeHco,  No.  47,  MS.  Op.  III.  565. 
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"Francis  W.  Rice,  claimant,  a  native  citizen 
Bioo'i  Case.  of  the  United  States  of  America,  was  consul  of 
the  United  States  at  Acapalco,  in  the  Bepnblic 
of  Mexico.  On  the  11th  of  June  1852,  while  consul,  he  was 
arrested  by  order  of  the  Mexican  authorities  and  kept  in  jail 
for  three  days,  after  which  he  remained  a  prisoner  in  his  own 
house;  that  is  to  say,  he  was  ordered  by  the  Mexican  court  to 
remain  such,  but  he  states  himself  that  he  utterly  disregarded 
the  order.  He  was  several  times  again  <  imprisoned  in  his 
hoose,'  as  he  avers  himself,  and  now  asks  for  the  sum  of 
$50,000,  made  up  of  losses  sustained  by  the  prevention  of  busi- 
ness which  he  would  have  done,  by  the  loss  of  his  consular 
fees,  and,  I  must  suppose,  by  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid 
for  the  indignity  oflfered  to  him  as  consul  by  the  original  im- 
prisonment put  upon  him,  if  any  were,  for  it  does  not  appear 
very  clear  how  he  was  imprisoned  after  his  first  detention  in 
jail.    •    ♦    ♦ 

<^  It  is  well  established  in  the  law  of  nations,  and  has  been 
so  ever  since  the  full  development  of  this  branch  of  jurispru- 
dence, that  a  consul  is  not  a  diplomatic  agent  enjoying  ambas- 
sadorial privileges;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  also  acknowl- 
edged that  a  consul  ought  to  be  treated  with  international 
regard  and  respect,  a  rule  on  which  the  American  Government 
has  repeatedly  and  signally  acted,  and  which,  in  the  case  of 
Eice,  it  seems  has  not  been  strictly  observed  by  the  Mexican 
authorities;  and  on  the  other  hand  there  is  no  doubt  that 
claimant's  conduct  as  consul  had  been  occasionally  objection- 
able.   *    ♦    ♦ 

"As  to  the  portion  of  the  damages  claimed  which  may  be 
imagined  to  arise  out  of  consequential  damages,  the  umpire 
desires  to  lay  down  as  one  of  the  requisites  for  consequential 
damages,  that  there  must  be  a  manifest  wrong,  the  effect  of 
which  prevents  the  direct  and  habitual  lawful  pursuit  of  gain, 
or  the  fairly  certain  profit  of  the  injured  person,  or  the  profit 
of  an  enterprise  judiciously  planned  according  to  custom  and 
business.  A  mere  device  of  speculation,  however  probable  its 
success  would  have  been  or  may  appear  to  the  projector,  can 
not  enter  into  the  calculation  of  consequential  damages.  The 
umpire  finds  it  impossible  to  say  what  the  loss  of  profits  may 
have  been  to  claimant,  if  there  were  any,  for  he  can  not  find 
out  whether  claimant  pursued  any  distinct  line  of  business. 
*  *  ♦  The  Mexican  judge  kept  Rice  for  more  than  the  sixty 
hours  (that  is  to  say,  for  three  days  and  nights)  allowed  by  the 
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Mexican  constitation  of  1824,  on  suspicion  alone.  To  this  it  is 
replied  that  Bice's  acts  were  ^public  and  notorious, maltifarious 
and  proved,'  and  did  not  require  any  specified  charge  of  of- 
fenses ;  but  it  will  be  observed  that '  notorious  and  public  acts,' 
thougli  they  be  notorious,  form  no  substitute  for  that  habeas 
corpus  principle,  as  it  may  be  called  for  brevity's  sake,  which 
among  other  requisites  demands  a  statement  of  the  reason  of 
the  arrest,  issued  by  lawful  authority.  •  •  •  After  much 
weighing  and  careful  comparing,  I  have  come  to  the  following 
award,  that  the  Republic  of  Mexico  pay  to  the  United  States 
of  America  the  sum  of  $4,000  in  United  States  currency,  no 
interest." 

Lieber,  umpire,  April  10,  1872,  Francis  W.  Bice  v.  Mexico,  No.  7,  conven- 
tion of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  II.  471. 

Claimant  endeavored  in  1857  to  export  from 
Atwood'i  Case.  Mexico  a  lot  of  live  stock,  including  some 
mares.  At  the  time,  the  exportation  of  mares 
was  forbidden  by  law,  and  in  consequence  claimant  was  on 
several  occasions  detained  by  the  authorities,  though  finally, 
by  some  arrangement  with  them,  he  was  permitted  to  pass 
with  all  the  animals  into  Texas.  The  commissioners  held  that 
he  could  not  make  a  claim  for  detention,  as  the  business  in  ' 
which  he  was  engaged  was  illegal,  and  the  arrangement  finally 
made  with  the  authorities,  whatever  it  was,  unlawful. 

John  W.  AiuHfOdY.  Mexico  No.  128,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op. 
IIL  101. 

Claimant  had  some  goods  in  the  store  of 
Bennetifs  Gaae.  one  Milmo,  at  Piedras  Kegras.  Milmo,  being 
charged  with  crime,  was  arrested,  and  an  em- 
bargo placed  on  all  the  proi)erty  in  his  store.  Claimant  asked 
damages  for  alleged  losses  by  depreciation  in  value  of  the 
goods  from  the  time  of  their  seizure  till  their  restitution,  for 
the  exx)enses  incurred  in  obtaining  their  restitution,  and  for  the 
abstraction  of  some  of  the  goods  and  damage  done  to  others 
while  they  were  in  the  possession  of  the  Mexican  authorities. 
The  umpire  said : 

"  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that,  considering  that  the  embargo 
of  Milmo's  goods  was  made  by  a  judicial  order,  the  authorities 
had  a  right  to  seize  everything  that  was  found  on  his  prem- 
ises, and  that  the  burden  of  proof  that  a  part  of  it  belonged  to 
the  claimant  was  upon  the  latter.  It  was  his  misfortune  that 
the  consignee  of  his  goods  was  accused  of  a  crime,  and  it  was 
a  part  of  that  misfortune  that  he  was  obliged  to  go  to  some 
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expense  to  prove  that  the  property  belonged  to  him.  But  the 
umpire  does  not  think  that  the  Mexican  Government  can  be 
made  responsible  for  his  expenses  on  that  account." 

The  evidences  of  unreasonable  detention  of  the  goods  before 
restitution  were  deficient,  as  well  as  of  damage  and  abstraction 
while  they  were  in  the  possession  of  the  Mexican  Government 
The  umpire  therefore  dismissed  the  claim. 

ThomtoD;  umpire,  William  M,  Bennett  v,  Mexico,  No.  557,  convention  of 
July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  III.  217,  IV.  616. 

''In  the  case  of  John  1),  Oramer  v.  Mexico 
Cramer*!  Case.  ]^o.  950,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the 
charges  made  against  the  Mexican  authori- 
ties are  not  sufficiently  proved  to  justify  his  condemning  the 
Mexican  Government  to  make  compensation  to  the  clatmant. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  at  the  time  of  the  claimant's 
arrest  the  guaranties  of  the  constitution  were  suspended,  and 
a  simple  order  by  a  military  or  civil  authority  was  a  sufficient 
warrant  of  arrest.  It  is  clear  that  there  was  a  suspicion  that 
the  claimant  was  implicated  in  an  attempt  at  revolution  against 
the  government,  and  the  authorities  were  justified  in  detain- 
ing the  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  grounds 
of  that  suspicion,  especially  as  an  American  citizen  with  whom 
the  claimant  had  had  communications  had  at  the  time  at- 
tempted to  raise  a  revolution  against  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment. Nor  does  the  umpire  think  that  thirty-five  days  was 
an  unreasonable  time  for  making  these  inquiries,  considering 
that  it  was  not  unlikely  that  they  were  partially  made  in  the 
United  States.  Anyone  who  carefully  reads  the  evidence  of 
the  three  witnesses,  one  of  whom  was  the  United  States  con- 
sul, will  acquire  the  conviction  that  it  was  obtained  princi- 
pally from  hearsay.  In  tlie  claimant's  memorial  it  is  stated 
*that  he  was  finally  able  to  get  his  case  to  the  ear  of  the 
American  consul  at  Mazatlan,'  but  Mr.  Sisson  himself  gives 
his  evidence  as  if  he  had  well  known  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  from  the  moment  of  the  arrest.  With  regard  to  the  ill 
treatment  complained  of  in  prison,  not  one  of  the  witnesses, 
not  even  Ellert,  who  was  in  the  same  prison  with  the  claimant, 
asserts  that  he  saw  the  claimant  beaten.  They  say  that  they 
knew  it,  but  do  not  say  how  they  knew  it.  The  statements  as 
to  losses  suffered  by  the  claimant  in  consequence  of  his  im- 
prisonment are  utterly  devoid  of  proof  and  are  merely  un- 
founded opinions  of  the  witnesses,  who  must  have  derived 
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those  opinions  from  information  furnished  by  the  claimant. 
Neither  did  the  claimant  avail  himself  of  his  right  to  bring  an 
action  for  damages  against  the  prefect,  nor  even  to  reiK>rt  the 
case  to  the  Mexican  Government.  It  is  still  more  remarkable 
that  neither  the  claimant  nor  the  United  States  consul  appears 
to  have  registered  any  written  protest  or  to  have  made  any  rep- 
resentations to  their  own  government,  although  the  affair  is 
alleged  to  have  involved  a  loss  to  the  claimant  of  $250,000. 
The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  Mexican  Government  can 
not  be  called  upon  to  pay  compensation  in  this  case." 

Thornton,  nmpire,  July  22,  1876,  John  D.  Cramer  v.  Mexico,  No.  950,  con- 
vention of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  501. 

Claimant  was  arrested  and  had  his  papers 
Jonan't  Case,      taken  from  him  by  order  of  Alvarez,  dictator 
of  Guerrero.    He  was  held  in  prison  for  long 
periods  in  1853  and  1854,  on  charges  not  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts.    The  following  decision  was  made: 

'^It  appears  to  the  umpire  that  the  arrest  of  the  claimant  in 
December  1853  was  illegal  in  form ;  that  almost  the  whole  of 
the  accusations  against  him  were  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Mexican  courts  ♦  ♦  • ;  that  the  fact  of  their  trying 
claimant  upon  accusations  over  which  they  had  no  jurisdiction 
prolonged  the  proceedings  most  unjustly  toward  the  claimant; 
that  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  proceedings  the  forms 
of  law  were  infringed  to  the  prejudice  of  the  accused;  that 
the  legation  of  the  United  States  at  Mexico  called  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Mexican  Government  to  the  want  of  jurisdiction  of 
the  tribunals  over  the  questions  at  issue,  and  that  the  Mexican 
Government  having  been  thus  warned,  and  having  abstained 
from  attempting  to  prevent  these  illegal  acts,  which  it  had  full 
power  to  do,  assumed  the  responsibility  of  those  acts." 

Thornton,  nmpire,  NoTember  20,  1875,  Augu8tu8  Jonan  v.  Mexico,  Ko.  70, 
convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  IV.  91,  VII.  355.  An  award  was  made 
to  the  claimant  of  $35,000  Mexican  gold,  with  interent. 

^^  The  bark  Emily  Banning^  having  arrived  at 

itM^Jln     ^  Acapulco  in  distress,  was  detained  and  her 
captain  and  crew  imprisoned  on  suspicion  of 
being  fillibusters.    The  detention  was  long  and  the  imprison- 
ment harsh.    The  umpire  held  that  the  whole  proceeding  was 
unjastifiable  and  made  an  award  in  favor  of  claimants. 

Thornton,  umpire.  Nautilus  Submarine  Pearl  Fiehing  Co.,  owner  of  the 
hark,  v.  Mexico,  No.  136,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  III.  U,  334; 
Martha  E.  Thatcher^  widow  and  administratrir  of  Anthony  Thatcher,  captain 
0/  ike  hark,  No.  137,  MS.  Op.  III.  22, 336. 
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Claimant  was  arbitrarily  arrested  by  an 
Pieroe'i  Case,  officer  of  local  police  in  Mexico  and  kept  all 
nigbt  a  prisoner  in  a  house.  It  appeared  that 
tbe  authorities  had  proceeded  against  this  official,  fined  and 
reprimanded  him,  and  dismissed  him  from  office.  It  was  held 
that  the  claimant  was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  entitled 
to  an  award  against  the  Mexican  Government. 

John  B.  Pierce  v.  Mexico,  No.  806,  conveDtion  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
VII.  28. 

"The  arrest  of  the  claimant  in  the  city  of 
Bxito'iCate.       Havana  having  been  effected  in  violation  of 
the  stipulations  of  treaty,  and  his  health  hav- 
ing been  injured  by  imprisonment,  he  has  a  right  to  recover 
damages  to  the  amount  of  $600,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  a 
year,  since  the  12th  of  February  1869,  to  this  day." 

M.  Bartholdi,  umpire,  November  14,  1874,  Joai^  Vicente  Brito  v.  /Spatii, 
No.  23,  Spanish  Claims  Commission,  agreement  between  the  United  States 
and  Spain  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

The  claimant  demanded  $25,000  damages, 
Oriffin'i  Case,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  without  probable 
cause,  and  maliciously  and  oppressively,  ar- 
rested and  imprisoned.  It  appeared  that  on  April  4, 1871, 
he  was  master  of  an  American  brig,  then  lying  at  Sagna  la 
Grande  in  Cuba.  On  the  day  when  the  vessel  was  ready  to 
sail,  a  slave  belonging  to  the  charterers  was  discovered  se- 
creted in  the  hold,  and  was  taken  out  by  their  agent,  who 
reported  the  circumstance  to  the  authorities.  The  authorities 
ordered  the  arrest  of  the  claimant  on  the  charge  of  attempt- 
ing to  aid  a  slave  to  escape,  and  he  was  imprisoned  from  the 
4th  of  April  till  the  13th  of  the  following  month,  when  he  was 
discharged  on  nominal  bail.  He  claimed  damages  for  costs 
and  charges  incurred  by  reason  of  his  imprisonment,  for  losses 
and  damages  suft'ered,  for  damage  to  vessel  and  cargo,  etc. 
The  commission  awarded  him  8500  in  American  gold. 

Joseph  Griffin  v.  Spainy  No.  87,  April  10, 1875,  Spanish  Claims  Commission, 
agreement  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

"  In  the  case  of  Pedro  Moliere  v.  Spain,  No.  4, 
Moliere'i  Case,     it  is  my  opinion  that  the  claimant  has  no  nght 
to  recover  damages  from  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment for  the  injuries  he  received  in  a  private  quarrel  on  the 
30th  of  August  1870.    But  inasmuch  as  the  claimant  was 
subsequently  arrested,  and  though  it  is  not  possible  to  decide 
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from  the  testimony  brought  before  the  commission  if  his  arrest 
was  or  was  not  ordered  upon  sufficient  ground,  as  there  is  no 
doubt  that  he  was  not  tried,  as  he  ought  to  have  been,  before 
a  competent  tribunal,  and  that  after  sixteen  days  of  imprison- 
ment, it  was  only  owing  to  the  exertions  of  the  consul-general 
of  the  United  States  that  he  was  released,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  the  claimant  has  a  right  to  recover  damages  to  the 
amount  of  $3,000,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  annum, 
from  the  1st  of  September  1870  to  the  day  of  payment 

M.  Bartholdi,  nmpire,  October  25,  1875,  Pedro  Moliere  y.  Spain,  No.  4, 
Spanish  Claims  Commiseion,  agreement  of  February  11-12, 1871. 

In  the  brief  of  the  a<lvocate  for  Spain  it 
Cue  of  Cafaiaa.  was  stated  that  the  wrongs  of  which  the  claim- 
ant complained  were  that  he  was  arrested  on 
the  15th  of  January  1869,  conducted  to  Havana,  confined  in  a 
dark  cell  for  fifty-five  days,  tried  upon  a  charge  of  complicity 
in  a  political  riot  in  which  two  policemen  were  shot,  and  con- 
demned, though  on  appeal  he  was  acquitted;  that  he  was 
then,  March  12,  removed  from  the  dark  cell  and  placed  in  the 
stocks,  and  kept  there  for  fifteen  days  and  nights;  that  he 
was  then,  about  March  27,  taken  from  the  stocks  and  placed 
in  the  gallery  of  the  prison,  and  there  detained  until  July  21, 
when  he  was  released  and  taken  by  two  policemen  to  a  steamer 
bound  for  Key  West,  on  which  he  was  forced  to  sail,  being 
furnished  with  a  passport  for  that  island;  that  during  his 
imprisonment  he  was  tried  upon  charges  of  being  a  Freemason, 
of  vagrancy,  and  of  insolence  and  defiance  of  Spanish  authority. 
The  evidence  showed  that  the  claimant  was  acquitted  on  the. 
charge  of  complicity  in  the  insurrection,  but  when  he  was  ex- 
pelled the  charge  of  vagrancy  was  still  pending.  lie  claimed 
damages  to  the  amount  of  $187,363.25  for  imprisonment,  loss 
of  health,  expenses,  etc.  The  arbitrators  awarded  him  $3,000, 
with  interest  at  6  per  cent  from  January  15, 1869,  till  final  pay- 
ment of  the  award. 

Teodoro  Cahia$  v.  Spain,  No.  10,  March  17,  1877,  Spanish  Claims  Com- 
mission, agreement  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

The  claimant,  who  was  the  master  of  an 
JoneifiOaae.      American  brig,  was  on  August  8,  1871,  ar- 
rested at  Santiago  de  Cuba  on  the  charge  of 
having  aided  a  revenue  accountant  who  had  stolen  public 
money  and  stamps  to  escape  from  Cuba,  by  conveying  him  in 
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the  brig  on  a  former  voyage  to  the  Island  of  Haiti.  His  bail 
was  fixed  at  from  JI7,000  to  $20,000;  but  after  thirty-oue  days' 
imprisonment  he  was,  through  the  intervention  of  the  United 
States  consul,  released  on  $200  bail.  After  his  release  the 
claimant  resumed  command  of  his  vessel  and  returned  to  New 
York.  The  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  charge  against  him 
was  not  delivered  until  September  3j  1874.  This  judgment 
declared  that  there  was  no  proof,  though  there  might  have  been 
suspicions,  that  the  claimant  knew  of  the  crimes  of  the  revenue 
accountant  when  he  conveyed  him  away  in  his  vessel. 

The  arbitrator  for  the  United  States  thought  that  the  pro- 
ceedings against  the  claimant  were  irregular,  because  it  was 
not  until  two  years  after  his  arrest  that  the  prosecution  was 
begun  against  the  fugitive  accountant.  The  arbitrator,  treat- 
ing the  latter  as  principal  and  the  claimant  as  accessory,  con- 
tended that  no  trial  of  the  claimant  could  regularly  have  been 
held  until  the  trial  of  the  principal  offender,  the  fugitive  ac- 
countant. 

The  Spanish  arbitrator  held  that  the  fact  that  the  claimant 
was  found  to  be  innocent  did  not  entitle  him  to  damages  when 
the  formalities  of  the  law  had  been  observed,  and  when  the 
authorities  were  not  actucated  by  malice  against  him. 

It  was  also  maintained  by  the  advocate  for  Spain  that  the 
claim  did  not  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission, 
because  it  had  no  connection  with  the  insurrection.  In  sup- 
port of  this  contention  he  referred  to  the  title  of  the  agreement 
of  February  12, 1871,  in  which  it  is  described  as  providing  for 
an  arbitration  of  claims  arising  *' since  the  commencement  of 
the  i)resent  insurrection.'^  By  the  fifth  artiple  of  the  agree- 
ment, however,  the  arbitrators  were  expressly  invested  with 
"jurisdiction  of  all  claims,"  etc.,  "for  injuries  done  to  citizens 
of  the  United  States  by  the  authorities  of  Spain  in  Cuba  since 
the  1st  day  of  October  1868." 

The  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision :  "The  umpire  is 
of  opinion  that  the  arrest  was  legal,  but  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
amount  of  bail  required  was  exorbitant,  the  treaty  of  1795  was 
violated,  and  that  the  claimant  under  the  circumstances  is 
entitled  to  some  indemnity;  and  the  umpire  hereby  decides 
that  an  amount  of  $5,000,  without  interest,  be  paid  on  account 
of  this  claim." 

Count  Lrewenhaupt,  umpire,  December  27, 1880,  William  A.  Jones  v,  Spainj 
No.  89,  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of  February  11-12, 
1871. 
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The  owners  of  the  vessel  referred  to  in  the 
*"  *ft  Co*^  preceding  case  demanded  $35,000  damages  for 
her  detention,  by  reason  of  the  arrovst  of  the 
master;  for  sickness  which  befell  the  crew  in  consequence  of 
their  detention,  involving  another  month's  delay,  and  for  the 
odium  that  attached  to  their  house  by  reason  of  the  arrest  of 
the  master  of  the  vessel,  which  was  engaged  in  a  regular 
trade  between  New  York  and  Cuba.  On  this  claim  the  umpire 
made  the  following  award: 

"The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  if  any  time  was  lost  between 
the  8th  and  14th  of  August  1871  by  suspension  of  work,  such 
delay  was  the  result  of  gross  mismanagement,  for  which  Spain 
is  not  resxK)nsible,  but  that  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
owners  suffered  some  loss  by  being  illegally  deprived  of  the 
services  of  the  captain  for  about  a  month;  and  the  umpire 
decides  that  an  amount  of  $1,000,  with  6  per  cent  interest  a 
year  from  the  16th  of  September  1871  to  this  day,  be  paid  on 
account  of  this  claim.'' 

Count  Lewenhaupt,  umpire,  December  27,  1880,  Waydell  4'  Co,  v.  Spain^ 

No.  88. 

<^The  memorialist  represents  that  he  is  a 
TmmlraU'i  Case,  citizen  of  Ghile^  at  present  a  member  of  the 
Ohilean  Congress,  residing  in  Santiago;  that 
on  February  5, 1891,  he  was  authorized  by  the  vice-president 
of  the  Senate  of  Chile  and  the  president  of  the  Chamber 
of  Deputies,  who  together  represented  the  authority  of  the 
Chilean  Congress  in  its  efforts  to  put  down  the  dictatorship 
of  Balmaceda,  to  proceed  to  the  United  States  to  purchase 
the  arms  and  ammunition  which  were  needed;  that  upon  his 
arrival  in  New  York  he  consulted  some  of  the  leading  law- 
yers in  regard  to  his  right  to  ship  arms  and  ammunition,  and 
was  in  every  case  informed  that  such  shipment  was  not  in  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  that  he  accordingly 
bought  from  Messrs.  Hartley  and  Graham,  of  New  York,  five 
thousand  rifles  and  two. million  cartridges;  that  he  cabled  the 
Chilean  Government  at  Iquique  to  send  one  of  their  steamers 
to  San  Diego,  California;  that  he  arranged  to  ship  the  arms 
and  ammunition  to  San  Francisco,  where  they  were  put  on 
board  the  American  schooner  Robert  and  Minnie^  whi(;h  was 
towed  to  the  Island  of  Catalina,  where  she  was  to  await  the 
arrival  of  the  Chilean  steamer  Itata;  that  the  Itata  was  de- 
layed two  weeks,  and  although  she  had  instructions  from  him 
not  to  .enter  the  port  of  San  Diego  but  to  await  outside  for 
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orders,  waot  of  coal  obliged  lier  to  put  into  San  Diego  on  May 
3, 1891;  that  the  presence  of  the  Robert  and  Minnie  had  in  the 
mean  time  been  discovered,  and  it  was  suspected  that  the  Itata 
had  come  to  get  the  arms  and  ammunition  which  composed  her 
cargo;  that  this  suspicion  led  to  the  Itatd's  arrest  soon  after 
her  arrival  in  San  Diego;  that  on  the  6th  of  May  1891,  with- 
out obtaining  clearance  papers,  the  Itata  weighed  anchor  and 
left  San  Diego;  that  on  the  11th  of  May  1891  he  left  San 
Francisco,  California,  for  New  York,  but  on  arrival  at  Oakland 
was  detained  by  two  detectives  on  board  the  ferryboat  and 
taken  back  to  San  Francisco  like  a  common  criminal ;  that  he 
was  taken  to  the  marshal's  office  and  informed  by  the  United 
States  district  attorney  that  he  must  go  to  jail  unless  he  could 
furnish  bond  for  $15,000;  that  he  protested  against  his  arrest 
without  a  warrant  and  asked  by  whose  orders  he  was  arrested. 
The  district  attorney  replied  that  he  was  arrested  by  order  of 
the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States;  that  having  asked 
why  he  was  arrested  the  district  attorney  informed  him  that 
he  was  arrested  for  having  violated  the  neutrality  laws  of  the 
United  States  in  fitting  out  and  arming  the  schooner  Robert 
and  Minnie  to  cruise  and  commit  hostilities  against  the  Bepubhc 
of  Chile;  that  he  was  able  to  furnish  the  bond  for  $15,000  and 
allowed  to  go  free,  but  was  informed  that  he  could  not  leave 
San  Francisco,  where  he  must  wait  the  indictment  of  the 
grand  jury  of  Los  Angeles;  that  being  thus  detained  he  sent 
a  telegram  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  Wharton,  on 
the  15th  of  May,  which  is  set  out  in  the  memorial;  that  to  this 
telegram  he  received  no  reply;  that  having  been  indicted  by 
the  grand  jury  he  was  obliged  to  go  to  Los  Angeles  to  stand 
his  trial,  which  was  postponed  until  September,  and  then 
returned  to  New  York,  and  the  trial  having  again  been  post- 
poned to  October  he  was  obliged  to  return  to  Los  Angeles  and 
await  the  result  of  bis  trial,  until  the  3d  of  November,  when 
Judge  Rosa,  of  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
southern  district  of  California,  delivered  his  opinion  and  in- 
structed the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  The  memori- 
alist then  proceeds  to  quote  the  opinions  of  several  of  the 
officials  of  the  United  States  Government  to  show  that  he 
had  the  right  to  purchase  arms  and  munitions  of  war  in  the 
United  States  and  to  ship  such  articles  abroad.  He  represents 
that  he  was  detained  by  the  civil  authorities  of  the  United 
States  from  May  11  to  November  3,  1891;  that  by  the  prose- 
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cution  of  the  civil  aathorities  of  the  United  States  he  was 
obliged  to  saflfer  great  inconvenience;  that  be  was  damaged  in 
his  reputation  and  saffered  considerable  pecuniary  losses,  for 
all  of  which  he  claims  the  sum  of  $32,500. 

<^The  agent  of  the  United  States  has  demurred  to  the  memo- 
rial of  the  claimant  as  insufficient  under  the  treaty  and  in  law 
to  entitle  him  to  maintain  his  claim  against  the  United  States. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  should  be  sustscined. 

"Section  5283  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
provides: 

^^^  Every  person  who,  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States, 
fits  out  and  arms,  or  attempts  to  fit  out  and  arm,  or  procures 
to  be  fitted  out  and  armed,  or  knowingly  is  concerned-  in  the 
famishing,  fitting  out,  or  arming  of  any  vessel,  with  intent  that 
such  vessel  shall  be  employed  in  the  service  of  any  foreign 
prince  or  state,  or  of  any  colony,  district,  or  people,  to  cruise 
or  commit  hostilities  against  the  subjects,  citizens,  or  property 
of  any  foreign  prince  or  state,  or  of  any  colony,  district,  or 
people  with  whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace,  •  •  • 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  high  misdemeanor,  and  shall  be 
fined  not  more  than  ten  thousand  dollars  and  imprisoned  not 
more  than  three  years.' 

"The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of 
Carlisle  et  al.  v.  The  United  States,  reported  in  16  Wallace, 
p.  147,  has  decided  that — 

"  'Aliens  domiciled  in  the  United  States  owe  a  local  and  tem- 
porary allegiance  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
They  are  bound  to  obey  all  the  laws  of  the  country  not  imme- 
diately relating  to  citizenship  during  their  residence  in  it,  and 
are  equally  amenable  with  citizens  for  any  infraction  of  those 
laws.^ 

"In  1793  Mr.  Jefferson,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Genet,  held : 

"*  Aliens  residing  in  the  United  States  are  as  much  respon- 
sible for  breach  of  neutrality  laws  as  are  citizens ;  aliens,  while 
within  our  jurisdiction  and  enjoying  the  protection  of  the  laws, 
being  bound  to  obedience  to  them,  and  to  avoid  disturbance 
of  our  peace  within,  or  acts  which  would  commit  it  without, 
equally  as  citizens  are.'  (Second  Wharton's  International 
I>iges^  sec.  203,  p.  503.) 

"Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of  State,  December  23, 1851,  held: 

"*  Every  foreigner- bom  residing  in  a  country  owes  to  that 
country  allegiange  and  obedience  to  the  laws  as  long  as  he 
remains  in  it,  as  a  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the  mere  fact  of 
his  residence,  and  the  temporary  protection  which  he  enjoys, 
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and  is  as  much  bound  to  obey  its  laws  as  native  subjects  or 
citizens.  This  is  the  universal  understanding  in  all  civilized 
states,  and  nowhere  a  more  established  doctrine  than  in  this 
country.'    (Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  203,  p.  504.) 

"Mr.  Marcy,  Secretary  of  State,  July  20, 1855,  said: 

"  <  If  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  States  goes  into  a 
foreign  country  and  subjects  himself  to  a  prosecution  for  an 
offense  against  the  laws  of  that  country,  this  government  can 
not  interfere  with  the  proceedings,  nor  can  it  claim  any  right 
to  revise  or  correct  the  error  of  such  proceedings,  unless  thei^e 
has  been  a  willfiil  denial  of  justice,  or  the  tribunals  have  been 
corruptly  used  as  instruments  for  i)erpetrating  wrong  or  out- 
rage. 

" '  This  government  is  in  the  daily  practice  of  trying  and 
punishing  the  subjects  of  other  states  for  offenses  committed 
here.  Those  states  have  no  right  nor  would  they  be  allowed 
to  interfere  with  our  proceedings  against  their  subjects,  ux)on 
any  other  ground  than  a  willful  denial  of  justice,  or  a  corrupt 
perversion  of  judicial  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  wrong  or 
oppression.'     (Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  203,  ]}.  505.) 

"  Mr.  Cass,  Secretary  of  State,  in  1858,  said : 

"  '  Every  independent  state  has  the  right  to  regulate  its  in- 
ternal concerns  in  its  own  way,  taking  care  to  avoid  giviug 
just  cause  of  offense  to  other  nations.  In  almost  all  the 
European  states  there  are  police  and  administrative  powers 
exercised  by  the  governments,  which  enable  them  to  exert  a 
very  arbitrary  authority  over  residents,  whether  natives  or 
foreigners.  When  our  citizens  enter  those  countries,  they  en- 
ter them  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  laws,  however  arbi- 
trary these  may  be,  and  responsible  for  any  violation  of  them.' 
(Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  203,  p.  505.) 

"Mr.  Blaine,  Secretary  of  State,  stated,  November  25, 1881: 
*»' Every  person  who  voluntarily  brings  himself  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  country,  whether  permanently  or  tempo- 
rarily, is  subject  to  the  operation  of  its  laws,  whether  he  bea 
citizen  or  a  mere  resident,  so  long  as,  in  the  case  of  the  alien 
resident,  no  treaty  stipulation  or  principle  of  international 
law  IS  contravened.'    (Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  203,  p.  507.) 

"Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Secretary  of  State,  November  25  1881, 
says:  ' 

"  af  an  alien,  wbile  within  the  United  States,  violates  a  law 
here  in  force,  he  is  liable  to  arrest  and  punishment ^rdSff 
to  the  local  practice,  and  because  of  his  foreign  citizt^Shf 
has  no  privileges  or  immunities  otlier  than  those  m!f^^f?L! 
citizen  of  this  republic'    (Wharton's  mTe.t"tZ2^^ 

"It  is  proper  to  say  that  these  citations  of  authoritv  haVe 
been  taken  from  the  brief  of  the  counsel  of  the  ulitJtX^^I! 
Many  other  citations  to  the  same  effect  r^fguX^^^^'^'^' 
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"In  view  of  these  well-settled  principles  of  public  law  it  is 
incumbent  ui>on  the  claimant  to  make  it  appear,  before  be  can 
maintain  his  claim,  that  palpable  injustice  has  been  done  to 
him  or  that  he  has  been  deprived  of  such  a  trial  as  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  would  have  received  -if  he  had  been  ar- 
rested under  similar  circumstances  and  charged  with  the  com- 
mission of  a  similar  offense.    There  is  no  such  allegation  in 
his  memorial.     On  the  contrary,  it  appears  from  his  own 
statement  that  he  was  arrested  by  order  of  the  Attorney- 
General  of  the  United  States  upon  suspicion  that  he  had  vio- 
lated the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States;  that  he  was 
promptly  admitted  to  bail;  that  the  evidence  against  him  was 
sufficiently  strong  to  justify  an  indictment  by  the  grand  jury; 
that  he  was  regularly  tried,  according  to  law,  and  acquitted 
by  a  petit  jury,  under  the  instructions  of  the  court,  within  six 
months  from  the  time  of  his  arrest.    He  does  not  complain 
that  due  process  of  law  has  not  been  observed  in  his  case,  but 
that  he  has  been  tried  for  a  violation  of  the  neutrality  laws, 
of  which  offense  he  was  not  guilty  according  to  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  and  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

^^  We  have  been  unable  to  find  any  precedent  for  this  claim. 
If  it  is  a  valid  claim,  then  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  every 
person  charged  with  an  offense  against  the  laws  and  acquitted 
may  sue  the  state  and  recover  damages.    Every  government 
that  institutes  a  criminal  proceeding  for  the  enforcement  of 
its  laws  would  do  so  at  its  peril.    No  government  could  long 
exist  if  such  a  doctrine  should  be  recognized  as  sound.    The 
^ere  statement  of  the  proposition  is  safficieut  to  demonstrate 
^ts  unsoundness.    If  this  were  a  suit  against  a  private  individ- 
'lal  for  malicious  arrest  and  prosecution  it  would  be  necessary, 
^^  order  to  maintain  the  suit,  to  aver  and  prove  malice  and 
^ant  of  probable  cause.    It  is  not  charged  in  the  memorial  that 
^He  Attorney-General  was  actuated  by  malice  in  ordering  the 
Arrest,  or  that  there  was  want  of  probable  cause.    It  is  fair 
^  presume  that  in  the  performance  of  an  official  duty  he  was 
governed  by  the  facts  and  circumstances  as  they  appeared  to 
^im.    'A  public  officer  is  not  liable  to  an  action  if  he  falls  into 
error  in  a  case  where  the  act  to  be  done  is  not  merely  a  minis- 
terial one,  but  is  one  in  relation  to  which  it  is  his  duty  to  exer- 
cise judgment  and  discretion  even  although  an  individual  may 
suffer  by  his  mistake.'    (Kendall  v.  Stokes,  3  Howard,  87.) 

"But  this  is  not  a  claim  against  the  Attorney-General ;  it  is 
a  claim  agaiust  the  United  States;  a  fortiori  malice  and  want 
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of  probable  cause  in  the  arrest  and  prosecution  complained  of 
should  be  made  to  appear.  Was  there  want  of  probable  cause! 
Probable  cause  is  the  existence  of  such  facts  and  circumstances 
as  would  excite  the  belief  in  a  reasonable  mind,  acting  on  the 
facts  within  the  knowledge  of  the  prosecutor,  that  the  person 
charged  was  guilty  of  the  oi!'ense.  Were  not  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances disclosed  in  the  memorial  calculated  to  excite  tbe 
belief,  or  at  least  to  warrant  the  suspicion,  that  the  claimaut 
was  engaged  in  violating  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United 
States?  According  to  bis  own  statement  he  came  to  the 
United  States  as  the  accredited  agent  and  representative  of  a 
revolutionary  party  that  was  then  attempting  to  overthrow  the 
government  of  Balmaceda,  with  which  the  United  States  were 
at  peace.  He  came  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  needed 
arms  and  ammunition.  In  the  progress  of  his  narrative  he 
says: 

"  *I  accordingly  bought  from  Messrs.  Hartley  &  Graham,  of 
New  York,  five  thousand  rifles  and  two  million  cartridges. 

"  *  As  1  did  not  have  the  funds  necessary  for  the  chartering 
of  a  steamer  that  might  bring  them  directly  to  Chile,  1  cabled 
the  Chilean  Government  at  Iquique  to  send  one  of  their 
steamers  to  San  Diego,  California.  In  the  mean  time  I  arranged 
the  following  plan :  1  shipped  the  arms  and  ammunition  to  San 
Francisco,  where  they  were  put  on  board  the  American  schooner 
Robert  and  Minnie^  which  was  towed  to  the  Island  of  Catalina, 
where  she  was  to  await  the  arrival  of  the  Chilean  steamer  Ttata. 
Unfortunately  the  Itata  was  delayed  two  weeks,  and  although 
she  had  instructions  from  me  not  to  enter  the  port  of  San 
Diego,  but  to  await  outside  for  orders,  want  of  coal  obliged 
her  to  put  into  San  Diego  on  May  3, 1801. 

« <  The  presence  of  the  Robert  and  Minnie  had  in  the  mean- 
time been  discovered,  and  it  was  suspected  that  the  Itata  had 
come  to  get  the  arms  and  ammunition  which  composed  her 
cargo.' 

"In  addition  to  these  suspicious  facts  and  circumstances,  as 
stated  by  the  memorialist  himself,  showing  secrecy  in  the 
transaction  on  his  part,  it  appears  that  he  was  regularly  in- 
dicted by  a  grand  jury,  sworn  and  impaneled  in  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Cali- 
fornia to  inquire  into  all  offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court.  It  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume that  there  was  suificient  evidence  before  the  grand  jury 
to  justify  the  indictment  found  by  them,  and  the  indictment 
itself  is  sufficient  to  show  that  there  was  probable  cause.  As 
it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  memorial  itself  that  the  claim- 
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ant  was  arrested  upon  the  suspicion  that  he  was  engaged  in 
the  yiolation  of  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States;  that 
he  was  regularly  indicted,  tried,  and  acquitted  in  accordance 
with  the  ordinary  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice;  that  he 
was  subjected  to  no  improper  treatment  while  under  arrest 
and  to  no  unnecessary  delay  in  his  trial,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  he  has  no  legal  claim  against  the  United  States  for  dam- 
.ages.  If  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  temporarily  domiciled 
in  the  Republic  of  Chile,  should  be  arrested  under  similar  cir- 
camstances  upon  a  similar  charge  and  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  legal  proceedings  should  be  indicted,  tried,  and  acquitted, 
we  apprehend  his  claim  for  damages  would  not  be  entertained 
in  the  Chilean  courts.  If  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  should 
be  subjected  to  a  similar  prosecution  upon  a  similar  charge  or 
upon  any  charge  in  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  his 
suit  for  damages  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
would  be  wholly  unavailing.  Certainly  it  can  not  be  contended 
that  the  claimant,  a  citizen  of  Chile,  and  under  obligations  to 
obey  the  laws  of  the  United  States  while  temporarily  residing 
here,  is  entitled  to  any  greater  immunity  or  protection  than 
would  be  accorded  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  under  like 
drcumstances. 

*'  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  claimant,  an  honored  citizen 
ofChfle,  has  been  subjected  to  annoyance  and  loss;  but  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  facts  stated  in  his  memorial  are  not 
sufficient  under  the  treaty  or  in  law  to  entitle  him  to  recover 
damages  against  the  United  States.  The  demurrer  is  sus- 
tained and  the  claim  is  dismissed. 

Opinion  of  Mr.  Goode,  for  the  commission,  ease  of  Rieardo  L,  Trtivibun 
y-  Chile,  No.  2S,  United  States  and  Chilean  Claiu^s  Commission,  convention 
ofAngustT,  1892. 

G.  L.  Borden,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
Boiden'i  Caae.  master  and  seven  eighths  owner  of  the  Ameri- 
can whaling  bark  Hope  On^  shipped  in  Novem- 
ber 1882  a  Chilean  sailor,  who,  having  become  mutinous,  and 
having  assailed  members  of  the  crew  with  a  knife,  was  sev- 
eral times  confined  in  irons.  On  January  14, 1883,  the  sailor, 
It  was  alleged,  with  his  consent,  was  put  ashore  on  the  Island 
of  Juan  f'emandez,  at  a  point  "about  two  miles  from  the 
settlement,''  and  with  "  food  snlBacient  to  maintain  him  until 
he  could  reach  the  settlement."  March  27,  1883,  the  bark 
called  at  Talcahuano  to  refit  for  an  arctic  voyage,  but  on 
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April  9,  when  she  was  nearly  ready  for  sea,  the  master  wfts 
notified  that  she  would  not  be  allowed  to  depart.  April  U 
the  minister  of  marine  of  Chile  ordered  the  bark  to  be  de- 
tained till  further  orders;  and  on  the  16th  of  the  month  Bor- 
den was  arrested  and,  after  a  few  hours'  detention,  taken  he 
fore  a  judge  at  Coneepci6n.  He  gave  bail  and  returned  to 
Taleahuano.  Ten  days  afterward  he  was  ordered  to  appear 
at  Concepci6n,  which  he  did.  May  15  an  order  for  the  release 
of  the  bark  was  given  at  Borden's  instance,  but  it  was  counter 
nianded,  and  the  bark  was  not  permitted  to  depart  till  May  2J, 
when  she  sailed  under  a  new  master.  This  master  "  proved  to 
be  incompetent,"  and  the  cruise  a  failure;  and  in  the  autumn  of 
1893  Borden  discharged  the  crew  " and  sold  the  bark  and  ont 
fits  for  what  he  could  obtain,  at  a  large  loss."  He  himse/f 
"remained  at  Taleahuano  until  the  27th  of  June  1883,  await 
ing  notification  of  his  trial,  but  received  none.''  He  then 
returned  to  his  home  in  the  United  States.  He  claimed  dam 
ages  (1)  for  his  arrest  and  expenses,  and  (2)  for  the  detention  of 
his  vessel,  amounting  to  $20,130.69. 

It  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  no  legal  proceedings  were 
ever  instituted  against  the  bark.  The  master  was  arrested  for 
barbarously  maltreating  the  Chilean  sailor  and  for  casting  bini 
ashore  on  an  uninhabited  part  of  Juan  Fernandez  Islautl- 
It  appears,  however,  that  the  sailor  did  not  appear  as  a  com- 
plainant, but  that  the  prosecution  was  instituted  by  the  cap 
tain  of  the  port  of  Antofogasta,  on  the  report  of  the  lessee  oi' 
the  island,  to  whom  the  sailor  told  his  story.* 

The  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  ship  were  estimated 
at  $250  a  day,  which  included  $50  for  wages,  $10  for  provi- 

•  Mr.  Shields,  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  in  his  final  report  (p.  70), 
saya : 

"The  record  shows  that  the  district  attorney  of  Chile  gave  as  hie  opin- 
ion to  the  court  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  crime  charged  against 
Borden,  and  that  there  was  no  crime  against  Chilean  law  committ-ed  by 
him.  Tlie  case  seeuis  to  have  been  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Chile,  which  held  that  the  court  at  Concepcion  had  no  jurisdiction  of  thp 
case,  and  remanded  it  to  tlu^  court  at  Valparaiso  for  further  proceedings* 
where  the  case  rested  for  three  years,  nntil  a  demand  by  the  United  Stated 
Government  for  iufonnation  in  regard  to  it  was  made,  when  the  papers 
were  found  among  the  private  papers  of  the  judge,  never  having  been 
docketed.  Every  ett'ort  was  then  made  by  the  Chilean  Government  to  per 
feet  the  proceedings  against  the  claimant,  without  success;  the  district 
attorney  stated  to  the  coui-t  that  his  honor  absolutely  lacked  data  to  estab- 
lish the  existence  of  any  offense." 
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sions,  $6.66  for  interest  aud  insaraiice,  and  the  rest  for  the 
loss  of  the  use  of  the  vessel.  No  evidence  was  offered  by 
Chile  on  the  sabject  of  damages. 

The  contentions  of  the  parties  before  the 
Azgamente.       commission  have  been  stated  by  the  agent  of 
the  United  States  *  as  follows: 

^^  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  that  as 

there  was  no  complainant  and  no  complaint  to  serve  as  the 

basis  for  the  prosecution,  and  also  no  crime  against  Chilean 

law  alleged,  the  proceedings  were  void;  that  maltreating  a 

sailor  on  board  a  United  States  vessel  by  the  captain  on  the 

high  seas  or  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  Chile  is  not 

an  offence  against  the  law  of  Chile  nor  justiciable  in  the 

Chilean  courts.    (See  Field's  International  Code,  p.  433 ;  Kent's 

Commentaries,  p.  204;  Pelletier's  case  (against  Hayti),  p.  102; 

United  States  against  Palmer,  3d  Wheaton,  610;  Opinions  of 

the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  vol.  8,  p.  79.) 

'^A  crime  committed  on  board  a  foreign  merchant  vessel,  in 
which  members  of  the  ship's  crew  are  alone  concerned,  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  courts  unless  the  crime 
involves  a  breach  of  the  local  peace.  (Wildenhus's  case,  120 
United  States,  1;  Ortolan,  Diplomatic  de  la  Mer,  1, 450;  Jour- 
nal du  Droit  International  Priv^,  1876,  p.  413.) 

"On  the  question  of  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  ves- 
sel, the  following  cases  were  cited:  The  Baltimore,  8  Wall. 
377-^85;  Cayuga,  14  Wall.  270;  Potomac,  105  U.  S.  630;  Por- 
ters Fed.  Bep-  822;  8  Fed.  Hep.  170;  Brown  v.  Hicks,  24  Fed. 
Rep.  811 ;  Parsons  r.  Terry,  1  Low.  60 ;  The  Notting  Hill,  9  Pro. 
Div.  105-113;  Parana,  2  Pro.  Div.  118;  The  Mary  Steele,  2  Low, 
370-374;  The ResoluU,SFTO. Div.  109;  Phillimore, pp.  112,113; 
The  Clarence,  3  Wm.  Rob.  283-286;  The  Gleaner,  3  Asp.  Mor. 
Lawcas.  582;  Morsden,  Collision  (2d  ed.),  p.  115;  The  James 
Maury,  Alabama  Claims,  Op.  47 ;  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13  How. 
101;  Walter  Pharo,  1  Lowell,  437;  Stromless,  1  Lowell,  153; 
Mayflower,  1  Brown,  adm.  376;  Transit,  4  Ben.  138;  Swift  t?. 
Brownell,  1  Holmes,  467;  The  Antelope,  1  Low.  130;  Brown 
«.  Smith,  1  Low  547;  Frates  v.  Howland,  2  Low.  36;  Hussey  v. 
Fields,  1  Sprague,  394-396;  Knight  r.  Parsons,  iWd.  279;  290 
Bbls.  Oil,  ibid.  475;  Baxter  v.  Rodman,  3  Pick.  435. 

"The  brief  of  the  agent  of  Chile  claimed  that  Borden  was 
maDifcstly  responsible  for  the  landing  of  the  sailor  on  the  island 
of  Juan  Fernandez,  which  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Chile. 
He  practically  admitted  that  Chile  had  no  jurisdiction  for  the 
acts  of  claimant  on  the  high  seas;  that  while  an  error  may 
bave  been  committed  by  the  authorities  at  Concepcion  in  at- 
tempting to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  the  error  worked  no 
iiijury  to  Borden;  that  the  fact  that  the  tribunal  at  Valparaiso 


» Shields's  Report,  71. 
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made  an  order  directing  the  police  to  search  for  witnesses 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  that  tribunal  was  of  opinion  that 
the  criminal  code  in  Chile  in  some  of  its  provisions  was  applica- 
ble to  the  offense  charged  upon  Captain  Borden.  In  that  view 
of  the  case  the  proceed?ngs  at  Valparaiso  were  by  due  process 
of  law,  of  which  Captain  Borden,  neither  for  himself  nor  as  an 
owner  of  a  large  part  of  the  Hope  On^  had  any  right  to  com- 
plain; that  the  damages  claimed  were  in  large  part  conse- 
quential damages,  which  by  the  rules  of  public  and  municipal 
law  are  excluded  from  judicial  consideration;  that  the  owners 
of  the  vessel  can  have  no  legal  claim  for  compensation  on  ac- 
count of  what  may  have  been  due  to  the  subordinate  officers 
and  men.  The  claim,  if  any  claim  is  found  to  exist,  should 
have  been  made  by  them  for  their  respective  shares  in  the 
product  of  the  voyage.  The  captain  of  the  vessel  would  only 
be  entitled  to  his  proportion,  and  what  that  is  the  commis- 
sioners are  without  means  of  determining;  that  by  the  natural 
process  of  the  voyage,  if  successful,  the  expenditure  called  the 
outfit  would  be  converted  into  what  is  known  as  the  'catch'— 
that  is,  the  oil  and  bone  obtained  from  the  whales;  that  there 
is  no  testimony  tending  to  show  wl\at  the  condition  of  the  ves- 
sel was  in  respect  to  the  outfit  or  in  respect  to  the  quantity  of 
oil  and  bone  on  board  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  her  arrival  at 
Talcahuano,  hence  there  is  no  basis  for  any  estimate  of  loss, 
except  for  the  vessel  and  its  detention ;  that  claims  for  the  loss 
of  the  vessel  or  deterioration  thereof  in  consequence  of  the 
incapacity  of  Commander  Seymour  tcre  consequential  damages 
and  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission." 

The  commission,  Mr.  Cana  and  Mr.  Goode 
Award.         dissenting  as  to  different  points,  pronounced 
the  following  decision: 

^'In  this  case  the  memorialist  bases  his  claim  upon  three 
grounds : 

"Ist.  For  personal  damages,  suffering,  indignity, 
and  loss  of  time  from  the  date  of  his  arrest,  April 
L6,  188,'^,  to  the  date  of  his  arrival  at  New  Bed- 
ford, August  20,  1883 $10,000.00 

'*  2d.  For  actual  cash  expenses  paid  by  the  claimant 
in  consequence  of  his  said  arrest  and  detention, 
including  passage  home 943. 19 

"3d.  For  damages-  suffered  by  the  claimant  in  re- 
spect of  his  seven-eighths  ownership  of  said  bark 
Hope  On  on  account  of  the  arrest,  seizure,  deten- 
tion, and  demurrage  of  his  said  bark  from  April 
9, 1883,  to  May  21, 1883, 42  days,  at  $250  per  day, 
$10,500— seven  eighths  of  $10,500 9, 187. 50  - 

''The  majority  of  the  commission,  Mr.  Commissioner  Groode 
dissenting,  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  claimant  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  auy  damages  on  account  of  his  persotial  arrest  or  on 
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account  of  actnal  cash  expenses  paid  by  bim  in  consequence  of 
said  arrest.  While  an  error  may  have  been  committed  by  the 
Chilean  aathorities  in  ordering  the  arrest  of  the  claimant^  it 
does  not  appear  that  it  was  done  maliciously,  without  probable 
cause,  or  in  disregard  of  due  process  of  law.  The  decision  of 
the  commission  in  dismissing  the  claim  of  Ricardo  L.  Trumbull 
V,  The  United  States  is  accepted  as  a  precedent,  which  should 
be  followed  in  this  case. 

"On  the  other  hand,  the  majority  of  the  commission,  Mr. 
Commissioner  Gana  dissenting,  are  of  opinion  that  the  claim- 
ant is  entitled  to  recover  damages  on  account  of  the  arrest  and 
detention  of  the  vessel.  The  principle  is  well  established  in 
cases  like  the  present  that  the  loss  of  the  use  of  the  vessel  is 
the  prox>er  measure  of  damages,  and  that  the  loss  of  such  UHe  is 
the  loss  of  her  'probable  catch'  during  her  enforced  absence 
from  the  fishing  grounds. 

'^The  testimony  adduced  by  the  claimant  proves  that  on  ac- 
count of  the  detention  of  the  vessel  in  port  she  lost  forty-two 
days  on  the  cruising  grounds,  and  that  $250  per  day  is  a  reason- 
able estimate  of  the  damages  thereby  sustained.  The  respond- 
ent government  has  ofiTerod  no  testimony  in  rebuttal  on  this 
subject. 

'^  Upon  this  basis  the  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel 
amount  to  $10,500,  and  the  claimant  being  the  owner  of  seven- 
eighths  of  the  vessel  is  entitled  to  recover  $9,187ik),  and  judg- 
ment may  be  entered  accordingly.'' 

Gilbert  Bennet  Borden  v.  Chile,  United  States  and  Chilean  Claims  Com- 
miflfiion,  convention  of  August  7, 1892. 

2.  By  Military  Authority. 

December  23, 1820,  the  American  schooner 
Cue  of  the  « Galaxy."  Oalaxy  entered  the  river  Tabasco,  in  Mexico, 
intending  to  proceed  up  the  stream  to  the 
city  of  that  name.  In  consequence  however  of  "  political  dis- 
turbances,'' she  was  not  permitted  to  do  so.  Leaving  the 
schooner,  then  at  the  mouth  of  the  river,  the  charterer  pro- 
ceeded in  person  to  the  city  of  Tabasco,  ninety  miles  away, 
and  procured  a  cargo  of  logwood.  But  he  was  not  permitted 
to  take  it  away.  On  the  contrary,  he  was  detained  by  the 
authorities,  and  the  schooner  was  kept  at  the  mouth  of  the 
river  firom  January  1,  1830,  till  the  5th  of  the  ensuing  month, 
by  order  of  the  military  commandant  of  the  city  of  Tabasco, 
^^in  consequence  of  political  dissensions  in  which  the  said 
commandant  was  engaged  with  the  commandant  of  the  prin- 
cipal bar.''  Such  was  the  statement  made  in  a  certificate  by 
the  collector   of  the  .municipal  maritime  custom-house    at 
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Tabasco.  The  vessel  was  at  the  time  chartered  by  William  H. 
Shaw,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  presented  a  chiim 
before  the  commission  for  damages.  The  owners  of  the  vessel 
also  presented  a  claim  for  her  detention,  bnt  as  there  was  no 
proof  that  she  was  injured  by  the  detention,  and  as  they  had 
a  claim  against  Shaw,  the  charterer,  for  her  use,  the  American 
commissioners  rejected  their  claim.  They  awarded  compensa- 
tion to  Shaw,  both  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel  and  for  his 
own  detention.  The  umpire  sustained  them,  and  on  February 
23, 1842,  allowed  Shaw  the  sum  of  $2,057.20. 

William  H.  Shaw  v.  Mexico:  Commission  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

Eobert  T.  Brent,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Bwntfs  Case.  States,  domiciled  at  Boonville,  Missouri,  in 
July  1846  introduced  five  wagonloads  of  goods 
into  Santa  F<^,  New  Mexico,  upon  which  he  paid  duties  amount- 
ing to  $3,250.  On  July  14  he  set  out  with  a  part  of  the  goods 
in  two  wagons  for  Chihuahua,  and  while  on  the  way,  at  a  place 
called  the  Sand  Hills,  south  of  Paso  del  Norte,  "  first  received 
certain  intelligence  of  the  war  then  existing  between  the 
two  countries."  Arriving  at  Chihuahua  about  the  Kith  of 
September,  he  was  immediately  required  to  report  himself  to 
the  prefect  of  the  place  and  to  sign  a  pledge  not  to  leave  the 
city  without  permissiom  He  applied  for  passports,  which 
were  refused  him;  and  until  about  the  1st  of  November  he 
was  required  to  report  himself  daily  to  the  prefect.  In  Jan- 
uary 1847  he  was  confined  in  prison  for  fifteen  days,  "  with- 
out any  reason  being  assigned  for  it,  by  the  authorities,  when 
he  was  set  at  liberty."  He  further  alleged  that  he  was  de- 
tained at  Chihuahua  until  the  arrival  there  of  the  American 
troops  about  the  1st  of  March  1847,  a  period  of  about  six 
months;  that  in  consequence  he  suffered  greatly  in  his  credit 
and  his  business;  that  he  was  prevented  from  paying  certain 
notes  at  maturity,  having  eventually  to  pay  about  $1,000 
interest  on  them ;  and  that  his  personal  expenses,  while  he  was 
detained,  amounted  to  about  $412,50.  He  claimed  these  sums, 
together  with  83,000  for  injuries  to  his  business  and  $5,000  for 
violation  of  his  personal  liberty.  The  commissioners  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849,  to  whom  the  claim  was 
presented,  said: 

**At  the  time  of  the  restraints  imposed  upon  the  memorialist 
at  Chihuahua  a  public  war  existed  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  and  an  American  army  was  about  to  invade  that 
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state,  A  citizen  of  one  eonntry,  which  is  at  war  with  another, 
foimd  in  the  territory  of  the  latter,  unless  protected  by  some 
treaty  stipulations  between  the  nations,  may  be  regarded  as 
an  enemy;  and  although,  agreeably  to  the  milder  usages  of 
modem  times,  he  may  not  be  justly  treated  with  the  same 
rigor  as  combatants  taken  in  arms,  he  is  nevertheless  liable 
to  restraints,  and  may  be  prevented  from  leaving  the  country. 
Otherwise,  the  most  important  information  touchin.^  the  means, 
plans,  and  military  operations  of  the  country  where  he  is  found 
may  be  communicated  to  its  invading  enemy.  The  United 
States  has  on  former  occasioned  exercised  this  right  and  pro- 
vided for  it  by  law  (see  act  July  6, 1778,  ch.  66,  entitled  « An 
act  respecting  alien  enemies.    Stat,  at  L.,  vol.  1,  page  577.') 

"The  memorialist  contends  that  the  injuries  of  which  he 
complains  were  in  violation  of  the  twenty-sixth  and  the  four- 
teenth articles  of  the  treaty  of  1831,  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico.  It  will  be  seen,  however,  upon  reference  to  the 
treaty,  that  the  twenty-sixth  article  relates  only  to  persons 
residing  in  the  country,  and  secures  to  them  the  right  of  re- 
maining there  for  limited  periods.  It  makes  no  provision  for 
those  who  may  go  there  after  the  commencement  of  hostilities. 
The  foarteenUi  article  has  reference  only  to  a  state  of  peace; 
and  may  be  considered  as  abrogated  or  suspended  by  a  state 
of  war.^  The  board  does  not  perceive  by  any  of  the  proceed- 
ings complained  of  that  Mexico  has  violated  any  obligation 
imposed  upon  her  by  treaty,  or  by  the  law  of  nations.^ 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans^  Paine,  and  Smith,  commissioneny  act  of  March 
3;  1S49. 

The  claimant  asked  compensation  for  being 
Chotei'i  Cbm,  summoned  or  arrested  several  times  and  taken 
before  the  military  authorities  in  Mexico  dur- 
ing a  state  of  war,  the  cause  of  the  arrest  being  the  desire  of 
the  authorities  to  purchase  a  piece  of  property  which  they 
wanted  to  use.  The  umpire  refused  to  make  an  award  to  the 
claimant.  He  said  that  such  occurrences  were  common  in  a 
state  of  war,  and  no  one  ever  thought  of  making  claims  for 
them. 

Thornton,  nmpire.  Christian  F.  Gaiter  v.  Mexico^  No.  343,  convention  of 
July  1, 1S68,  MS.  Op.  IV,  457,  VII,  416. 

Claimant  suffered  with  others  a  detention  in 
Buitptei'i  Case,    consequence  of  a  general  military  measure. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  ground  of  claim. 

Thornton,  nmpire,  Jane  21,  1876,  JesBe  A.  Sumpter  v.  Mexico,  No.  869, 
convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  v.  478. 

'  Article  XIV.  provided  that  the  contracting  parties  should  give  their 
'*  special  protection  to  the  persons  and  property  of  the  citizens  of  each 
other,"  etc. 
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The  claimant,  a  native  citizen  of  the  United 
Sdward^s  CaM.  States,  was  employed  as  an  engineer  on  a  sugar 
estate  near  Manzauillo,  in  Cuba.  On  the  oat- 
break  of  the  insnrrectiou  in  October  1868  and  the  establishment 
of  martial  law  in  Manzanillo,  the  claimant  was,  through  the  in- 
fluence of  his  employer,  provided  with  a  pass  from  the  governor 
for  his  free  entrance  and  exit  in  attending  to  the  business  of  the 
estate.  On  Kovember  22,  when  in  Manzanillo  on  business,  he 
was  arrested  by  the  commissary  of  police,  and  without  exam- 
ination or  information  as  to  the  charges  against  him  committed 
to  prison  and  confined  in  a  close  cell.  He  was  not  allowed  com- 
munication with  the  acting  United  Stat^  consular  agent  until 
Kovember  30.  On  that  day  he  was  arraigned  before  a  military 
commission  on  the  charge  of  connivance  with  the  insurgents  and 
of '* carrying  drinkables  in  abundance  to  and  from  the  town, 
which  could  have  no  other  object  than  for  the  insurgents."  The 
officer  who  presided  at  the  trial  informed  the  acting  consular 
agent  of  the  United  States  that  the  claimant's  ^4nnocence  was 
ftiUy  established,''  that  he  saw  "no  reason  for  his  imprison- 
ment," and  that  on  the  following  day  he  would  send  the  pro- 
ceedings to  the  governor,  with  a  "recommendation  that  be  be 
set  at  liberty."  The  governor  received  the  proceedings  on  the 
1st  of  December,  but  he  forwarded  them  to  the  Captain-General 
at  Havana,  and  kept  the  claimant  in  prison  till  the  2d  of  Janu- 
ary 1869,  when  he  was  released.  It  was  afterward  discovered 
that  some  of  his  eftects  had  been  appropriated  by  the  Spanish 
soldiers,  who  had  visited  the  estate  during  his  imprisonment 
On  the  15th  of  February  18G9  the  claimant,  through  an 
attorney,  presented  a  memorial  to  the  Department  of  State, 
in  which  he  demanded  indemnity  in  the  sum  of  $50,000. 

The  Department,  in  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  a  dis 
patch  of  the  vice  consul-general  at  Havana  in  which  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  claimant's  arrest  and  imprisonment  were 
detailed,  had  said : 

"  Howeverinuocenttheconductandpurposesof  Mr.  Edwards, 
the  fact  that  he  was  frequently  passmgand  repassing  between 
the  lines  of  the  insurgents  and  a  town  garrisoned  by  loyal 
troops  exposed  him  to  such  necessary  suspicion  as  to  excuse 
his  temporary  detention  for  the  purpose  of  examining  the  case. 
Many  foreigners  were  subjected  by  the  agents  of  this  govern- 
ment to  the  exceptional  police  of  war  during  the  late  rebellion, 
and  it  is  indisposed  to  encouxage  any  claim  which  could  be 
cited  as  a  precedent  against  us  for  vindictive  or  exaggerated 


ABBEST,  IMPRISONMENT,  AND   DETENTION.        3269 

damages.  There  are  some  inconvenieiices  attending  residence 
in  a  country  which  is  the  theater  of  rebellion,  which  are  prac- 
ticallj  irremediable,  and  must  be  borne  as  a  share  of  the  com- 
mon misfortnne.  It  is  to  be  hoped^  therefore,  that  Mr.  Edwards 
will  be  snfQciently  moderate  in  his  demands  as  to  justify  the 
hope  of  a  speedy  settlement  when  tranquillity  shall  be  restored 
toUnba. 

The  arbitrators  awarded  the  claimant  the  sum  of  $5,000  in 
American  gold. 

James  M,  Edwards  ▼.  Spain,  No.  5,  December  20,  1873,  Spanish  commlA- 
BioD,  agreement  of  Febmary  11-12,  1871.  See  also  8.  Ex.  Doc.  106,  41 
Cong.  2  sees.  203, 204. 

"  Henry  Story,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States^ 
Stoiys  Case.  in  order  to  arrange  some  outstanding  business, 
settled  with  his  family  in  a  district  of  the  Is- 
land of  Cuba  lying  between  the  lines  of  the  Spanish  troops  and 
the  Cuban  insurgents.  He  was  thus  fhlly  aware  that  he  ex- 
posed himself  to  all  the  casualties  necessarily  incident  to  the 
de  facto  war  in  those  regions.  He  claims  for  the  destruction 
of  two  houses  on  the  Vegas,  and  of  their  contents,  for  the 
disappearance  of  some  furniture  in  a  town  house  in  Puerto 
Principe,  and  for  the  ill  treatment  to  which  he  was  sub- 
jected.   ♦    •    • 

'^  With  reference  to  his  claim  for  damages  on  account  of  ill 
treatment,  it  appears  from  the  documents  in  this  case  that  he 
and  his  family  were  arrested  by  the  Spanish  troops  and  sub- 
jected to  treatment  not  required  by  any  military  necessity,  nor 
justified  by  the  political  behavior  of  the  claimant  or  of  his 
family.  This  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  the  governor  of  Puerto 
Principe,  before  whom  they  were  brought,  declared  them  inno- 
cent, and  released  them.  The  manner  in  which  Story  and  his 
family  were  arrested  prevented  them  from  saving  some  of  his 
personal  property. 

''As the  ill  treatment  was  not  required  for  the  purpose  of 
investigating  his  case,  it  constituted  a  wrong  for  which  he  has 
just  claim  to  an  indemnity  to  the  extent  that  such  treatment 
exceeded  the  measure  of  the  hardships  to  which  he  had  un- 
avoidably exposed  himself  by  settling  in  that  part  of  the 
island. 

"By  modem  principles  of  international  law,  a  foreigner  vol- 
nntarily  exposing  himself  to  casualties  growing  out  of  war 
waged  to  expel  foreign  invasion  or  to  suppress  a  rebellion 
mast  submit  to  the  hardships  they  impose;  but  the  extent  and 
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character  of  these  hardships  must  be  limited  by  the  actual 
necessity  of  inflicting  them  in  order  to  carry  on  military 
ox>eration8. 

<*  In  the  case  of  Story,  the  hardships  he  suffered,  so  far  as 
they  were  to  secure  an  investigation  of  his  case,  give  him 
no  claim;  but  those  that  were  wantonly  and  unnecessarily 
inflicted  give  him  a  clear  right  to  indemnity  under  the  agree- 
ment between  Spain  and  the  United  States  of  February  12, 
1871. 

'^  In  consideration  of  the  preceding  facts  and  arguments  the 
umpire  is  of  opinion — 

^^  1st.  That  the  claimant  has  no  sufftcient  title  to  an  award 
for  the  destruction  of  the  houses  and  their  contents,  as  he  has 
not  proved  himself  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  them;  and 

^<  2d.  That  the  claimant  having  been  ill  treated  by  the  Span- 
ish troops  to  an  extent  not  required  to  secure  his  arrest  and 
the  investigation  of  his  case,  and  having  been  afterward 
declared  innocent  by  the  competent  Spanish  authority,  is  enti- 
tled to  an  indemnity,  in  which  may  be  comprised  an  allowance 
for  the  loss  of  some  personal  property  which  he  might  have 
saved  from  destruction  if  the  proceeding  toward  him  and  his 
family  had  not  been  of  a  too  great  severity. 

<^  It  seems  to  the  umpire  that  $1,200  is  sufficient  to  cover  the 
wrong  for  which  said  Story  is  entitled  to  an  indemnity  under 
the  agreement  of  February  12, 1871,  and  the  umpire  awards 
that  amount  accordingly." 

Baron  Lederer,  umpire,  January  16,  1874,  Henry  Story  v.  SpMn,  No.  1, 
Spanish  Claims  Commission,  agreement  between  the  United  States  and 
Spain  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

^'  In  the  case  of  Oideon  Lowe^  Charles  Curryj 
^"**  '^OthZ''  ^''^  ^^^  ^^^^  J5ar<^t«w  V.  Spain,  No.  14,  it  is  my 
opinion — 
"  1.  That  the  master  of  the  schooner  Arietes  does  not  explain 
satisfactorily  how,  having  sailed  from  Key  West,  bound  to 
Sisal  (Yucatan),  the  said  ship  was  found  inside  the  Colorado 
reefs,  within  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  Spain,  a  long  distance 
from  the  direct  course;  that  there  was  sufficient  reason  to  sus- 
pect that  the  Arietes  was  a  wrecker  engaged  in  illegal  busi- 
ness, and  consequently  that  the  commander  of  the  Spanish 
schooner  of  war  Omega  was  justified  in  taking  her  to  port,  but 
that  the  Spanish  authorities  neglected  to  comply  with  treaty 
stipulations  in  not  referring  immediately  the  examination  of 
the  case  to  a  competent  court;  that  therefore  the  claimants 
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have  H  right  to  recover  damages  to  the  amount  of  $75,  with 
interest  at  6  per  cent  from  the  10th  of  January  1869  to  this  day. 
'^  That  in  towing  the  Spanish  schooner  of  war  Omega^  the 
Arietes  did  to  the  Spanish  ship  a  service,  for  which  the  claim- 
ants have  a  right  to  receive  remuneration  to  the  amount  of 
$100,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  a  year  from  the  10th  of  January 
1869  to  this  day.'' 

M.  Bartholdi,  ampire,  December  12,  1874,  Spanish  Claims  Commission, 
agreement  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

Gharles  Jemot,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
Jemotfs  Case,  was  part  owner  of  a  hacienda  situated  near 
Trinidad  de  Cuba,  and  between  two  camps  of 
insurgents.  In  May  1869  he  was  arrested  there  on  a  charge  of 
conveying  information  to  the  insurgents.  On  this  charge  he 
was  tried  by  a  court-martial  and  sentenced  to  ten  years'  im- 
prisonment. Through  the  intervention  of  the  United  States 
consul  he  was  released  on  condition  of  leaving  the  island  with- 
out permission  to  return.  The  arbitrators  allowed  him  $5,000 
with  interest  irom  December  4,  1869.  The  grounds  of  this 
award  are  not  stated.  It  was  on  or  about  December  4, 1869, 
that  he  left  Cuba  under  the  conditions  of  his  release. 

Charles  Jemot  v.  Spain,  No.  108,  April  8, 1876,  Spanish  Claims  Commission^ 
agreement  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of  February  11-12, 1871. 

The  claimant,  a  native  of  Cuba,  was  natu- 
Fiitot's  Case,  ralized  in  the  United  States  in  1860.  On  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1869,  he  was  arrested  in  Cuba  as  a 
susi)ected  and  dangerous  person.  He  was  imprisoned  until 
March  12,  when  he  and  other  citizens  of  the  United  States 
were  released  at  the  request  of  the  consul-general  of  the  United 
States  at  Havana  and  Admiral  Hoff.  A  few  hours  after  his 
release  he  was  rearrested  by  a  Spanish  officer  on  the  supposi- 
tion that  he  had  escaped,  and  was  confined  until  the  following 
day,  when,  having  been  again  released,  he  went  on  board  a 
United  States  man-of-war,  by  which  he  was  brought  to  the 
United  States. 

It  was  contended  by  the  advocate  for  Spain  that  the  claim- 
ant when  arrested  was  not  known  to  be  an  American  citizen, 
and  that  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  ever  made  known  his 
nationality  until  an  application  was  made  for  his  release  on 
that  ground.  Moreover,  there  was  at  the  time  of  his  impris- 
onment an  insurrection  in  Cuba,  in  which  the  power  of  arrest 
had  to  be  freely  exercised  in  a  manner  coextensive  with  the 


3272  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

uecessity.  Martial  law  prevailed,  and  the  claimant,  it  was 
contended,  was  flubject  to  it.  ( United  States  v.  Diekdman,  92 
U.  S.  620, 626.)  The  treaty  of  1795,  said  the  advocate  for  Spain, 
allowed  the  claimant  to  employ  coansel  and  to  have  his  case 
conducted  according  to  the  regalar  coarse  of  proceedings  asnal 
in  such  cases,  and  there  was  no  allegation  or  proof  that  any 
such  privilege  was  denied  him.  He  lefb  the  island,  as  it  was 
maintained,  voluntarily. 

.  The  claimant  demanded  $250,000.  There  was  evidence  to 
show  that  at  the  time  of  his  release  he  was  earning  $3,000  a 
year.    The  arbitrators  allowed  him  $500. 

Henry  Fritot  v.  Spain,  No.  S5,  March  16, 1873,  Spanish  Claims  CommlBsion ; 
agreement  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of  Febraary  11-12, 187L 

The  claimant,  a  native  of  Ireland  and  anat- 
Montgomery'i  CaM.  uralized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  ^as 
employed  in  1870  as  an  engineer  on  a  sugar 
plantation  in  Cuba.  June  26  he  was  arrested  by  the  military 
authorities  for  insolence  or  want  of  respect  to  Colonel  Verges, 
governor  of  (yuantanamo,  "  the  chief  of  operations  in  the 
field,"  who  visited  the  plantation  during  the  day,  and  whom 
the  claimant  on  that  occasion  inadvertently  (as  he  alleged) 
omitted  to  salute.  The  claimant  was  confined  for  three  or 
four  days,  when  he  was  reprimanded  and  released  without 
trial.  In  consequence  of  his  arrest  and  imprisonment,  he  lost 
his  position  as  engineer.  lie  claimed  damages  to  the  amount 
of  $22,090.  The  arbitrator  for  the  United  States  awarded 
him  a  year's  salary  as  engineer  at  $1,000,  with  interest  at  8 
per  cent  from  the  day  of  aiTest  till  final  payment  of  the  award. 
The  arbitrator  for  Spain  thought  it  clear,  from  the  claimant's 
own  statements,  that  he  '^  was  guilty  of  some  want  of  respect, 
whether  intentional  or  not,  to  an  officer  in  the  field  in  a  time 
of  Insurrection  and  public  danger ; "  that  the  only  facts  proved, 
on  which  Spain  could  be  held  liable,  were  "that  he  was 
arrested  under  circumstances  of  perhaps  unnecessary  hard- 
ship, and  that  he  was  detained  three  or  four  days  instead  of 
twenty-four  hours,  which,  under  the  circumstances,  would  have 
been  a  reasonable  time;"  and  that  the  sum  of  $500  would  be 
"  an  ample  indemnity."  The  umpire  allowed  $1,000  without 
interest 
Case  of  William  Montgomery,  No.  8,  iSpan.  Com.  (1871),  July  12, 1880. 
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The  claimant,  a  nataralized  citizen  of  the 
Machado^i  Case.  United  States,  was  arrested  in  Havana  in 
July  1869  for  bringing  prohibited  papers  into 
Gaba.  Havana  was  at  the  time  nnder  martial  law,  and  any 
correspondence  with  insnrgents  was  specially  prohibited  by 
military  orders.  The  claimant  had  in  his  possession  cer- 
tain bonds  or  certificates  which  were  given  to  him  by  an 
escaped  Cuban  insurgent  in  New  York,  to  be  delivered  to  a 
bouse  in  Cuba.  He  was  also  the  bearer  of  several  letters  firom 
the  family  of  the  insurgent  in  question,  and  of  a  letter  from  a 
young  man  in  New  York  to  his  father  in  Cuba,  expressing  devo- 
tion to  the  cause  of  Cuba,  and  a  hope  to  serve  her  in  the  diplo- 
matic line.  After  a  detention  of  three  days  the  claimant  was 
released,  but  w.as  informed  that  the  proceedings  against  him 
would  not  be  dismissed.  He  then  desired  permission  to  leave 
the  country,  which  was  granted  on  condition  that  he  would  not 
return  while  the  existing  condition  of  things  in  Cuba  contin- 
ued. Subsequently  he  asked  if  he  could  remain  to  iinlsh  his 
business,  and  was  told  he  could  stay  a  reasonable  time.  He 
left  Cuba  about  the  middle  of  October  1869,  without  having 
received  from  the  government  any  order  of  expulsion.  He 
made  the  following  claims:  For  value  of  goods  in  his  store  in 
Havana,  $40,000;  for  goods  left  in  the  custom  house,  $20,000; 
for  debts  which  he  lost  through  his  expulsion,  $10,000;  for 
loss  of  power  to  do  business,  $50,000;  for  personal  sufferings, 
850,000;  and  as  he  claimed  interest  on  all  these  sums  at  8  per 
cent,  his  claim  at  the  time  of  its  hearing  amounted  to  upward 
of  $300,000.    The  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision : 

^<  The  claimant  in  this  case  •  •  •  complains  that  he  was 
illegally  arrested  when  he  went  to  Havana  from  New  York  in 
July  1869,  in  order  to  settle  some  old  affairs  before  going  to 
Para,  Bnzil,  where  he  was  to  establish  himself  in  business. 
He  intended  to  return  to  New  York  in  August.  He  was  ar- 
rested in  Havana  on  July  28,  and  was  imprisoned  from  about 
4  o'clock  on  Wednesday  afternoon  till  about  1  o'clock  the  next 
Saturday,  when  he  was  released  from  confinement.  A  suspi- 
cion that  he  was  the  bearer  of  certain  papers  and  correspond- 
ence which  the  law  in  force  in  Ouba  at  the  time  did  not  permit 
him  to  bear,  and  which  papers  and  correspondence  were  liable 
to  seizure,  was  the  cause  of  his  arrest  and  imprisonment.  Such 
correspondence  was  found  in  his  possession,  and  in  consequence 
there  was  sufficient  ground  for  his  temporary  imprisonment. 

*'The  correspondence  found  was  not  of  a  political  character, 
*but  it  was  prohibited  by  military  orders  to  carry  even  private 
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letters  from  insargents,  and  as  a  violation  of  the  law  Lad  been 
committed,  the  Spanish  aathorities  had  a  right  to  proceed 
against  him,  but  with  due  regard  to  the  i*eservations  provided 
in  the  treaty  of  1795  in  favor  of  American  citizens.  The  Span- 
ish authorities  declared  after  his  releaee  that  the  proceedings 
would  be  continued,  and  that  the  charge  was  the  bringing  of 
political  correspondence  from  members  of  the  Cuban  Junta  in 
New  York,  in  which  it  was  said  that  the  claimant  had  the 
writer's  confidence,  and  that  he  could  be  spoken  freely  with, 
but  after  some  conferences  with  the  American  consul-general 
they  gave  the  claimant  the  choice  either  to  depart  within  a 
certain  time,  which  he  found  prudent  to  do,  or  to  remain  in 
Cuba  and  take  his  trial  on  the  above  charge. 

*' The  principal  evidence  produced  by  Spain  as  proof  of  this 
charge  is  a  letter  from  a  young  gentleman  to  his  father  in 
Cuba,  expressing  great  enthusiasm  for  the  cause  of  Cuba,  and 
his  hope  to  serve  her  in  the  diplomatic  line.  *He  gives  inci- 
dentally an  account  of  some  plans  of  the  New  York  Jnntato 
establish  diplomatic  relations  with  foreign  powers.  He  says 
he  has  some  hope  to  be  employed  as  secretary  of  one  of  the 
missions,  and  asks  his  father  to  send  him  in  a  covert  way  his 
opinion  whether  he  ought  to  accept.  This  letter  is,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  umpire,  no  sufficient  justification  of  the  charge,  by 
which  the  claimant  was  frightened  away,  and  he  is  entitled  to 
some  indemnity. 

"  There  is  no  evidence  that  any  property  belonging  to  the 
claimant  was  ever  seized  by  administrative  embargo.  Some 
goods  in  a  store  were  seized  in  August  1869,  and  it  is  contended 
that  this  seizure  was  illegal;  but  the  claimant's  own  testimony 
tends  to  prove  the  contrary,  because  he  says  that  the  Ameri- 
can consul-general,  Mr.  Plumb,  to  whom  he  complained,  refused 
to  interfere,  and  because  it  is  not  credible  that  Mr  Plumb 
would  have  omitted  to  interfere  and  to  report  the  case  to  the 
Department  of  State  if  this  had  been  a  case  of  administrative 
embargo.  The  goods  in  the  store  were  finally  appraised  at 
$4,000,  and  sold  in  1871  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  It  is  prob- 
able that  they  were  seized  by  judicial  process  already  in 
August  1869. 

"  The  umpire  decides  that  an  indemity  of  $5,000,  with  inter- 
est at  6  per  cent  a  year  from  the  16th  of  October  1869  to  this 
day,  be  paid  on  account  of  this  claim.^ 

Coant  Lewenhaupt,  umpire,  December  28, 1880,  John  A.  Machado  v.  Spain, 
No.  84,  Spaninh  Claims  Commission,  agreement  betweeu  the  United  States 
and  Spain  of  February  11-12, 1871. 

On  April  3, 1870,  John  B.  Powers,  a  citizen 

Powen't  Cafe. .    of  the  United  States,  who  was  in  charge  of 

a  trainload  of  troops  in  Cuba  as  engine-driver, 

was  arrested  on  suspicion  of  having  voluntarily  thrown  the. 

train  from   the  track  in   order  to  prevent  the  troops  from 
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joining  another  body  of  soldiers  who  *were  engaged  in  a 
skirmish  with  insurgents.  He  was  confined  in  prison  by  the 
military  authorities  till  May  18,  a  period  of  forty-five  days, 
and  for  a  week  after  his  trial  and  acquittal  (on  May  11)  by  a 
military  court.  His  innocence  was  in  fact  well  established  by 
a  preliminary  inquiry  held  on  the  8th  of  April.  He  claimed 
$12,000  damages  for  illegal  arrest,  ill  treatment  in  prison,  and 
the  robbery  of  a  watch  and  some  money  while  he  was  in 
custody. 

The  arbitrator  for  the  United  States,  Mr.  Stewart,  held  that 
the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  claimant  by  the  military 
authorities  was  a  violation  of  the  guaranties  of  the  treaty  of 
1795,  and  lor  this,  as  well  as  for  the  ill  treatment  and  robbery, 
and  the  loss  of  wages  during  a  period  of  enforced  idleness  re- 
sulting from  the  arrest,  be  awarded  the  sum  of  $6,487,  with 
interest  at  6  per  cent. 

Mr.  Brunetti,  the  arbitrator  for  Spain,  thought  that  the 
claimant's  arrest  was  legal;  that  while  all  persons  in  districts 
in  a  state  of  siege  where  the  usual  civil  rights  were,  as  in  the 
present  case,  suspended,  were  subject  to  military  authority, 
the  claimant  was  clearly  so  subject,  being  at  the  time  of  his 
arrest  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  troops  and  under  mili- 
tary command ;  that  the  alleged  ill  treatment  and  robbery  were 
not  sufficiently  proved,  but  that  the  claimant's  detention  was 
unnecessarily  long  and  exceeded  the  requirements  of  the  case; 
that  he  should  have  been  promptly  tried,  say  within  two  weeks; 
that  damages  should  be  allowed  him  to  the  amount  of  $500  for 
loss  of  wages  during  his  unnecessary  imprisonment,  but  that 
nothing  should  be  allowed  for  the  loss  of  his  employment,  both 
because  that  loss  would  have  occurred  if  he  had  been  imprisoned 
for  only  two  weeks,  and  because  he  did  not  profit  by  an  offer 
made  to  him  during  his  arrest  of  release  on  bail. 

The  umpire  held  that  under  the  circumstances  there  was 
sufficient  ground  for  the  claimant's  arrest,  and  that  the  charges 
of  ill  treatment  and  robbery,  which  rested  solely  on  the  claim- 
ant's statements,  were  not  sufficiently  proved ;  but  he  also  held 
that  the  claimant's  innocence  should  have  been  considered  as 
clearly  established  by  the  preliminary  inquiry  of  the  8th  of 
April,  and  that  he  should  be  allowed  $4,000,  without  interest, 
for  being  Illegally  imprisoned  for  forty  days. 

Count  Lewenhanpt,  umpire,  February  24, 1881,  John  E.  Powers  v.  Spain, 
No.  106,  Spanish  CommiBsiou,  agreement  of  February  11-12, 1871. 
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The  claimant,  a  nataralized  citizen  of  tbe 
CaaaaoTa'8  CmM.  United  States,  was  arrested  near  Havana  by 
the  Spanish  authorities  on  the  night  of  March 
30, 1869.  In  reply  to  a  request  of  the  vice-consul-general  of 
tbe  United  States,  to  be  informed  of  the  reason  for  the  claim- 
ant's arrest,  the  political  secretary  said  that  it  was  done  at 
tbe  instance  of  the  fiscal  or  prosecuting  officer,  but  assigned 
no  cause.  It  was  subsequently  ascertained  that  his  arrest  was 
connected  with  an  affair  then  under  investigation.  After  an 
imprisonment  of  twenty  days  he  was  released,  and  through 
tbe  intervention  of  the  vice-consul-general  of  the  United  States, 
a  passport  was  given  him  to  leave  the  island.  The  arbitrators 
^were  of  opinion  that  the  claimant's  arrest  and  imprisonment 
constituted,  under  the  circumstance  narrated,  an  injury  for 
vrbich  he  was  entitled  to  damages.  Moreover,  during  the 
month  of  April  his  property  was  embargoed  for  from  twenty  to 
thirty  days.  This  the  arbitrators  also  held  to  be  a  wrong,  for 
vrbich  tbe  claimant  was  entitled  to  damages,  though  the  evi- 
dence did  not  enable  them  to  allow  more  than  nominal  dam- 
a^res.    They  awarded  him  in  all  $6,000  in  gold* 

Tnoeendo  Casanova  t.  Spain,  No.  25,  December  26,  1882,  Spanish  Com- 
inission,  agreement  of  February  11-12, 1871.  See  alao  S.  Ex.  Doo.  106,  41 
Cong.  2  see.  187. 

The  claimant,  for  refusing  to  pay  a  certain 
Mbotijo't  Cafe,  sum  of  money  that  was  demanded  of  him  as 
rent  for  an  embargoed  house,  was  arrested  on 
a  charge  of  disloyalty  and  was  tried  for  that  offense  before  a 
court-martial.  After  his  arrest  the  authorities  at  first  refused 
to  admit  him  to  bail.  He  was  imprisoned,  in  all,  thirty-nine 
days.  He  claimed  damages  for  his  imprisonment  and  trial  in 
Eolation  of  the  treaty  of  1795,  as  well  as  for  the  losses  result- 
ing from  his  being  prevented  from  fulfilling  certain  agreements 
in  relation  to  the  improvement  of  his  sugar  estate.  He  also 
made  a  farther  claim  for  damages  because  of  the  breaking  up, 
as  a  result  of  his  imprisonment,  of  a  real  estate  speculation  in 
the  city  of  Kew  York.  His  claim  amounted  in  all  to  $542,500. 
The  umpire  decided  that,  "as  indemnity  for  illegal  arrest 
and  imprisonment  during  thirty-nine  days,  the  sum  of  $3,900, 
without  interest,  be  paid  on  account  of  this  claim." 

Count  Lewenhanpt,  umpire,  February  22,  1883,  Manuel  Antonio  Montefo 
▼.  Spain,  No.  115,  Spanish  Claims  Commission,  agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  Spain  of  February  11-12, 1871. 
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'^  These  claims  were  one  hundred  in  nnmber, 

Caiei  before  the  j^^d  the  total  amount  of  damages  claimed,  in 

B^turciaimi  *^  ^*®  ^^^^^^  $10,000,000,  exclusive  of  inter- 

CommiMion.  ^^j  ^^j  adding  interest  at  the  rate  allowed  by 

the  commission,  say  $16,000,000. 
"  In  thirty-four  of  the  cases  awards  were  made  in  favor  of  the 
claimants  against  the  United  States,  in  all  amounting  to 
$167,911.  In  sixty- four  cases  these  claims  were  disallowed; 
one  case  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  for  impertinent  and 
scandalous  language  used  in  the  memorial,  and  one  was  with- 
drawn by  Her  Majesty's  agent  by  leave  of  the  commission. 

"  The  question  early  arose  before  the  com- 
Cues  0      ®^fif , »  mission  whether  in  case  of  death  prior  to  the 

Snerxnaiiy  and  Brain. 

presentation  of  the  claim  of  the  party  against 

whose  person  the  wrongful  acts  were  alleged  to  have  been 

committed,  the  claim  for  such  injuries  was  to  be  considered 

as  surviving  to  the  personal  representatives.    This  question 

was  raised  by  demurrer  interposed  on  behalf  of  the  United 

States,  in  the  cases  of  Edward  McHugh,  Ko.  357;  Elizabeth 

Sherman,  Ko.  359,  and  Elizabeth  Brain,  No.  447. 

"  In  the  case  of  Mrs.  Sherman,  No.  359,  all  connection  be- 
tween the  injuries  alleged  and  the  death  of  the  intestate  was 
disclaimed  by  the  memorial. 

"  In  the  cases  of  Mrs.  Brain,  No.  447,  and  of  McHugh,  No. 
357,  there  were  allegations  that  the  injuries  complained  of 
caused  or  contributed  to  cause  the  death  of  the  intestate;  but 
there  was  no  allegation  of  any  local  statute  allowing  damages 
in  favor  of  personal  representatives  for  a  wrongful  injury 
causing  death. 

'^  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that,  as 
by  the  common  law  both  of  Great  Britain  and  of  the  United 
States,  claims  for  injuries  to  the  person  did  not  survive  to  the 
personal  representatives,  such  claims  were  not  to  be  consid- 
ered as  within  the  submission  by  article  12.  That  the  claims 
which  by  that  article  were  submitted  could  not  be  taken  to 
comprehend  claims  of  a  character  not  recognized  by  the 
municipal  laws  of  either  of  the  countries  parties  to  the  treaty. 

"  Her  Majesty's  counsel  contended  that  the  municipal  laws 
of  the  two  countries  were  not  to  be  taken  as  controlling  the 
lights  of  claimants  in  this  regard;  that  claims  for  injuries  to 
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the  i)erson,  whether  such  injuries  caused  death  or  not,  were, 
in  the  diplomatic  intercoiarse  of  civilized  nations,  treated  as  a 
proper  subject  of  international  reclamation  in  behalf  of  the 
personal  representatives  of  the  x)er8on  injured  after  his  death. 
He  cited  the  practice  of  the  commissions  under  the  conven- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  New  Granada,  of  10th 
September  1&57  (12  Stats,  at  L.  985),  and  under  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo  of  2d  February  1848,  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  (9  Stats,  at  L.  933,  Art.  13). 

^^  In  the  case  of  McHugh,  No.  357,  where  the  deceased  died 
unmarried  and  leaving  only  collateral  relatives  not  dependent 
on  him  for  support,  entitled  to  inherit,  the  commission  unani- 
mously sustained  the  demurrer  and  disallowed  the  claim. 

^<ln  the  cases  of  Mrs.  Sherman,  No.  359,  and  Mrs.  Brain, 
No.  447,  in  both  which  cases  the  deceased  left  a  widow  and 
minor  children,  the  commission,  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dis- 
senting, overruled  the  demurrers.^ 

'  Mr.  Frazer  read  the  following  opinion : 

'^  This  is  an  international  court,  and  the  parties  litigant  before  it  are 
nations,  not  individuaU. 

"  Bat  the  treaty  limits  the  jurisdiction  of  this  tribunal.  Not  all  matters 
of  difference  between  the  two  goyemments  have  been  submitted  to  the 
award  of  this  commission,  but  only  certain  *  claims  on  the  part  of  their 
respective  citizens  or  subjects,  against  the  other  government.  The  corre- 
spondence which  led  to  the  treaty  clearly  shows  that  this  means  *  claims 
of  the  citv^ens  or  subjects  of  either  government,  against  the  other  gov- 
ernment. (Sir  Edward  Thornton  to  Secretary  Fish,  February  1, 1871,  and 
Mr.  Fish's  reply  of  February  3, 1871.    See  Protocol  I. ) 

**  There  must,  then,  be  an  individual  who  has  a  claim,  and  a  British  or 
American  nationality,  else  we  can  not  take  jurisdiction. 

"When  the  party  whose  person  or  property  has  suffered  injury  is  dead, 
how  are  we  to  ascertain  who,  then,  has  such  claim  t  The  international  law 
is  silent,  giving  no  answer  to  this  question.  It  is  a  matter  regulated  by 
municipal  law,  and  the  law  of  the  damidl  of  the  deceased  must  be  referred 
to  to  ascertain  who  takes  the  rights  which  he  had  while  in  life ;  that  is 
to  say,  to  ascertain  who  is  the  individual  'oitizen  or  subject'  in  whose 
behalf  a  claim  exists  after  the  death  of  the  original  claimant.  If  by  the 
municipal  law  of  the  damidl  of  the  deceased  nobody  is  entitled,  then  by 
this  treaty  we  can  not  make  an  allowance ;  for  we  can  onl^*  do  that  where 
there  is  au  individual,  British  or  American,  who  has  a  claim.  We  have  no 
authority  to  create  a  claimant.  The  treaty  might  have  provided  for  such 
cases,  bat  it  did  not.  It  might  have  provided  that  proper  damages  should 
be  awarded  against  our  government  in  favor  of  the  other,  for  the  wrong 
to  the  nation,  without  reference  to  any  qdestion  of  the  right  of  an  indi- 
▼idaal  to  such  damages^  leaving  the  government  in  whose  favor  the  award 


3280  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

^'It  may  be  added  that  on  final  hearing  on  the  merits  the 
claim  of  Mrs.  Sherman  was  ananimoasly  disallowed;  and 
though  an  award  was  made  (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissent- 
ing) in  flavor  of  Mrs.  Brain  on  account  of  property  taken  from 
her  husband,  that  award  included  no  damages  for  imprisonment 
"In  the  case  of  Ernest  W.  Pratt,  No.  6,  it 
Pratt'8  Cafe.      was  alleged  that  the  claimant  arrived  in  New 
York  on  a  British  mail  steamer  from  Nassau 
on  the  night  of  the  17th  March  1865;  that  before  leaving  the 
vessel  he  was  arrested  by  order  of  Oeneral  Dix,  then  in  com- 
mand of  the  United  States  forces  in  and  around  New  York, 
his  luggage  and  papers  searched,  and  he  himself  committed 
to  prison,  where  he  was  detained  until  the  25th  June  following, 
a  period  of  one  hundred  and  seven  days,  when  he  was  dis- 
charged without  trial. 

^^That  he  had  received  at  Nassau,  from  the  United  States 
consul  there,  an  indorsement  upon  his  discharge  from  the 
steamship  City  of  Richmond^  of  which  he  had  been  first  mate, 
certifying  that  he  was  entitle<l  to  pass  to  the  United  States  as 
a  British  subject,  which  certificate  had  been  given  to  him  by 
the  consul  with  the  assurance  that  it  had  all  the  effect  of  a 
regular  passport. 

"It  appeared  that  in  October  1869  he  had  been  about  to 
commence  suit  against  General  Dix  to  recover  damages  for  his 
false  imprisonment,  and  his  counsel  having  informed  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  of  the  United  States  of  his  intention  to  bring 
such  suit,  the  Secretary,  by  letter  to  his  counsel  in  answer, 
suggested  whether  it  was  not  expedient  to  <  await  the  result  of 
the  deliberation  of  this  (the  United  States)  government  and 
that  of  Great  Britain  upon  a  proposition  for  the  establishment 
or  adjudication,  among  other  things,  of  claims  like  that  of 
Mr.  Pratt;'  and  the  claimant  averred  that  in  conformity  with 
this  suggestion  he  omitted  to  bring  his  suit  against  Gen- 
eral Dix. 

"The  City  of  Richmond^  of  which  vessel  the  claimant  had 


should  be  made  to  determine,  as  it  might  see  fit,  what  individual,  if  anj; 
should  be  benefited  thereby. 

''The  treaty  of  the  United  States  with  New  Granada,  and  that  with 
Mexico,  referred  to  in  the  argument,  were  of  this  character. 

"Where  the  personal  injury  was  to  one  domiciled  either  in  the  United 
States  or  Great  Britain  and  now  dead,  there  can  be  no  citizen  or  subject 
entitled  to  make  claim ;  because,  by  the  laws  of  both  countries,  the  right 
to  damages  is  extinguished  by  the  death  of  the  person  injured/' 
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been  ^st  mate,  had  been  engaged  in  January  1865  in  carrying 
crew,  arms,  and  ammnnition  ^m  London  to  the  rebel  cmiser 
Sioneicallj  which  received  substantially  her  entire  crew  and 
armament  of  small  arms  and  ammnnition  by  that  means.  On 
parting  with  the  Stonewall^  the  City  of  Richmond  steamed  to 
Bermuda,  and  thence  to  l^assau,  where  her  officers  and  men 
were  discharged,  the  claimant  immediately  proceeding  to  New 
York,  as  above  stated. 

^^The  claimant  alleged  in  his  meniorial,  however,  that  he 
shipped  upon  the  City  of  Richmond  in  good  faith  for  an  ordi- 
nary voyage  to  the  West  Indies,  and  without  information  or 
suspicion  that  ^  her  voyage  was  in  any  way  connected  with 
either  of  the  belligerent  parties  in  the  United  States,'  and 
that,  on  finding  her  engaged  in  snpplying  the  Stonewall^  he 
had  protested  to  his  captain,  who  paid  no  attention  to  his  pro- 
test, and  required  him  to  obey  orders,  on  pain  of  arrest  for 
mutiny.  The  fact  of  the  claimant's  having  been  thus  engaged 
on  the  City  of  Richmond  was  reported  to  General  Dix,  and 
this,  in  connection  with  his  arrival  in  New  York  from  Nassau, 
constituted  the  grounds  of  his  arrest  by  General  Dix. 

^'  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that  the 
fact  of  the  claimant's  having  been  actively  engaged  in  aiding 
the  enemies  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  immediately 
thereafter  came  from  Nassau,  the  principal  i>ort  in  the  Atlan- 
tic from  which  intercourse  with  the  States  in  rebellion  was 
kept  up  through  the  blockade,  to  New  York,  justified  the  au- 
thorities of  the  United  States  in  arresting  and  holding  him 
both  as  a  prisoner  of  war  and  as  a  probable  spy. 

'^On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended  that  there 
was  no  proof  of  any  offense  committed  by  the  claimant  against 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  the  laws  or  principles  of 
neutrality.  That  even  if  he  had  voluntarily  participated  in 
the  cruise  of  the  City  of  Richmond  to  equip  the  Stonewall^  this 
fact  would  have  furnished  no  justification  for  his  subsequent 
arrest  in  New  York,  though  it  might  have  sufficed  to  determine 
Her  Majesty's  government  not  to  interfere  for  his  protection 
or  indemnity.  That  the  informality  in  his  passport  was  caused, 
if  not  contrived,  by  the  United  States  consul  at  Nassau,  and 
that  the  assurance  by  that  officer  to  the  claimant  that  the  pass- 
port was  a  sufficient  one  was  in  bad  faith,  and  made  with  a 
view  to  the  claimant's  arrest  when  he  should  arrive  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  the  consul  having  sent  by  the  same  ship  a  letter 
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addressed  to  General  Dix,  giving  him  the  information  upon 
which  he  acted;  and  that  the  claimant's  imprisonment  was 
nnnecessarily  and  unjustly  severe  and  prolonged. 

<^  The  commission  unanimously  awarded  to  the  claimant  the 
sum  of  $1,200. 

<<The  cases  of  John  G.  Bahming,  No.  1, 
^"^aai'aiiBi^'  Joseph  Eneas,  No.  126;  and  Joseph  W.  Binney, 
'  No.  352,  were  of  substantially  the  same  char 
acter,  and  were  all  decided  at  the  same  time.  These  claim 
ants  were  all  domiciled  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  there 
engaged  in  trade.  All  were  carrying  on  a  considerable  trade 
with  the  port  of  Nassau,  and  were  arrested  on  the  charge  of 
carrying  on  an  unlawful  traffic  with  the  enemies  of  the  United 
States  under  color  of  their  trade  with  Nassau.  Bahming 
and  Eneas  were  both  arrested  on  the  31st  December  1863 
and  confined  under  military  authority  in  Fort  Lafayette, 
until  July  2, 1864,  and  then  discharged  without  trial,  on  giv- 
ing bonds  for  their  appearance  if  called  on  for  trial  by  the 
United  States  authorities.  Rahming  had  also  been  previously 
arrested,  on  a  charge  of  having  shipped  arms  to  the  rebels,  in 
September  1861,  and  had  then  been  detained  as  a  prisoner  in 
Fort  Lafayette  for  fifteen  days.  Binney  was  arrested  on  the 
14th  June  1864,  imprisoned  in  Fort  Lafayette  under  military 
authority  for  five  weeks,  and  then  transferred  to  a  jail  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  where  he  was  detained  seventeen  days 
longer  and  was  then  discharged  by  General  Dix  without  any 
bonds  or  security  required. 

<^  In  each  of  these  cases  it  was  alleged  by  the  claimant,  and 
proofs  were  taken  in  support  of  such  allegations,  that  the 
claimants  were  innocent  of  the  offenses  charged  against  them; 
that  their  imprisonment  was  unnecessarily  and  improperly 
protracted ;  and  that  they  received  improper  and  unnecessarily 
severe  treatment  during  their  imprisonment.  Proofis  were 
taken  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  show  the  charges 
against  them  well  founded,  and  to  rebut  the  charges  of  im- 
proper treatment.  In  each  of  the  cases  allegations  were  also 
made  of  large  resulting  damages  to  the  claimants  by  reason  of 
their  imprisonment. 

^^  Bahming,  by  his  memorial,  claimed  damages  $580,800,  be- 
sides interest.  He  was  awarded  by  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mission (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting  on  the  question 
of  amount  merely)  the  sum  of  $38,500. 
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<' Eneas  claimed  $720,000,  besides  interest,  and  was  awarded 
$1,540,  all  the  commissioners  joiDing. 

<<  Binney  claimed  $100,000,  besides  interest,  and  was  awarded 
$5,390,  all  the  commissioners  joining. 

<<  In  each  of  the  cases  I  am  advised  that  the  decision  tamed 
upon  questions  of  fact,  all  the  commissioners  agreeing  that 
the  proofs,  though  sufficient  to  warrant  the  arrest  in  each  case, 
did  not  leave  the  tmth  of  the  charges  firee  from  doubt;  and 
that  the  detention  of  the  prisoners  without  trial  was  unneces- 
sarily  protracted.^ 

*^  In  the  case  of  John  Oarville  Stovin,  No.  23, 

Btovin'iCaM.  claimant  was  arrested  at  Cumberland,  Mary- 
land, in  October  1861  on  the  charge  of  disloy- 
alty, in  attending  secession  meetings  in  Cumberland,  and 
being  the  means  of  transmitting  information  to  the  enemy. 
He  was  taken  to  Fort  McHenry,  there  detained  for  about  five 
weeks,  and  discharged  without  trial.  He  alleged  that  his 
business  as  a  manufacturer  at  Cumberland  was  stopped,  and 
in  effect  destroyed  by  his  arrest,  and  claimed  damages  $380,- 
794.27,  besides  interest;  including,  however,  some  firewood, 
hay,  corn,  and  oats,  alleged  to  have  been  taken  and  appropri- 
ated by  the  United  States  soldiers.  He  alleged,  also,  ill  treat- 
ment while  in  confinement.  Proofs  were  taken  on  both  sides 
on  the  question  of  his  disloyal  conduct,  and  it  was  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  that  the  facts  of  the  case 
justified  his  arrest  as  a  disloyal  person,  openly  giving  aid  and 
comfort  to  the  rebellion  by  his  language  and  expressions  of 
sympathy,  in  a  village  situated  upon  the  firontiers  of  the 
enemy's  country,  and  where  such  conduct  involved  danger  to 
the  military  operations  of  the  United  States. 

^'On  the  part  of  the  claimant  the  charges  of  disloyal  con- 
duct and  language  were  denied,  and  proof  was  adduced  to 
show  him  a  law-abiding  and  i)eaceable  inhabitant. 

^'The  commission  gave  an  award  to  the  claimant  of  $8,300, 
all  the  commissioners  joining. 

<<In  the  case  of  Frank  Bussell  Beading,  ^N^o. 

BMdiiig'i  Citfe.    43,  the  claimant  was  arrested  in  the  city  of 

Washington  on  the  6th  July  1864,  that  city 

then  being  threatened  by  the  rebel  forces  under  General 

^Kr.  Frazer  read  an  opinion,  dlBCusalDg  the  facts.  He  held  that  the 
onl^  ^ronnd  of  claim  established  by  the  claimant  was  that  **  he  was  de- 
fined too  long.^'    (Hale'8  Report,  241. ) 
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Early;  was  brought  to  trial  before  a  military  commission  in 
Washington  on  the  charge  of  uttering  disloyal  and  treason- 
able language  in  the  District  of  Oolumbia  when  threatened 
by  the  enemy ,  such  language  being  calculated  to  give  aid, 
comfort,  and  assistance  to  the  enemy.  He  was  found  goilty 
by  the  commission,  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  five 
years,  with  hard  labor,  at  the  Dry  I'ortugas,  or  such  other 
military  prison  as  the  Secretary  of  War  might  select.  Under 
this  sentence  he  was  imprisoned  at  Fort  Delaware  from  the 
30th  August  1864  till  Ist  June  1865. 

^<On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that 
the  military  commission  was  a  lawful  tribunal^  competent  for 
the  trial  and  punishment  of  military  offenses,  and  having  fall 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  of  the  claimant,  both  as  to  subject- 
matter  and  person;  that  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  and  trial 
Washington  was  a  city  in  military  occupation,  environed  by 
forts  of  the  United  States,  occupied  and  defended  by  their 
armies,  the  headquarters  of  the  Commander  in  Ohief  of  the 
Army  and  Navy  of  the  United  States,  and,  as  the  capital  of 
the  country,  always  a  vital  point  of  attack  for  the  rebel  forces, 
and  at  this  specific  time  the  actual  objective  point  of  a  vigor- 
ous and  determined  attack  by  the  enemy,  who  actually  reached, 
as  their  advanced  post,  on  the  12th  July,  Fort  Stevens,  within 
the  limits  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  within  four  or  five 
miles  of  the  Capitol. 

"That  the  oflFense  charged  against  Beading  was  a  purely 
military  offense,  of  which  the  civil  tribunals  had  not  cogni- 
zance, and  so  was  not  within  the  principle  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  Milligan  (4  Wall.  2). 

"That  Beading  having  appeared  in  person  and  by  counsel 
before  the  military  tribunal,  and  having  pleaded  in  chief,  with- 
out raising  any  question  to  the  jurisdiction,  could  not  be  heard 
to  question  the  jurisdictioir  of  the  tribunal  as  to  his  person 
merely;  and  that  the  commission  having  by  law  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  charge,  the  failure  to  object  to 
jurisdiction  as  to  the  person  obviated  all  question  as  to  their 
complete  jurisdiction.  The  counsel  for  the  United  States  cited 
the  case  of  Yallandigham  (1  Wall.  243). 

"  On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended  that  the  mil- 
itary tribunal  had  no  jurisdiction  whatever,  and  that  the  im- 
prisonment of  the  claimant  under  it  was  wholly  without 
authority  of  law. 
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"The  commission  gave  a  unanimonB  award  in  favor  of  the 
claimant  for  $15,400. 

^*  In  the  case  of  John  I.  Shaver,  No.  51,  the 
fflutvez't  Citfe.  memorial  alleged  that  the  claimant,  being  at 
the  time  domiciled  in  Canada,  but  traveling 
in  the  United  States  on  the  business  of  the  Grand  Trnnk 
Eailway  Company,  a  Canadian  corporation,  of  which  he  was 
an  agent,  was  arrested  at  Detroit  on  the  15th  October  1861, 
by  direction  of  Mr.  Seward,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States;  that  he  was  taken  thence  to  Fort  Lafayette,  in 
New  York  Harbor,  and  confined  there,  and  subsequently  at 
Fort  Warren,  in  Boston  Harbor,  until  the  6th  January  1862. 
He  alleged  that  by  his  arrest  he  was  thrown  out  of  lucrative 
employment  as  agent  of  the  railway  company  named;  that  by 
it  he  lost  the  confidence  of  his  employers  and  was  unable  to 
regain  lis  x)osition  after  his  release;  and  that  he  suffered 
large  pecuniary  losses  in  consequence.  He  claimed  damages 
$100,000. 

'^The  arrest  was  made  upon  information  communicated  to 
Mr.  Seward  that  the  claimant  was  engaged  in  conveying  com- 
munications between  the  rebels  in  Canada  and  those  within 
the  insurrectionary  States.  The  proofs  failed  to  sustain  the 
charge,  and  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Kennedy,  chief  of  police  of 
the  city  of  !N"ew  York,  immediately  after  the  arrest  of  the  claim- 
ant, reported  to  the  State  Department  that  he  found  no  proofs 
to  warrant  his  detention,  or  to  implicate  him  in  any  improper 
communication  with  the  enemy. 

'^  The  commission  awarded  the  claimant  $30,204,  Mr.  Com- 
missioner Frazer  dissenting  on  the  question  of  amount  only. 
"  In  the  case  of  Samuel  G.  Levy,  No.  61,  it 
Levy*!  CtM,      apx>eared   that  the  claimant,  a  resident  of 
Canada,  on  landing  in  Boston  from  a  British 
Bteamship  from  Liverx)ool  in  May  1864,  was  taken  thence  to 
Kew  York,  and  there  detained  for  about  eight  days,  on  a 
charge  of  being  engaged  in  blockade  running.    At  the  end  of 
.  that  time  he  was  discharged  upon  giving  bail  for  his  appear- 
ance within  six  months,  if  required.    He  alleged  large  conse- 
quential damages  by  interference  with  his  due  attention  to  his 
basinesB,  and  by  the  enforced  breaking  of  an  engagement  of 
marriage  in  consequence  of  his  arrest,  and  claimed  as  damages 
£20,000. 
"The  commission  unanimously  gave  him  an  award  of  $930. 
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<^In  the  case  of  James  Stott,  No.  271,  it 
Btottfi  Cue.  appeared  that  the  claimant,  domiciled  in  the 
State  of  Maine,  was  arrested  at  Dexter,  Maine, 
September  2, 1863,  on  the  charge  of  being  a  deserter  from  a 
cavalry  regiment  in  the  United  States  service;  was  sent  thence 
to  the  regiment  from  which  he  was  alleged  to  have  deserted, 
at  Warrenton,  Virginia,  where  it  plainly  appeared  that  the 
charge  was  nnfonnded,  it  being  a  case  of  mistaken  identity. 
He  was  detained  until  the  9th  of  November  1863,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  making  him  some  compensation  as  to  loss  of  time, 
and  of  giving  him  transportation  back  to  his  home,  was  mas- 
tered into  the  United  States  service  and  discharged  with  the 
pay  of  a  private  soldier  for  the  time  he  had  been  detained,  and 
with  transportation  back  to  his  home. 

"  An  award  was  made  for  $775  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  in 
which  all  the  commissioners  joined. 

"  John  I.  Crawford,  No.  79,  was  arrested  in 

Crawford'i  Cue.  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  10th  of  May  1864; 
sent  to  Fort  Lafayette  and  there  detained  un- 
til the  27th  of  July  1864,  when  he  was  brought  to  trial  before 
a  military  commission  iir  the  city  of  New  York,  on  the  charge  of 
violation  of  the  laws  of  war  in  passing  through  the  military 
lines  of  the  enemy,  first,  from  South  Carolina,  by  way  of  Rich- 
mond to  New  York;  second,  from  New  York  again,  by  way  of 
Nassau  and  Wilmington,  through  the  blockade,  to  South  Car- 
olina; and  again  from  South  Carolina,  by  way  of  Richmond,  to 
New  York;  and  also  by  purchasing  goods  in  New  York,  and 
sending  them  thence  through  the  lines  to  Richmond,Virginia. 
He  was  convicted  on  all  the  specificatious  except  that  relating 
to  the  purchasing  and  sending  of  goods,  and  was  sentenced  to 
give  bonds  in  such  sum  and  with  such  sureties  as  should  be 
satifactory  to  the  general  in  command  of  the  department  that 
he  would  not  visit,  traffic,  or  correspond  with  the  States  in  re- 
bellion, nor  give  aid,  comfort,  or  information  to  the  enemy  dur- 
ing the  war,  in  default  of  giving  such  bonds  to  be  confined  at 
hard  labor  during  the  war.  The  bond  was  immediately  given 
and  Crawford  was  discharged.  The  proofs  before  the  commis- 
sion fully  sustained  the  findings  of  the  military  tribunal. 

"  On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended  that  the  mil- 
itary tribunal  was  without  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  claimant's 
imprisonment  and  detention  were  unlawful. 

'<  The  memorial  claimed  $500,000  as  damages,  and  the  com- 
mission unanimously  disallowed  the  claim. 
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"  In  the  case  of  Jobn  Carmody,  No.  85,  it 
OuBody'i  CiMe.  appeared  that  the  claimant,  domiciled  in  New 
Orleans,  was  in  March  1865  conscripted  into 
the  military  service  of  the- United  States.  The  notice  of  his 
conscription  requiring  him  to  report  for  mUitary  service  was 
addressed  to  him  by  the  name  of  John  Kemdy,  and  on  receiv- 
ing it  he  procured  from  the  British  consnl  at  New  Orleans  a 
certificate  of  his  British  nationality,  which  he  alleged  that  he 
presented  to  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  office  at  which  he  was 
required  to  report,  but  two  days  after  was  arrested  by  a  squad 
of  United  States  soldiers  and  was  detained  in  a  military  prison 
for  some  five  or  six  weeks.  The  arrest  and  detention  evidently 
arose  from  mistake  growing  out  of  the  confusion  of  names. 
The  memorial  claimed  $100,000  damages,  besides  interest,  and 
the  commission  unanimously  awarded  the  claimant  $500. 

<<  In  the  case  of  William  Patrick,  No.  97,  it 
Pitiiek't  c^we.  appeared  that  the  claimant,  a  British  mek*- 
chant,  domiciled  in  New  York,  was  on  the  28th 
of  August  1861  arrested  and  committed  to  Fort  Lafayette, 
where  he  was  detained  till  the  13th  September  following,  when 
he  was  discharged.  His  arrest  was  based  on  the  charge  that 
the  firm  in  New  York  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  which 
had  a  branch  house  also  at  Mobile,  Alabama,  was  a  channel 
for  carrying  on  correspondence  between  rebels  in  Europe  and 
those  in  the  insurrectionary  States.  Representations  by  highly 
respectable  citizens  of  New  York  of  Mr.  Patrick's  loyalty  were 
made  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  the  British  minister  also 
intervened  in  his  behalf.  Investigation  showed  that  the  charge 
against  Mr.  Patrick  was  without  foundation,  and  he  was  dis- 
charged after  a  confinement  of  seventeen  days.  The  proofs 
established  Mr.  Patrick  to  have  been  a  gentleman  of  high  social 
and  business  standing,  and  also  to  have  been  in  conduct 
marked  by  loyalty  and  good  faith  toward  the  government  dur- 
ing the  rebellion,  and  to  have  furnished  liberal  contributions 
in  its  aid.  His  arrest  was  undoubtedly  caused  by  false  or 
erroneous  information. 

^'  On  behalf  of  the  claimant  punitory  damages  were  claimed. 
On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  insisted  that  no  such 
damages  could  be  allowed;  that  Mr.  Patrick,  domiciled  within 
the  United  States,  was  exposed  in  the  same  degree  with  citi- 
zens of  those  States  to  arrest  on  false  charges  or  erroneous 
information,  and  that,  having  been  discharged  within  a  rea- 
souable  time  for  inquiry  to  be  made,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
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claim  damages  against  the  United  States;  that  if  any  damages 
were  awarded  to  him,  they  should  be  such  only  as  would  afford 
him  fair  compensation  for  the  injury  inflicted. 

"The  memorial  claimed  $100,000,  besides  interest.  The 
commission  awarded  the  claimant  $5,160,  Mr.  OommissioDer 
Gurney  dissenting  on  the  question  of  amount. 

"  In  the  case  of  Joseph  J.  Bevitt,  No.  104,  the 
BeTitifB  Cam.  claimant,  until  that  time  domiciled  in  South 
Carolina  and  Virginia,  left  Richmond  in  April 
1863  and  passed  through  the  rebel  lines  to  the  Potomac  River, 
was  there  taken  on  board  a  United  States  transport  steamer 
on  the  30th  April  1863,  taken  to  Washington,  detained  in  the 
Old  Capitol  prison  until  the  19th  May,  and  then  sent  back 
into  the  Confederacy. 

"On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended  that  Bevitt^ 
being  a  British  subject,  and  not  having  offended  against  the 
laXvs  of  the  United  States,  or  taken  part  in  the  domestic  strife 
then  in  progress,  was  entitled  to  such  egress  without  molesta- 
tion by  the  public  authorities. 

"On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  maintained  that 
the  attempt  of  the  claimant  to  enter  the  loyal  portion  of  the 
United  States  from  the  enemy's  country,  and  through  his  mili- 
tary lines,  after  having  voluntarily  remained  within  the  enemy's 
country  during  two  years  of  the  war,  was  one  which  the  United 
States  might  lawfully  prevent  or  punish,  and  that  their  send- 
ing him  back  into  the  enemy's  country,  from  which  he  came, 
was  an  act  permitted  by  public  law. 

"  The  commission  disallowed  the  claim,  Mr.  Commissioner 
Gurney  dissenting. 

"  In  the  case  of  William  Ashton,  No.  325,  the 

ABhton'B  Case,  claimant,  until  then  domiciled  in  the  State  of 
South  Carolina,  in  February  1863  came  north 
through  the  Federal  lines  under  a  pass  from  the  Confederate 
General  Lee,  and  while  crossing  the  Potomae  River  into  the 
State  of  Maryland  was  arrested  by  the  naval  patrol  on  the  7th 
February  1863.  He  was  taken  to  Washington,  there  detained 
until  the  11th  May  1863,  and  then  sent  back  through  the  lines 
into  the  enemy's  country. 

"On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  the 
case  was  parallel  with  that  of  Bevitt,  above  reported,  and  that 
the  arrest,  detention,  and  return  of  the  claimant  were  lawful 
acts  under  the  reiX)gnized  laws  of  war. 
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<<The  commission  awarded  to  him  the  sam  of  $6,000,  Mr. 
Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting. 

'^  The  undersigned  finds  difflcnlty  in  reconciling  the  decision 
of  the  commission  in  this  case  with  that  in  the  case  of  Bevitt. 
It  may  be  noted,  however,  that  Bevitt  was  detained  bnt  twenty 
days  before  being  sent  back,  while  Ashton  was  detained  three 
months  and  four  days. 

"In  the  case  of  Thomas  Barry,  No.  127, 
Ban/iG^ae.  the  claimant,  domiciled  at  New  Orleans,  al- 
leged that  on  the  15th  March  1864  he  was 
arrested  withont  any  cause  or  provocation,  but  arbitrarily 
and  maliciously,  by  a  provost-marshal  under  the  orders  of 
General  Banks,  then  in  command  of  the  department;  was  com- 
mitted to  the  parish  prison,  there  confined  for  ten  weeks,  and 
then  released  on  giving  a  bond  conditioned  that  he  should 
report  daily  to  tbe  provost-marshal  in  thecity  of  New  Orleans* 
That  he  continued  so  to  report  until  the  31st  December  1864, 
when  the  bond  was  canceled  and  the  claimant  fully  discharged. 
He  claimed  damages  $50,000.  The  proofs  showed  that  he  was 
arrested  in  the  act  of  clandestinely  and  in  disguise  attempting 
to  pass  from  New  Orleans  through  the  lines  into  the  enemy's 
country,  having  upon  his  person  letters  to  residents  within  the 
enemy's  lines,  and  carrying  Confederate  money,  the  use  of 
which  was  forbidden  by  the  Federal  authorities.  That  only 
two  months  before  he  had  perpetrated  the  same  offense  in  the 
same  disguise;  had  visited  many  places  within  the  enemy's 
Hues,  and  had  returned  into  the  Federal  lines  in  the  same 
clandestine  manner.  Before  his  arrest  he  had  applied  for  per- 
mits to  go  within  the  Confederate  lines  for  the  alleged  purpose 
of  looking  up  and  bringing  back  cotton  alleged  to  have  been 
owned  by  him;  but  such  permission  had  been  refused. 
''The  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 

"  In  the  case  of  Henry  Glover,  No.  134,  the 
ffiovei't  c«M.      claimant,  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Oeorgia, 
was  in  November  1864,  in  company  with  a 
companion,  in  Jones  County,  Oeorgia,  within  the  enemy's  ter- 
ritory, overtaken  by  a  detachment  of  cavalry  from  the  corps 
of  General  Kilpatrick,  forming  a  part  of  the  flanking  force  of 
General  Sherman's  army  in  the  march  from  Atlanta  to  Savan- 
nah.  His  companion  fled  and  was  fired  upon ;  claimant  waited, 
was  arrested  and  detained  for  twenty-four  hours,  when  he  was 
discharged,  it  appearing  that  he  was  a  civilian  and  a  British 
subject. 
'^  His  claim  was  disallowed,  all  the  commissioners  agreeing. 
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"The  case  of  Thomas  H.  Facer,  No.  203, 
Faoor't  Case.  was  similar  in  character  to  that  of  Glover,  and 
was  disallowed  in  like  manner. 
<^  In  the  case  of  the  administrators  of  James 
Byme^B  Case.  Syme,  No.  139,  it  appeared  that  the  decedent 
had  been  for  many  years  domiciled  at  New 
Orleans,  and  there  carrying  on  a  large  trade  as  a  wholesale 
and  retail  druggist;  that  on  the  28th  August  1862  he  was 
arrested  and  taken  before  Major-General  Butler,  then  in  com- 
mand of  the  Department  of  the  Gulf,  and  there  arraigned 
on  charges  styled  in  the  memorial  <  false,  wicked,  and  mali- 
cious,' to  the  effect  that  he  had  aided  and  abetted  the  so- 
called  Confederates  by  the  shipment  of  sulphur,  drags,  and 
medicines  into  their  lines,  and  that  he  had  violated  his  nen- 
trality.  General  Butler,  being  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the 
charges,  condemned  him,  without  the  intervention  of  any 
court  or  military  tribunal,  to  be  imprisoned  at  Fort  Pickens 
for  three  years  at  hard  labor  with  ball  and  chain;  the  ball  and 
chain  were,  however,  within  a  few  days,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  execution  of  the  order,  remitted.  He  was  de- 
tained in  confinement  at  New  Orleans  for  about  six  weeks; 
then  sent  under  guard  to  Fort  Pickens,  in  Pensacola  Harbor, 
Florida,  and  there  confined  until  about  the  1st  March  1863, 
when  he  was  brought  back  to  New  Orleans,  and  there  detained 
during  an  investigation  by  a  military  commission,  which  re- 
ported him  not  guilty  of  the  charges  upon  which  he  was 
imprisoned.  Pending  the  proceediugs  of  this  commission  he 
was  discharged  from  confinement  by  order  of  General  Banks, 
who  had  succeeded  General  Butler  in  command,  on  giving  a 
bond,  with  surety,  in  the  sum  of  $20,000,  conditioned  for  his 
appearance  on  requirement  by  the  government.  Upon  the 
report  of  the  commission  the  bond  was  canceled  August  28, 
1863.  At  the  same  time  with  his  arrest  his  "drug  store  and 
contents  in  New  Orleans  were  seized  and  appropriated  to  the 
use  of  the  United  States,  and  remained  in  their  possession 
until  about  the  1st  May  1864,  when  the  store,  with  so  much  of 
the  stock  of  drugs,  etc.,  as  had  not  been  used,  was  surrendered 
to  his  possession  by  order  of  the  War  Department. 

"A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  taken  on  both  sides  upon 
the  question  of  his  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  charges  on  which 
he  was  imprisoned. 

<'On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  also  proved  that 
the  decedent,  in  November  1861,  and  again  in  March  1862, 


ABBEST,  IMPRISONMENT,  AND  DETENTION.    3291 

had  accepted  commissions  as  surgeon — first  with  the  rank 
of  captain,  and  afterward  with  the  rank  of  major — in  the 
battalion  of  the  Louisiana  State  militia  designated  as  the 
British  Fusiliers ;  that  this  battalion  was  a  regularly  organized 
portion  of  the  State  militia  of  the  rebel  State  of  Louisiana, 
bnt  was  organized  under  the  reservation  that  its  members 
shoald  be  required  to  serve  only  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of 
New  Orleans;  that  on  the  acceptance  of  these  commissions 
the  decedent  was  required  by  law  to  take,  and  did  take,  an 
oath  faithfully  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office  to  which  he 
had  been  appointed,  and  to  support,  protect,  and  defend  the 
constitution  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  of  the  Confederate 
States;  that  at  the  time  of  accepting  these  commissions, 
respectively,  the  decedent  was  above  the  age  of  forty-five 
years,  and  was  exempt  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Louisiana 
from  militia  service  by  reason  of  age,  even  if  otherwise  liable 
by  reason  of  nationality  or  domicil.  Evidence  was  also  given 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  the  effect  that  Dr.  S3ane, 
shortly  after  the  occupation  of  New  Orleans  by  the  Federal 
forces,  refused  to  sell  medical  and  surgical  supplies  to  medical 
oflacers  of  the  United  States  Army.  Dr.  Syme  died  in  January 
1872,  before  the  filing  of  the  memorial,  leaving  a  widow  and 
one  son  entitled  to  inherit  his  estate,  both  bom  within  the 
United  States  and  always  domiciled  there. 

*'  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  by 
the  acceptance  of  these  commissions  and  the  taking  of  the 
oaths  above  recited  Dr.  Syme  had  deprived  himself  of  the  con- 
dition of  a  neutral  alien  and  assumed  the  character  of  an 
enemy  of  the  United  States,  and  was  not  entitled  to  a  stand- 
hig  as  a  British  subject  under  the  treaty;  that  the  proofs  fully 
sustained  the  charges  upon  which  he  was  condemned  by 
^neral  Butler;  that  if  any  doubt  existed  upon  the  proofs 
now  before  the  commission  as  to  the  truth  of  those  charges, 
the  evidence  before  General  Butler  and  upon  which  he  acted 
was  certainly  sufficient  to  sustain  his  finding  and  to  justify 
the  condemnation  pronounced  by  him  upon  the  proofs  before 
him  *  that  as  military  commander  of  a  captured  city  within  the 
enemy's  country,  then  strictly  and  solely  under  military  gov- 
srnment.  General  Butler  was  vested  with  full  authority  to 
administer  military  law,  either  in  person  or  through  military 
courts  and  tribunals  organized  under  his  order;  that  the 
offense  of  which  he  found  Dr.  Syme  guilty  was  a  crime  under 
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military  law  of  a  high  grade,  and  jastifyiug  the  sentetice  pro- 
noanced  upon  him. 

^'  The  memorial  claimed  damages  for  the  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment, $100,000;  for  the  drngs  and  other  property  of  the  de- 
cedent taken  and  appropriated  by  the  United  States  (less  the 
value  of  the  amount  returned),  and  the  rent  of  the  store, 
$166,925;  and  damages  by  the  breaking  up  of  the  business  of 
the  decedent,  and  the  loss  of  profits  which  he  would  have 
derived  from  the  business,  $150,000,  besides  interest. 

"The  commission  (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting) 
made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimants  for  $116,200.  I  am 
advised  that  this  award  included  nothing  for  damages  for 
imprisonment,  but  was  made  solely  in  respect  of  the  drugs  and 
other  property  taken  and  appropriated  by  the  United  States, 
and  the  rent  of  the  drug  store  while  occupied  by  them.  Hr. 
Commissioner  Frazer  expressed  his  views  upon  the  case  as 
follows : 

"  ^  Being  over  the  military  age,  and  exempt  from  military 
duty  as  a  druggist  also,  Dr.  Syme  took  a  commission  in  the 
British  Fusiliers  and  an  oath  of  office  to  support  the  rebel 
confe4era<;y,  and  evinced  his  hostility  further,  as  I  deem  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  to  show,  by  refusing  to  sell  goods  to 
the  United  States  after  New  Orleans  fell  into  Federal  pos- 
session. This  made  him  an  actual  enemy,  and  he  could  have 
no  standing  to  prosecute  a  claim  before  this  commission.  The 
beneficiaries — his  wife  and  child — have  none,  because  they  are 
Americans.  His  condemnation  by  General  Butler  was  upon 
what  appeared  at  the  time  to  be  satisfactory  evidence,  though 
it  was  subsequently  shown  before  the  military  commission 
organized  under  the  order  of  General  Banks  that  he  was 
probably  innocent  of  the  charges  upon  which  he  was  arrested. 
He  was  restored  to  liberty  as  soon  as  an  investigation  could 
conveniently  be  had,  and  what  reiQained  unconsumed  of  his 
confiscated  goods  was  also  restored,  together  with  the 
possession  of  his  building.' 

"  In  so  much  of  this  opinion  of  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  as 
relates  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  upon  which  General 
Butler  acted  to  sustain  his  finding  and  sentence,  and  as  relates 
to  the  probable  actual  innocence  of  Dr.  Syme  as  appearing 
before  the  commission,  I  am  advised  that  the  majority  of  the 
commission  concurred. 

"  In  the  case  of  William  B.  Booth,  Ko.  143, 

Booth's  Case,      a  claim  was  made  for  $.36,000  damages  for  the 
alleged  wrongful  arrest  of  the  claimant  in  the 
neighborhood  of  Fort  Jackson,  Louisiana,  and  subsequent  im- 
prisonment.   He  was  arrested  by  United  States  soldiers  on  the 
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Sthof  Angast  1862,  taken  to  Fort  Jackson,  and  there  confined 
till  the  28th  Aagust;  then  sent  to  Fort  Pickens,  Pensacola 
Harbor,  and  there  confined  till  the  15th  August  1863;  then 
taken  back  to  New  Orleans  and  detained  till  the  26th  Aagost 
1863,  when  he  was  unconditioDally  released. 

^<  Previoas  to  his  arrest  Dr.  Booth,  who  resided  in  Lonisiana, 
two  miles  from  tbe  forts  and  oatside  the  lines  of  military  occa- 
pation  by  the  United  States,  had  been,  on  the  request  of  Dr. 
Grordon,  the  surgeon  of  the  forts,  yisiting  and  prescribing  for 
the  prisoners  and  Federal  soldiers  at  the  forts.    Gen.  Neal 
Dow,  the  commander,  learning  the  fact,  had  notified  him  that 
he  could  not  be  permitted  to  visit  the  forts  without  taking  the 
oath  of  allegiance  or  giving  his  parole  of  honor  not  to  com- 
municate information  to  the  enemy.    Dr.  Booth  declined  to  do 
either  of  these  things.    After  his  arrest  he  still  continued  his 
refusal  to  give  the  required  parole,  and,  persisting  in  his  re- 
fusal. General  Dow  ordered  his  transfer  to  Fort  Pickens  and 
his  detention  there.    At  this  time  Forts  Jackson  and  Saint 
Philip,  lying  on  the  opposite  banks  of  the  Mississippi  some  one 
hundred  miles  or  more  below  the  city  of  Xew  Orleans,  were 
occupied  by  a  United  States  force  of  about  six  hundred  sol- 
diers, and  about  the  same  number  of  liberated  slaves,  under 
the  command  of  General  Dow.    The  garrisons  were  weak,  and 
a  large  number  of  the  troops  actually  there  were  prostrated 
by  sickness.    General  Dow  deemed  it  of  the  utmost  importance 
that  a  knowledge  of  the  weakness  of  his  garrison  should  be 
kept  from  the  enemy.    The  refusal  of  Dr.  Booth  to  give  the 
required  parole  roused  the  suspicions  of  General  Dow,  and 
when  persisted  in  led  to  his  sending  the  claimant  to  Fort 
Pickens.  During  his  stay  at  Fort  Pickens,  and  after  his  retrans- 
fer  thence  to  New  Orleans,  he  still  persisted  in  refusing  to  give 
the  required  parole,  and  was  finally  discharged,  after  a  con- 
finement of  nearly  thirteen  months,  unconditionally  and  with- 
out parole.    Lord  Lyons,  during  his  confinement,  in  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Goppell,  British  consul  at  New  Orleans,  stated  that  the 
required  parole  was  deemed  not  uDreasonable  by  Her  Majesty's 
government,  after  consulting  the  law  officers  of  the  crown. 

^'On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  insisted  that  the 
arrest  and  detention  of  Dr.  Booth  were  warranted  as  measures 
of  jast  military  precaution  in  regard  to  an  enemy  by  domicil 
possessed  of  knowledge,  the  communication  of  which  to  the 
enemy  would  be  highly  dangerous  to  the  TJnited  States,  and 
who,  by  his  refusal  to  give  this  proper  and  reasonable  pledge, 
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had,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Lyons,  entitled  the  United  States 
to  treat  him  as  a  saspected  person. 

^'  The  memorial  of  Dr.  Booth  also  included  claims  to  the 
amount  of  $83,890,  besides  interest,  for  property  of  the  claim- 
ant alleged  to  have  been  taken  and  appropriated  by  the  United 
States. 

^<The  commission  (Mr.  Oommissioner  Frazer  dissenting) 
awarded  to  the  claimant  the  sum  of  $24,900,  which  award  was, 
as  I  am  advised,  wholly  in  respect  of  property  taken,  and 
included  nothing  on  account  of  the  arrest  and  imprisonment. 
<^  John  McGann,  ]^o.  173,  and  John  Murta, 
^^•^'jJJ^^"'*No.  195,  natives  of  Ireland  and  domiciled  in 
Luzerne  County,  Pennsylvania,  were  arrested 
there — McOann  in  September  1863  and  Murta  in  N^ovember 
1863— by  United  States  troops,  under  authority  of  a  provost- 
marshal  }  were  taken  to  Fort  MifQin  and  there  confined,  McCann 
till  March  and  Murta  till  April  1864. 

^<  The  proofs  showed  that  at  the  time  of  their  arrest  an  organ- 
ized conspiracy  existed'  in  Luzerne  County  and  vicinity  to 
resist  the  Federal  draft  for  troops;  that  great  violence  was 
used  against  Federal  officers;  that  open  defiance  of  the  Federal 
authority  was  made  in  public  meetings  of  the  mining  popula- 
tion ;  that  loyal  citizens  sustaining  the  government  had  been 
assassinated,  and  measures  had  been  adopted  to  ambuscade 
and  massacre  Federal  troops,  should  they  be  sent  there  to  en- 
force the  draft;  that  the  principal  disturbing  element  in  this 
conspiracy  was  the  Irish  Catholic  miners;  that  not  only  secret 
associations  were  formed,  but  public  meetings  were  openly  held 
for  the  avowed  purpose  of  stopping  the  mines  and  thus  stop- 
ping the  war;  that  a  large  number  of  persons  regarded  as  the 
ringleaders  and  most  dangerous  persons  in  this  movement  were 
arrested,  and  among  them  these  two  claimants.  No  proof  was 
made  of  the  complicity  of  either  of  the  claimants  with  the  actual 
resistance  to  the  draft  or  violation  of  law;  but  Murta  was 
shown  to  have  been  a  member  of  the  organization  known  as 
the  *  Knights  of  the  Golden  Circle,'  created  to  oppose  the  draft 
and  aid  the  rebellion.  Neither  of  the  claimants  was  ever 
brought  to  trial. 

<^  In  the  case  of  McCann  an  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the 
claimant  for  $3,000,  in  which  all  the  commissioners  joined.  In 
tbe  case  of  Murta  an  award  was  made  for  $1,200,  Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Frazer  dissenting. 
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"In  the  case  of  Thomas  BUey,  No.  192,  the 

BUey't  Cmo.  claimant,  a  resident  of  Luzerne  County,  Penn- 
sylvania, was  drafted  into  the  United  States 
military  service  in  November  1S63,  was  taken  to  Philadelphia 
and  there  held  in  the  United  States  military  barracks  for  about 
six  weeks,  when  he  was  taken  sick  and  sent  to  the  hospital, 
and  there  remained  confined  by  disease  till  the  6th  of  April 
1864,  when  he  was  discharged  by  the  War  Department,  through 
the  intervention  of  Lord  Lyons,  as  being  a  subject  of  Great 
Britain,  having  received  his  pay  as  a  soldier  for  the  time  dur- 
ing which  he  was  held. 

'<On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  he 
was  held  simply  in  consequence  of  his  failure  to  comply  with 
the  regulations  of  the  provost-marshal's  department  in  regard 
to  showing  proof  of  alienage.  The  case  showed,  however,  that 
the  proofs  of  his  alienage  were  submitted  by  Lord  Lyons  to 
Mr.  Seward  in  November  1863  within  a  few  days  after  his 
arrest,  and  his  discharge  was  not  ordered  till  about  four  months 
after. 

<<  The  commission  unanimously  awarded  him  the  sum  of  $800. 
"Edward  McGabe,  No.  197,  was  drafted  into 

MiOaWt  Caa0.  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  in 
Queens  County,  New  York,  in  September  1863. 
He  appeared  before  the  enroUing  board  and  claimed  exemp- 
tion; was  informed  of  the  regulation  prescribing  the  method 
of  making  the  necessary  proof;  was  given  time  to  file  it,  but 
faUing  to  do  so  was  arrested  by  order  of  the  provost-marshal 
and  detained  for  two  days,  when,  having  furnished  the  neces- 
sary proof,  he  was  discharged. 

<^The  commission  unanimously  disallowed  his  claim. 

"Patrick  J.  O'Mulligan,  No.  476,  was  drafted 
axiiUigaB't  Caae.  in  Gayuga  Gounty,  New  York,  in  October  1863. 
He  appeared  before  the  board  of  enrollment 
and  claimed  exemption  as  a  British  subject,  but  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  regalations  for  the  proof  of  alienage.  He  was 
detained  for  twenty-four  hours,  and  on  physical  examination  by 
the  surgeon  was  found  unfit  for  military  service  and  was  dis- 
charged. For  these  grievances  he  claimed  the  sum  of  $800,000, 
besides  interest. 

*^His  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 
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"In  the  case  of  Mary  Sophia  Hill,  No.  198, 
HilFt  Case.       the  claimant,  a  native  of  Ireland,  was  domi- 
ciled during  the  rebellion  and  for  many  years 
before  in  New  Orleans.    At  the  time  of  the  capture  of  Kew 
Orleans  by  the  Federal  forces  in  1862  she  was  in  attendance 
on  the  Confederate  hospitals  in  Virginia,  but  shortly  after 
returned  to  New  Orleans  under  a  proper  pass.    In  1863  she 
went  to  Ireland,  and.  returned  to  New  Orleans,  taking  the 
oath  of  neutrality  on  landing.    She  again  left  New  Orleans  in 
the  fall  of  1863  under  a  pass  and  went  to  Virginia,  where  she 
remained  for  five  months '  rendering  assistance  in  the  hospitals 
and  to  prisoners  by  means  of  flags  of  truce.'    In  1864  she 
returned  to  New  Orleans,  and  having  no  pass  was  arrested  and 
detained  in  prison  for  two  days,  when,  having  satisfied  the 
provost-marshal   that   she  was   a  British  subject,  she  was 
released  on  bail.    After  her  discharge  and  while  sick  she 
aUeged  that  she  was  called  upon  by  a  woman  who  gave  the 
name  of  Ellen  Williams,  and  gave  her  a  note  purporting  to  be 
from  Gen.  Tom  Taylor,  an  officer  of  the  Confederate  service 
commanding  a  post  within  the  Confederate  lines  in  Louisiana. 
This  woman  informed  claimant  that  she  was  going  through  the 
lines  into  the  Confederacy  if  she  could  get  a  pass  from  General 
Banks,  and  offered  to  take  letters  from  the  claimant.    Claim- 
ant gave  to  her  a  letter  to  General  Taylor,  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  his  letter,  and  saying  to  him,  ^Communicate  and 
state  what  you  require,  and  I  will  do  all  In  my  power;  I  will 
be  here  until  the  end  of  July.'    She  also  gave  to  her  a  letter 
addressed  to  her  brother,  a  soldier  in  the  Confederate  service 
in  Virginia,  in  which  she  denounced  the  'Yankees;^  and  said, 
among  other  things,  *  We  have  accounts  of  the  battles  in  Rich- 
mond, but  so  hashed  up  to  suit  Northern  palates  you  can  make 
neither  head  nor  tail  of  the  affair;  but  through  my  spectacles 
I  see  General  Grant  and  his  well-whipped  army  with  their 
faces  toward  Washington  and  their  backs  to  the  hated  city  of 
Richmond,  except  those  who  take  their  summer  residence  at 
Libby.    Tell  the  boys  Banks  has  made  a  splendid  commissary 
to  Dick  Taylor's  army,  and  they  were  so  ungrateful  as  also  to 
whip  him,  and  very  badly.'    She  also  gave  this  woman  another 
letter  of  similar  character,  addressed  to  Mrs.  Graham,  a  per- 
son living  in  Montgomery,  Alabama,  within  the  lines  of  the 
Confederacy. 

"  These  letters  were  delivered  on  the  20th  May  1864,  and 
within  a  few  days  after  she  was  arrested  by  an  officer  of  the 
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piovost-marshaPs  bureau,  committed  to  prison,  and  there  de- 
tained antil  July,  wheu  she  was  brought  before  a  military 
commission  and  tried  on  the  charge  of  ^holding  correspond- 
ence with  and  giving  intelligence  to  the  enemy,  in  violation 
of  the  Fifty-seventh  Article  of  War,'  the  specifications  being 
the  written  letters  above  named.  She  was  found  gnilty  of  the 
charge  except  the  words  ^  and  giving  intelligence  to,'  and  was 
sentenced  to  ^be  confined  during  the  war,  at  such  place  as  the 
commanding  general  may  direct.'  The  proceedings  and  find- 
ings of  the  commission  were  approved  by  Major-General  Hurl- 
hat,  then  in  command,  but  the  sentence  was  so  modified  as  to 
direct  the  claimant  to  be  sent  into  the  so-called  Confederacy 
as  an  enemy,  and  the  provost-marshal-general  was  charged 
with  the  execution  of  the  order. 

^<  At  the  time  of  her  trial  Kew  Orleans  was  still  under  mili- 
tary government,  but  the  United  States  district  court  had 
been  reorganized  under  Judge  Darell  and  was  in  operation  in 
that  city.  No  State  tribunals  were  in  operation,  nor  any  local 
tribunals,  except  under  authority  and  permission  of  the  mili- 
tary commander. 

'*  On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended,  first,  that 
the  claimant  was  not  amenable  to  military  jurisdiction,  but 
must  be  tried,  if  at  all,  before  the  civil  tribunals;  second,  that 
if  amenable  to  military  jurisdiction,  the  commission  before 
which  she  was  tried  was  not  a  competent  tribunal;  that  by  the 
Fifty-seventh  Article  of  War  (2  Stats,  at  L.  366)  the  only  mili- 
tary tribunal  having  cognizance  of  such  an  offense  was  a  court- 
martial,  a  tribunal  distinct  and    diiterent  from  a  military 
commission;  third,  that  the  finding  of  the  military  commission 
that  she  was  guilty  of  the  charge  except  the  words  <  and  giving 
intelligence  to,'  was  in  fact  an  acquittal,  correspondence  with 
the  enemy  without  giving  him  intelligence  not  being  a  military 
offense  or  a  violation  of  the  article  above  referred  to;  fourth, 
that  the  commanding  officer  had  no  authority  to  change  the 
panishment  directed  by  the  sentence  of  the  court,  and  subse- 
quent banishment  into  the  Confederacy  for  imprisonment;  that 
this  substitution  was  not  with  the  consent  of  the  claimant,  and 
was  not  a  mitigation  of  punishment;  fifth,  that  the  letters 
were  not  in  fact  sent  into  the  Confederacy,  but  were  delivered 
by  the  messenger  to  the  United  States  military  authorities  in 
New  Orleans,  and  that  the  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the 
pretended  messenger  to  whom  they  were  delivered  was  in  fact 
a  spy  and  agent  of  the  United  States. 
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<<  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that 
the  offense  charged  against  the  claimant  was  a  military  offeDse 
purely,  not  cognizable  by  the  civil  tribunals;  that  the  claim- 
ant, domiciled  in  a  city  within  the  enemy's  country  and  recently 
captured  from  the  enemy,  held  by  military  power  only,  and 
governed  only  by  military  authority,  was  amenable  to  military 
jurisdiction;  that  the  tribunal  before  which  she  was  tried  was 
a  competent  military  tribunal,  organized  under  sufficient  mili- 
tary authority,  and  having  jurisdiction  both  of  the  subject- 
matter  and  of  the  person  of  the  claimant;  that  irrespective  of 
the  proceedings,  finding,  or  sentence  of  the  commission,  the 
commanding  general  had  full  authority  to  expel  the  claimant 
fr9m  the  city  and  send  her  within  the  enemy's  lines,  on  satis 
factory  evidence  of  her  active  sympathy  with  the  rebellion, 
and  of  her  attempt  merely  to  communicate  with  the  enemy, 
and  that  the  modification  and  mitigation  by  the  commanding 
general  of  the  punishment  decreed  by  the  military  tribunal  was 
one  of  lawful  power,  and  was  not  a  matter  of  which  the  claim- 
ant could  rightfully  complain. 

'^  The  commission  gave  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for 
$1,560,  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting.  This  claimant 
was  the  same  person  whose  original  memorial  (No.  8)  was  dis- 
missed by  the  commission  on  account  of  its  improper  and 
indecorous  language. 

"The  case  of  Colin  J.  Nicolson,  No,  253, 

iTicoiwm'B  Case,  may  properly  be  reported  in  connection  with 
that  of  Miss  Hill.  Nicolson,  a  native  of 
Scotland,  had  been  domiciled  in  New  Orleans  since  1S52. 
He  was  arrested  in  that  city  on  the  15th  of  September 
1864;  was  detained  in  prison  till  the  22d  of  November  1864, 
when  he  was  brought  before  a  general  court-martial  in  that 
city  and  tried  on  the  charges,  first,  of  relieving  the  enemy  with 
money,  by  investing  money  in  bonds  of  the  Confederate  States 
and  transmitting  the  same  to  England  for  sale  there;  and,  sec- 
ond, of  holding  correspondence  with  the  enemy  by  letters 
passing  between  himself  and  one  Violett,  an  enemy  of  the 
United  States,  resident  at  Mobile;  and  in  and  by  such  corre- 
spondence devising  means  for  bringing  cotton  out  of  the  Con- 
federacy, and  disposing  of  it  for  the  joint  benefit  of  himself  and 
Yiolett,  and  for  negotiating  and  selling  bonds  of  the  Confederate 
States.  He  was  convicted  on  both  charges,  and  was  sentenced 
to  imprisonment  at  Fort  Jefferson,  Florida,  or  at  such  other 


ARREST,  IMPRISONMENT,  AND  DETENTION.    3299 

place  as  the  commanding  general  shoald  direct,  for  five  years. 
The  sentence  was  approved  by  General  Canby,  commanding, 
and  the  claimant  was  committed  to  confinement  at  Fort  Jeffer- 
son, where  be  remained  for  abont  nine  months,  when  he  was 
pardoned  by  the  President  of  the  ITnited  States. 

'<The  questions  involved  and  the  doctrines  maintained  by 
the  respective  counsel  in  the  case  of  Miss  Hill  were  urged  upon 
the  commission  in  this  case.  The  counsel  for  the  claimant  fur- 
ther contended  that  the  dealing  in  bonds  of  the  enemy  in  New 
Orleans  and  transmitting  them  thence  to  England  for  sale  was 
not  a  ^relieving  of  the  enemy  with  money,'  or  in  any  maimer  a 
giving  of  aid  to  the  enemy,  and  that  the  correspondence  of  the 
claimant  with  Violett  involved  no  aid  or  comfort  to  the  enemy, 
gave  no  information  to  them,  and  constituted  no  military 
offense.  He  cited  the  first  article  of  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  3d  July,  1865  (8  Stats,  at 
L.);  also  MiUigan's  case  (4  WalL  2);  Eagan's  case  (5  Blatch- 
ford,  C.C.R.  320);  the  Venus  (2  Wall.  259)  j  the  Circassian 
(id.  158);  the  Ouachita  cotton  (6  id.  531);  OoppeU  v.  Hall  (7 
id.  542);  Thorington  v.  Smith  (8  id.  12);  the  Grapeshot  (9  id. 
129). 

^'The  memorial  claimed  j|500,000  damages.  The  claim  was 
disallowed  by  the  commission,  Mr.  Commissioner  Gumey 
dlBsenting. 

"  In  the  case  of  James  McVey,  No.  208,  the 
HeVey't  Cmo.  claimant  alleged  that  he  was  twice  arrested. 
It  appeared  that  the  first  arrest  was  within 
the  enemy's  lines,  when  he  was  detained  for  some  four  weeks 
to  prevent  his  communication  with  the  enemy.  The  second 
time  he  was  arrested  while  in  the  act  of  carrying  goods 
across  the  lines,  from  the  enemy's  country,  and  was  held  in 
confinement  several  weeks.  His  claim  was  unanimously 
disallowed. 

<<  Substantially  similar  to  this  last  case,  in 
Cmm  of  miner,  regard  to  the  character  of  the  arrest,  were  the 

wSriliid^Char'  ^*®®®  ^^  IsaacMilner,  No.  207,  in  which  an  award 
was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  property, 
bnt including  nothing  for  the  alleged  arrest;  of  Samuel  Simp- 
son, No.  217,  which  was  unanimously  disallowed;  of  John 
Carew,  No.  224,  which  was  disallowed,  Mr.  Commissioner  Gur- 
ney  dissenting;  of  Henry  F.  White,  No.  233,  which  was  unani- 
mously disallowed;  and  of  John  Gale,  No.  247,  in  which  there 
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was  an  award  for  property,  bat  inclading  notbing  on  account 
of  the  arrest  or  imprisonment. 

«In  the  case  of  Joseph  W.  Scott,  No.  226, 
Bootf  I  Ctee.  the  claimant,  domiciled  at  Jacksonville,  Flor- 
ida, was  there  arrested  by  order  of  the  com- 
manding officer  in  November  1864,  on  the  charge  of  dis- 
loyalty, and  detained  in  confinement  for  some  three  months. 
Jacksonville  was  an  inland  town,  on  the  Saint  John's  BXyq, 
which  came  into  the  hands  of  the  United  States  forces  in  Feb- 
ruary 1864,  and  from  that  time  to  the  close  of  the  war  was  occa- 
pied  by  them;  bat  the  rebel  forces,  most  of  the  time,  were 
within  its  immediate  vicinity. 

<^  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  insisted  that  the 
military  commander  was  necessarily  invested  with  absolute 
power  for  the  control  of  the  city;  and  that  it  was  his  daty  to 
take  such  measures  as  should  prevent  inhabitants  dislo^y 
disposed  from  communicating  with  the  enemy;  and  that  noth- 
ing in  the  case  of  Mr.  Scott  showed  an  abuse  of  this  authority. 

^^  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  in  respect  of 
property  taken  by  the  United  States  troops,  but  it  included 
nothing  for  imprisonment. 

"In  the  case  of  James  T.  Munroe,  No.  235, 

XimxMPt  G^ae.  claimant  had  embarked  at  New  Orleans  in 
August  1864,  on  board  a  steamer  for  Matn- 
moras,  Mexico,  with  the  machinery  for  erecting  a  saw  mill  at 
that  place.  The  steamer  was  stopped  at  Fort  Jackson  on  tiie 
charge  of  having  contraband  goods  on  board  intended  for 
Texas,  brought  back  to  New  Orleans,  and  the  claimant  was 
there  detained  by  the  military  authorities  for  two  days  on  board 
the  steamer,  and  for  twelve  hours  in  the  military  prison  at  that 
city.  It  appeared  that  while  he  was  in  confinement  his  trunk 
on  board  the  steamer  was  broken  open,  either  by  the  provost- 
guard  or  in  consequence  of  their  negligence,  and  money,  wear- 
ing apparel,  and  other  articles  stolen  from  it.  On  complaint 
made  to  Major -General  Ganby,  in  command  of  the  ci^,  an 
order  was  made  by  him  declaring  these  transactions,  if  true, 
to  be  exceedingly  discreditable  to  the  guards,  and  directing 
the  provost-marshal  to  take  measures  to  bring  the  offenders  to 
justice.  An  investigation  was  ordered,  but  the  offenders  did 
not  appear  to  have  been  discovered,  and  no  reparation  was 
made  to  the  claimant. 

^<0n  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  urged  that  the 
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arrest  and  detentioii  were  lawfol  and  reasonable  for  the  purpose 
of  inquiry  as  to  the  character  of  the  vessel,  and  that  the  United 
States  were  not  liable  to  reclamation  for  the  theft  of  the  claim- 
ant's property. 

<<  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  $1,540,  in 
which  all  the  commissioners  joined. 

<'  In  the  case  of  Sosan  B.  Jackson,  No.  255, 

JaakMofs  Ctee.  the  claimant,  in  behalf  of  herself  and  her  fonr 
minor  children,  claimed  damages  for  the  arrest 
of  John  Jackson,  the  husband  of  the  claimant,  at  KnozviUe, 
Tennessee,  and  his  banishment  within  the  enemy's  lines,  with 
his  family,  in  January  1864.  It  appeared  that  Dr.  Jackson, 
the  husband,  had  been  a  resident  of  Knoxville  for  some  years 
and  until  after  the  breaking  out  of  the  war;  that  he  had  sent 
his  fsEimily  to  Eugland  in  August  1861,  and  himself  followed 
them  in  June  1862;  that  he  returned  to  Kew  York  in  October 
1862,  and  in  January  1863,  having  obtained  the  proper  permis- 
sion, returned  to  Knoxville  for  the  alleged  purpose  of  disposing 
of  his  property  there.  Instead  of  disposing  of  his  property  he 
remained  at  Knoxville,  and  there  entered  into  trade.  Both 
before  his  departure  for  England  and  after  his  return  in  1863 
he  had  been  an  open  and  active  S3anpathizer  with  the  rebellion, 
denouncing  tbe  United  States  Government  and  encouraging 
and  aiding  tUe  rebels  down  to  the  surrender  of  Knoxville  to 
the  United  States  forces  in  September  1863.  Evidence  was 
also  given  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  showing  conduct 
evincing  a  hostile  spirit  toward  the  U  uited  States  Government. 
On  the  29th  January  1864,  the  following  notice  was  addressed 
to  him  by  General  Foster's  provost-marshal: 

"*  Owing  to  your  persistent  disloyalty  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  it  has  been  decided  to  send  you  and  your 
&mily  south  of  the  Federal  lines.  You  will  therefore  be  pre- 
pared to  start  on  receiving  further  notice.' 

^'The  further  notice  was  served  on  the  30th  January,  requir- 
ing him  to  be  ready  to  depart  on  the  3d  February,  on  which 
dsy  Jackson  and  his  family  were  sent  through  the  rebel  lines 
under  a  flag  of  truce. 

^'  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  in  resx>ect  of 
property  of  her  own  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  United 
States,  but  including  nothing  by  reason  of  the  arrest  and  ban- 
ishment complained  of. 
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<<  Joseph  M.  P.  Nolan,  No.  272,  was  arrested 
The  Nolan  Oaiet.  by  the  military  provost-marshal  at  Saint  Louis, 
Missouri,  in  October  1861,  on  the  charge  of  dis- 
loyalty to  the  United  States,  and  of  having  written  a  letter  to  an 
alleged  enemy  of  the  United  States  in  Canada,  giving  informa- 
tion as  to  military  movements.  He  was  detained  in  prison  at 
Saint  Louis  tillJane  1862,  then  transferred  to  the  military  prison 
at  Alton,  Illinois,  and  there  detained  till  Augast  1863,  when  he 
was  finally  discharged.  His  release  was  offered  him  in  Decem- 
ber 1861,  and  on  one  or  two  other  occasions,  on  his  giving  his 
parole  to  do  no  act  unfriendly  to  the  United  States.  This  parole 
he  refused  to  give.  Great  and  unnecessary  hardships  in  con- 
nection with  his  confinement  were  alleged  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant,  and  the  proof  conclusively  showed  that  the  prison  in 
which  he  was  confined  at  Alton  was  wholly  unfit  in  its  ap- 
pointments and  sanitary  condition  for  the  confinement  of 
prisoners,  especially  for  the  large  number  there  confined;  and 
that  at  times  the  treatment  of  the  prisoners,  including  the 
claimant,  was  harsh  and  cruel. 

<' An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  $8,600,  all 
the  commission  joining.  I  am  advised  that  the  majority  of  the 
commission,  at  least,  held  the  original  arrest  of  the  claimant 
and  his  reasonable  detention  justified;  but  that  his  long  con- 
finement and  improper  treatment  during  it  were  not  justified. 
"In  the  case  of  Mary  Nolan,  No.  273,  the  claimant  alleged 
that  she  was  arrested  at  Saint  Louis  by  a  detective  in  the 
employ  of  the  United  States  authorities  in  September  1864; 
taken  before  the  provost-marshal  at  Saint  Louis,  and  committed 
by  him  to  the  Chestnut  street  prison,  where  she  was  detained 
for  an  entire  day;  and  that  she  was  there  subjected  to  im- 
proper treatment.  She  claimed  damages  $10,000.  The  evi- 
dence in  her  case  showed  that  she  was  brought  before  the 
provQst-marshal,  apparently  upon  a  subpoena,  to  testify  in  a 
case  before  him;  that  she  refused  to  testify,  and  defied  and 
insulted  the  officer,  who  committed  her  to  the  city  prison, 
where  she  was  detained  for  nine  or  ten  hours.  Her  allegations 
of  improper  treatment  were  not  sustained.  The  commission 
unanimously  disallowed  her  claim. 

"In  the  case  of  John  F.  Parr,  No.  285,  the 

Parr's  Case.       claimant,  a  resident  of  Nashville,  Tennessee, 

then  in  possession  of  the  rebel  forces,  passed 

through  the  lines  into  Indiana,  and  thence  to  Buffalo,  New 
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York;  in  October  1861.  He  went  thence  to  Xew  York  City, 
where  he  bought  some  clothing,  shoes,  medicines,  and  other 
goods,  and  returned  thence  to  Bnffialo,  where  he  was  arrested 
immediately  on  his  arrival,  on  the  20th  of  October.  He  was 
taken  to  Fort  Lafayette,  in  New  York  harbor,  there  confined 
for  aboat  four  months,  and  was  finally  discharged  in  Fehmary 
1862,  without  a  trial. 

^' An  award  was  made  in  his  favor  for  $4,800,  in  which  all 
the  commissioners  joined.  I  am  advised  that  the  award  pro- 
ceeded on  the  ground  that  though  his  original  arrest  and  rea- 
sonable detention  were  lawful,  his  detention  for  four  months 
without  trial  was  held  not  justified. 

'<  In  the  case  of  Bichard  Hall,  Xo.  318,  the 
HaiFB  CaM.  claimant  was  arrested  in  Maryland,  on  the  6th 
of  March  1864;  was  brought  before  a  military 
commission  on  the  charge  of  having  unlawfolly  i>assed  firom 
the  loyal  States  through  the  Federal  and  Confederate  mili- 
tary lines  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  and  there  held  Olegal 
intercourse  with  the  enemies  of  the  United  States,  and  then 
retamed  through  the  lines  in  the  same  manner.  The  military 
commission  found  him  guilty  of  the  o£fense  charged,  and  sen- 
tenced him  to  imprisonment  in  Fort  McHeury,  Maryland,  for 
the  term  of  four  months,  and  to  pay  a  fine  of  $6,000,  and  to  be 
imprisoned  until  the  fine  should  be  paid.  He  was  accordingly 
imprisoned  for  the  four  months  and  for  twenty  days  thereafter, 
when  he  paid  the  $6,000  and  was  released. 

^^On  the  x>art  of  the  claimant  it  was  alleged  that  his  visit  to 
Virginia  was  without  unlawful  intent  and  for  innocent  and 
social  purposes.  This  allegation  was  answered  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  by  proof  that  the  claimant  took  orders  firom 
the  Confederate  military  authorities  at  Richmond  for  military 
supplies,  which  he  undertook  to  purchase  for  them,  and  that 
he  retamed  through  the  lines  with  the  purpose  of  executing 
such  orders.  The  counsel  for  the  claimant  claimed  that  the 
military  commission  was  without  jurisdiction,  citing  the  case 
of  Hilligan  (4  WalL  2).  The  counsel  of  the  United  States 
claimed  that  the  offense  was  purely  a  military  one  and  cogni- 
zable  by  the  military  tribunals  under  the  Articles  of  War. 

^'The  commission  (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting) 
made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  $2,984.  I  am 
advised  that  this  amount  was  made  up  of  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
part  of  the  fine  of  $6,000  imposed,  which  the  commission 
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deemed  excessive,  reduced  from  United  States  currency,  in 
which  it  was  paid,  to  gold,  and  interest  added  to  make  up  the 
amount  of  the  award. 

"  In  the  case  of  Llewellyn  Orowther,  No.  362, 
Crowfha'8  Oaae.    the  claimant  was  arrested  in  Baltimore  in  Jaly 

1803,  taken  before  Colonel  Fish,  then  provost- 
marshal  there,  and  detained  in  confinement  at  the  Gilmoie 
House  for  about  eight  hours.  The  arrest  grew  out  of  a  quarrel 
between  the  claimant  and  two  other  persons  at  a  hotel  in  Balti- 
more, of  which  complaint  was  made  to  Colonel  Fish,  and  the 
claimant  was  charged  with  using  seditious  and  disloyal  lan- 
guage. He  alleged  that  Colonel  Fish,  on  the  arraignment  of 
the  claimant  before  him,  used  language  abusively  and  iude- 
cently  violent  toward  him  and  toward  his  country  and  Queen. 
He  claimed  damages  $10,000,  and  the  commission  unanimously 
awarded  him  the  sum  of  $100. 

"  In  the  case  of  John  M.  Vernon,  No.  364,  the 
Vernon's  Oaae.     claimant  alleged  that  he  had  always  been  dom 

idled  in  England,  the  country  of  his  nativity. 
It  appeared,  however,  that  he  had  resided  in  the  United  States 
most  of  the  time  since  1849,  and  had  been  there  engaged  in 
trade.  He  was  in  Europe  at  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  bat 
returned  to  the  United  States  in  June  1861,  and  thence  passed 
into  the  Confederacy,  remaining  there,  with  the  exception  of 
a  temporary  absence  in  the  latter  part  of  1861,  till  January 
1863. 

'^  He  alleged  that  he  had  always  maintained  his  neutrality 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Confederate  government; 
that  in  January  1863  he  sailed  from  the  port  of  Charleston  in 
the  steamer  Huntress,  owned  by  himself  and  laden  with  cotton, 
principally  owned  by  himself,  for  Kassau,  Kew  Providence; 
succeeded  in  passing  out  through  the  blockade,  but  on  the  day 
after  his  departure,  and  upon  the  high  seas  between  Charles- 
ton and  Nassau,  the  steamer  took  fire  and  was  destroyed,  the 
claimant  with  the  master  and  crew  escaping  in  two  ship's  boats. 
These  boats  were  picked  up  by  a  United  States  war  vessel  on 
the  ocean  on  the  18tli  January,  and  the  claimant  was  carried  to 
Hilton  Head,  South  Carolina,  there  transferred  to  another  ves- 
sel, carried  to  New  York,  examined  before  the  United  States 
marshal  there,  and  committed  to  Fort  Lafayette,  in  New  York 
Harbor,  in  which  fort,  and  afterward  in  Fort  Warren,  Boston 
Harbor,  he  was  kept  confined  till  October  1865,  when  he  was 
released  upon  his  written  iiledge  that  he  would  'sail  from  Bos- 


ARREST,  IMPSI80NMENT,  AND  DETENTION.   3305 

ton,  Massachasetts,  by  the  earliest  opportunity,  and  leave  the 
United  States  of  America,  not  to  return  without  the  special 
permission  of  the  President  thereofl' 

"  He  alleged  large  losses  resulting  from  his  imprisonment,  by 
the  waste  and  destruction  of  his  property  in  the  Southern  States 
dnring  his  imprisonment,  and  in  consequence  of  his  business 
being  deprived  of  his  personal  attention ;  and  claimed  damages, 
in  all,  to  the  amount  of  £338,133. 

"The  proofs  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  showed  that 
np  to  his  departure  from  Charleston,  in  July  1863,  he  had  been 
largely  and  actively  engaged  in  rendering  aid  to  the  Confed- 
erate government  in  its  war  against  the  United  States ;  that  he 
individuaUy,  and  as  a  partner  in  the  firms  of  Vernon  &  Go. 
and  Vernon,  James  &  Co.,  had  entered  into  large  contracts 
with  the  Confederate  government  for  the  supply  of  arms,  am- 
munition, and  military  supplies,  inclading  twelve  large  rifled 
cannon,  and  large  quantities  of  gun  barrels,  rifles,  pistols,  pow- 
der, army  clothing,  shoes,  blankets,  etc.;  that  he  had  been  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture  of  arms  during  the  war  at  Wilming- 
ton, North  Carolina,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Confederate  govern- 
ment. At  the  time  of  his  capture  some  of  his  contracts  were 
found  upon  him;  these  contracts  also  granting  to  his  firm,  on 
the  part  of  the  Confederate  government,  certain  privileges  of 
purchasing  cotton  and  tobacco,  and  tninsporting  the  same 
without  hindrance,  and  exx)orting  them  to  all  ports  except 
those  of  the  United  States,  with  convoy  if  desired.  Corre- 
spondence ensued  between  Lord  Lyons,  Her  Majesty's  minister 
at  Washington,  and  Mr.  Seward,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States;  and  upon  submission  to  Her  Majesty's  legation 
of  the  proofs  found  upon  the  peicson  of  the  claimant  further 
intervention  in  his  behalf  was  declined. 

'^Mr.  Stuart,  then  Her  Miyesty's  acting  minister  at  Wash- 
ington, on  the  23d  September  1863  addressed  to  Mr.  Yemen 
the  following  letter : 

"*SiE:  I  beg  to  inform  you,  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  the 
19th  instant,  that  I  lately  received  a  dispatch  from  Earl  Russell, 
stating  that  your  case  had  been  fully  considered  by  Her  Miy- 
esty's  government  in  communication  with  the  law  advisers  of 
the  crown. 

''^Itappearsto  Her  Majesty's  government,  judging  by  the 
evidence  produced,  that  you  are  a  bom  British  subject,  and  it 
doc«  not  apx>ear  that  you  have  obtained  naturalization  in  the 
United  States,  or  exercised  i>olitical  privileges  as  a  citizen. 
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'^^Biit  taking  other  circumstances  into  consideration,  and 
more  particularly  that  you  have  identified  yourself  in  the 
strongest  manner  with  the  fortunes  of  the  so-called  Confederate 
States,  and  that  you  were,  when  taken,  actually  engaged  ia 
rendering  material  assistance  to  the  government  of  these  States, 
although  deriving  a  commercial  profit  from  so  doing,  Her  Maj- 
esty's government  are  of  opinion  that  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment are  justified  in  treating  you  as  a  de  facto  belligerent. 

"*The  evidence,  moreover,  shows  that  although,  during  a 
residence  of  twenty-three  years  in  the  Southern  States,  you  paid 
occasional  visits  to  England,  you  had  no  intention  of  return- 
ing to  permanent  residence  in  your  native  country,  and  that 
you  were  practically  and  ds  facto  a  willing  citizen  of  the  Con- 
federate States,  engaged  in  equipping  their  army. 

" '  Her  Majesty^s  government  therefore  consider,  under  the 
circumstances,  your  release  can  not  be  claimed  as  a  matter 
of  right  merely  because  you  were  born  a  British  subject,  but 
Earl  Uussell  desires  that  Her  Majesty's  legation  should,  never- 
theless, endeavor  to  persuade  the  United  States  Government 
to  mitigate  or  shorten  your  captivity. 

'*  *  I  accordingly  represented  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  on 
the  10th  instant,  that  it  would  be  a  gratification  to  Her 
Majesty's  government  to  learn  that  your  captivity  had  been 
mitigated  or  shortened  through  the  clemency  of  the  United 
States  Government,  and  your  case  is  consequently  again  under 
consideration.' 

"  From  that  time  forth  Her  Majesty's  government  uniformly 
and  consistently  declined  any  international  interference  for 
the  protection  of  Mr,  Vernon,  and  disclaimed  all  pretense  of 
right  to  intervene  in  his  behalf.  Sir  Frederick  Bruce,  then 
Her  Majesty's  minister  at  Washington,  as  late  as  24th  October 
1865,  said  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Vernon,  in  response  to  an  appli- 
cation from  him:  < My  instructions  prohibit  my  interfering  in 
your  behalf.' 

^^A  labored  argument  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  claimant, 
by  which  it  was  contended  that  the  imprisonment  of  the 
claimant  without  trial  was  utterly  unjustifiable;  that  it  was 
prolonged  in  a  manner  never  contemplated  by  the  British 
authorities;  that  while  under  restraint  his  treatment  was 
indefensible,  and  that  the  order  of  banishment  from  the  United 
States,  and  the  subsequent  refusal  to  revoke  it,  were  outrages 
against  all  law  and  justice.  That  the  decision  of  Her  Majesty's 
government,  justifying  the  treatment  of  the  claimant  by  the 
United  States  Government  as  a  de  facto  belligerent,  was  erro- 
neous; that  the  condition  of  the  claimant,  at  the  time  of  his 
capture,  was  that  of  a  neutral  alien  engaged  in  commercial 
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transactions  only  with  the  Confederate  government,  and  that 
sach  transactions  were  not  criminal  and  did  not  deprive  him 
of  his  nentral  character.  That  even  if  he  had  previously  been 
an  enemy  b}^  domicil,  he  had,  when  he  embarked  from  Charles- 
ton on  the  HuntresSj  left  the  country  of  his  former  domicil 
without  the  intention  of  returning,  and  his  native  domicU, 
native  allegiance,  and  native  staUis  had  thereupon  instantly 
reverted  to  him,  and  that  the  decision  of  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, justifying  his  detention  by  the  United  States  and  refus- 
ing to  intervene  in  his  behalf,  could  not  be  taken  as  prejudicing 
the  claimant's  individual  right  to  reclamation  under  the  rules 
of  international  law.  The  counsel  for  the  claimant  cited,  in 
support  of  these  propositions,  the  following  authorities:  4 
Blackstone's  Com.  76;  Halleck's  Law  of  War,  c.  29,  §  3,  p.  695; 
2  Kent's  Com.  49;  Inglis  v.  The  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor,  3  Pet. 
99;  Vattel,  lib.  1,  c.  12,  §  218;  2  Brown  Civ.  &  Adm.  law,  c.  7, 
p.  327;  The  VenuSj  8  Cranch,  278;  The  cases  of  Adlam,  No. 
40;  Doyle,  No.  4G,  and  Tongue,  No.  49,  decided  by  this  com- 
mission; Calvin's  case,  7  Coke;  Gardner's  Inst.  Int.  Law,  pp. 
448,  489;  Liivingston  v.  Maryland  Ins.  Co.,  1  Cranch,  542; 
Wheaton's  Elements,  part  4,  c.  1,  pp.  561  to  569;  Halleck,  c 
21,  §  18  p.  503;  id.  c.  29,  §  3,  p.  315;  1  Kent's  Com.  §  5,  p.  73; 
Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  c.  3,  §  27,  p.  61 ;  Woolsey's  Int.  Law, 
p.  100;  1  Duer  on  Ins.  pp.  515,  520;  The  Frances^  8  Cranch, 
280,  s.  c.  1  Gall.  C.  C.  E.  614;  The  Dog  Rermanos,  2  Wheat. 
77;  The  Friendschaff,  3  id.  14;  The  United  States  t?.  Guillem, 
11  How.  60;  The  Ann  Oreen,  1  Gall.  C.  C.  R.  275;  The  8t. 
Lawrence,  id.  267;  Catlin  v.  Gladding,  4  Mason,  308;  The 
State  17.  Hallett,  8  Ala.  Bep.  159;  3Phillimore,  §  85,  p.  129;  id., 
§4,  pp.  404, 604;  Twiss,§  43,p.83;  DeBargh,c.2,p.36;  West- 
lake,  c.  3,  §  40,  p.  39;  2  Wildman,  pp.  15,  43;  1  W.  p.  57;  The 
Indian  Chief,  3  Rob.  12;  The  Etruseo,  id.  31;  The  Harmony, 
2  id.  322;  The  Ocean,  id.  91;  The  Virginia,  5  id.  98;  Boswell's 
Lessee  v.  Otis,  9  How.  336. 
"  The  commission  unanimously  disallowed  the  claim. 

"  In  the  case  of  William  B.  Forwood,  No. 
Forwood'8  Caie.  394,  the  claimant,  a  British  subject,  domiciled 
in  England,  in  October  1861  landed  at  New 
York  from  the  steamer  City  of  Washington  from  Queenstown. 
He  was  arrested  immediately  on  landing  from  the  steamer,  on 
information  that  be  had,  both  in  Liverpool  and  on  board  the 
steamer  upon  his  passage,  expressed  himself  as  a  warm  friend 
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of  the  rebellion,  and  that  he  was  connected  with  a  firm  engaged 
in  mnuing  the  blockade,  and  upon  the  suspicion  that  his  visit 
to  !N^ew  York  was  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  correspondence 
with  the  enemy.  He  was  detained  at  the  office  of  the  chief  of 
police  in  !N'ew  York  for  some  three  or  four  hours,  his  person 
and  baggage  examined,  and  he  was  then  discharged.  He 
claimed,  as  damages  for  his  arrest,  £5,000.  The  commission 
disallowed  his  claim,  Mr.  Commissioner  Gumey  dissenting. 

"In  the  cases  of  Stephen  Jarman,  J^o.  418; 
caies  of  Jannaa,  Robert  Bowden,  No.  419;  SamuelJoseph  Bed- 

UJJ^^^^2***'  ^**®'  ^^-  ^^'  *^^  ^^^^  Henry  BUsworth,  No. 
421,  the  claimants  were  respectively  the  master 
and  passengers  on  the  British  steamship  Peterhoffj  captured 
as  prize  of  war  by  the  United  States  steamer  Vanderhilt,  near 
the  Island  of  St.  Thomas,  in  February  1863.  The  case  of  the 
Peterhoff  will  be  more  fully  rei)orted  under  a  subsequent  head. 
Bowden,  Eedgate,  and  Ellsworth  were  respectively  in  charge 
of  portions  of  the  cargo  of  the  Peterhoff  either  as  owners 
or  consignees,  or  as  agents  for  owners  or  consignees.  The 
Peterhoff  was  taken,  on  her  capture,  first  to  Key  West 
and  thence  to  New  York,  where  she  was  libeled  in  the 
United  States  district  court.  Jarman,.  Bowden,  and  Eedgate 
were  taken  with  the  vessel  to  New  York,  and  detained  till 
their  depositions,  in  preparatorio^  were  taken,  when  they 
were  discharged.  Ellsworth  was  discharged  at  Key  West, 
without  being  taken  to  New  York  or  examined  as  a  witness. 
He  was  detained  on  board  the  Peterhoff  from  her  capture,  25th 
February,  till  the  25th  March,  eighteen  days  after  her  arrival 
at  Key  West.  Jarman,  Bowden,  and  Bedgate  were  examined 
as  witnesses  in  New  York  on  the  1  st  day  of  April,  the  fourth 
day  after  the  arrival  of  the  Peterhoff  in  New  York  Harbor, 
and  were  respectively  discharged  immediately  after  their 
examination. 

<'  On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  respectively,  it  was  contended 
that  the  capture  of  the  PeterJwff  was  unlawful,  and  the  deten- 
tion of  these  claimants,  resi>ectively,  was  likewise  unwarranted 
by  prize  law. 

<<  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that 
the  Peterhoff  was  rightfully  captured  on  justifiable  cause,  and 
that  the  detention  of  these  claimants  as  witnesses  was  war- 
ranted by  the  law  and  practice  of  the  prize  courts;  and  that 
as  to  Ellsworth,  his  release  at  Key  West  without  examination 
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as  a  witness,  and  withont  being  taken  to  New  York  where  the 
vessel  was  libeled,  could  not  be  considered  as  an  aggravation 
of  his  imprisonment,  nor  as  giving  him  any  right  of  reclama- 
tion, which  he  wonld  not  have  had  if  taken  to  New  York  and 
examined  as  a  witness,  as  he  lawfolly  might  have  been* 
<^The  commission  nnanimonsly  disallowed  all  the  claims. 

^^  The  case  of  Philip  Greorge  Beaamont  Dean, 
Deu'i  Oaae.      No.  465,  was  of  like  character  with  the  four 
last  named.     The  claimant  was  captured  on 
board  the  British  brig  Dashing  Wave  (whose  case  will  be  here- 
after reported),  off  the  month  of  the  Bio  Grande  Biver,  in 
November  1863.    He  was  rated  as  an  able  seaman  on  the  brig, 
though  in  £act  a  passenger  and  a  son  of  one  of  the  owners  of 
the  brig.     He  was  taken  with  the  vessel  to  New  Orleans, 
where  the  vessel  was  libeled;  was  examined  as  a  witness  in 
pr^^ratario  28th  November  1863,  six  days  after  the  arrival  of 
the  vessel  at  New  Orleans,  and  was  then  released.    His  memo- 
rial alleged  that  from  that  time  till  the  23d  July  1864  he  was 
'detained  on  parole  by  the  commissioners  of  the  United  States 
Government'  at  New  Orleans,  but  his  evidence  showed  no  such 
detention  or  parole,  and  it  appeared  that  his  stay  in  New 
Orleans  after  his  examination  was  a  voluntary  one,  for  the 
purpose  of  looking  after  the  interests  of  the  owners  of  the 
vessel  and  cargo. 
<<His  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed  by  the  commission. 
« In  the  case  of  George  F.  Canty,  No.  443, 
CMty'i  GftM.      the  claimant  was  a  British  subject,  for  several 
years  domiciled  in  Central  America,  but  from 
March  to  December  1863  temporarily  resident  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  engaged,  as  he  alleged,  in  commercial  enterprises 
connected  with  Central  America.    He  was  arrested  in  New 
York  by  the  United  States  military  authorities  on  the  eve  of 
his  departure  for  Nicaragua  by  steamer,  24th  December  1863; 
detained  in  a  prison  in  the  city  of  New  York  for  three  days, 
then  transferred  to  Fort  Lafayette,  and  there  confined  till 
the  14th  March  1864,  when  he  was  discharged  without  trial 
and  without  information  of  the  grounds  of  his  arrest,  except 
the  general  statement  that  he  had  been  engaged  in  aiding  the 
enemies  of  the  United  States,  or  violating  the  neutrality  laws 
and  regulations.    It  apx>eared  that  he  was  arrested  in  company 
with  one  Dr.  Segur,  in  connection  with  whom  he  had  been 
engaged  in  purchasing  arms,  as  was  alleged  by  them,  for  the 
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state  of  San  Salvador,  and  that  the  circumstances  of  the  par- 
chase  and  shipment  of  these  arms  were  such  as  to  lead  to  the 
strong  suspicion  that  they  were  in  fact  purchased  and  shipped 
for  the  use  of  the  Confederate  government.  Shortly  after  his 
arrest  he  was  brought  before  a  military  commission  at  ISew 
York  and  interrogated  as  to  his  connection  with  Dr.  Segur,  and 
purchase  of  arms  made  by  him.  Most  of  these  questions  he 
refused  to  answer,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  <been  advised  not 
to  compromise  himself  or  his  friends  in  any  shape  or  manner/ 
He  was  thereupon  remanded  to  prison.  The  charge  that  the 
arms  were  in  any  way  designed  to  aid  the  enemies  of  the 
United  States  was  not  sustained  by  the  proofs.  The  claimant 
alleged  large  pecuniary  losses  resulting  from  his  imprisonment 

'^The  commission  made  an  award  in  his  favor  for  $15,700, 

Mr*  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting  on  the  question  of  amount 

"  John  Tovell,  No.  446,  a  Baptist  clergyman, 

ToveU'i  Com.  was  arrested  at  Nashville,  Tennessee,  on  the 
9th  of  November  1862,  on  the  charge  of  dis- 
loyalty to  the  United  States,  and  of  having  in  the  course  of  a 
funeral  oration  delivered  at  Nashville  used  language  strongly 
denunciatory  of  the  military  authorities  in  charge  of  Nashville, 
and  tending  to  incite  disaffection  and  rebellion.  Nashville 
was  a  town  within  the  insurrectionary  States,  captured  by  the 
United  States  in  the  spring  of  1862,  and  held  by  them  as  a 
military  post  aud  under  military  government  at  the  time  of  the 
claimant's  arrest.  He  was  detained  in  prison  till  the  8th  June 
1863,  and  then  banished  into  the  Confederate  lines. 

<^The  commission  awarded  him  $830,  Mr.  Commissioner 
Frazer  dissenting. 

"Henry  R.  Smith,  No.  461,  a  physician, 
H.  B.  Smith's  Case,  domiciled  at  -Louisville,  Kentucky,  within  a 
State  not  in  rebellion,  was  arrested  at  that 
place  by  the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States  in  July 
1864  on  a  charge  of  circulating  treasonable  documents,  the 
documents  in  question  being  copies  of  a  handsomely  printed 
placard  highly  laudatory  of  the  Confederate  General  Robert 
E.  Lee  as  a  patriot,  Christian,  and  hero  of  unfaltering  devo- 
tion to  duty,  etc.  Louisville  and  the  State  in  which  it  was 
situated  contained  a  large  proportion  of  sympathizers  with 
the  rebellion,  and  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  that  the  circulation  of  this  document  by  Dr.  Smith  was 
made  with  the  direct  purpose  and  intent  of  giving  aid  to  the 
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rebel  canse;  that  it  was  calculated  to  give  such  aid,  and  that 
Ids  imprisonment  and  detention  wwe  lawful  military  acts. 
The  claimant  was  imprisoned  for  about  fourteen  weeks,  and 
was  then  discharged  without  trial. 

<^  The  commission  gave  an  award  for  $1,640,  Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Frazer  dissenting. 

<<  Bobert  HcKeown,  No.  463,  was  in  March 

KeKaown'i  Caie.  1863,  while  employed  as  a  ship  carpenter  in 
the  service  of  the  United  States  (xovemment 
on  board  the  gunboat  Benton,  on  the  Mississippi  River,  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Yazoo,  arrested  by  the  commanding  oflBcer 
of  the  gunboat,  confined  in  the  hold  for  about  four  days,  then 
transferred  to  another  gunboat,  and  taken  to  Oairo,  Illinois, 
where  he  was  discharged  on  the  5th  April,  after  a  confinement, 
in  all,  of  thirteen  days.  He  alleged  improper  treatment  dur- 
ing his  confinement,  in  consequence  of  which  his  health  was 
materially  injured.  His  arrest  was  ui>on  the  charge  of  dis- 
loyal and  seditious  language  against  the  United  States  while 
employed  on  board  the  gunboat. 

^'The  commission  unanimously  made  an  award  in  his  favor 
for  $1,467." 

Am.  and  Br.  ClaimB  CommissioD,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Hale's  Report, 
61-^.  See,  also,  as  to  cases  of  McHngh,  No.  357,  and  Reading,  No.  43, 
Howard's  Report,  69,  555,  560,  563,  73,  569,  571. 

Prior  to  the  civil  war  in  the  United  States  the 
FxsBohud  American  flpm  ^f  Edward  Gautherin  &  Co.,  consisting  of 


...  _  ^  ^'"^  Edward  Gautherin  and  Alfred  C.  and  Jules  Le 
4f  toe  Ls  Mores. 

More,  all  citizens  of  France,  was  engaged  in 
bnsiness  at  New  Orleans,  the  two  Le  Mores  being  the  resident 
partners.  At  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  city  by  the  forces 
of  the  United  States,  in  April  1862,  the  firm  had  a  contract 
with  the  Confederate  authorities  for  the  delivery  of  a  large 
quantity  of  gray  military  cloth,  and  in  June  1862  it  delivered 
to  them  at  Matamoras,  through  an  agent,  a  quantity  of  cloth 
valued  at  $405,483.08,  taking  therefor  a  receipt.  This  receipt 
was  duly  presented  at  the  Bank  of  New  Orleans,  and  the  sum 
of  $405,000^  which  the  Confederate  authorities  had  deposited, 
first  with  the  French  consul  and  then  at  the  bank,  previously 
to  the  delivery  of  the  cloth,  was  obtained  upon  it. 

When  this  transaction  was  discovered.  General  Butler  caused 
the  two  Le  Mores  to  be  arrested  and  brought  before  him,  and 
after  an  examination  he  sent  Alfred  Le  More  to  Fort  Pickens 
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and  Jules  to  Fort  Jackson.  Alfred  was  confined  at  Fort 
Pickens  from  the  15tli  to  the  26th  of  November  1862,  and  was 
forced  to  wear  a  32- pound  cannon  ball  and  6  feet  of  iron  chaiD. 
From  November  28  to  December  20  he  was  imprisoned,  with 
others,  in  the  New  Orleans  custom-house.  Jules  Le  More  was 
simply  confined  at  Fort  Jackson,  and  was  then  brought  to 
New  Orleans  and  kept  at  the  custom-house. 

On  behalf  of  the  claimants  it  was  contended  (1)  that  on 
April  14, 1862,  when  New  Orleans  was  still  under  the  coutrol 
of  the  Confederate  authorities,  the  sum  of  $405,000  was  held 
in  escrow  by  the  French  consul;  (2)  that  on  the  following  day 
the  agent  of  Gautherin  &  Go.  left  New  Orleans  to  deliver  the 
goods  to  Confederate  authorities;  (3)  that  after  the  capture  of 
New  Orleans  by  Admiral  Farragut,  and  the  raising  of  the 
blockade,  the  city  remained  surrounded  on  the  land  side  hy 
the  lines  of  Federal  forces,  and  that  Gautherin  &  Co.  were  . 
unable  to  communicate  with  their  agent,  who  left  New  Orleans 
on  or  about  the  14th  of  April;  (4)  that  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  the  transaction  was  complete  on  the  14th 
of  April.  (See  Contract  of  Sale,  chap.  4,  art  2431.)  It  was 
contended  further  on  behalf  of  claimants  that  the  duties  of 
the  neutral  alien  were  determined  by  international  law  and 
not  by  the  municipal  law  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
Le  Mores  had  never  violated  their  duties  as  neutrals. 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  maintained  that  by  the  exe- 
cution of  their  contract  with  the  Confederate  authorities  the 
Le  Mores  voluntarily  gave  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemies  of 
the  United  States  during  the  time  specified  in  the  first  article 
of  the  convention,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  that 
article,  and  that  consequently  the  commission  had  no  juris- 
diction either  of  the  persons  or  of  the  cause. 

The  majority  of  the  commission — Baron  de  Arinos  and  M. 
de  Geofroy — held  that  the  Le  Mores,  by  the  delivery  of  the 
cloth,  were  not  guilty  of  giving  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemies 
of  the  United  States,  but  the  grounds  of  the  opinion  were  not 
stated. 

In  the  case  of  Alfred  Le  More  the  majority  of  the  commission 
said: 

<<This  is  a  case  of  unusual  and  arbitrary  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  general  commanding  at  New  Orleans. 

<<He  had  no  right  to  inflict  punishment  on  the  claimant,  but 
only  to  detain  him  in  custody  for  trial.    The  punidiment  of 
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sdUtaiy  impriBonment  at  hard  labor  with  ball  and  chain  was 
tmnecessary,  extreme,  and  mnch  too  severe.  In  this  case  we 
allow  the  daimant  ten  thousand  dollars  without  interest." 

In  the  case  of  Jules  Le  More  an  award  of  $4,000  without  in- 
terest was  made.^ 

Ko.598,  Boutwell'B  Report,  HI.,  oommiBBioii  under  tlie  eonTflotum  between 
the  United  States  and  France  of  Janaary  1^  1880. 

Charles  Heidsieck,  a  citizen  of  France  and 
BmUbm^B  Quai  a  manu&cturer  of  wines,  whose  place  of  busi- 
tness  was  at  Bheims,  France,  made,  previ- 
OQsly  to  the  eiyil  war  in  the  United  States,  sales  to  Tarious 
persons  in  that  country,  as  the  result  of  which  he  held  claims 
against  them  for  considerable  sums  of  money.  In  April  1861 
he  came  to  the  United  States  for  the  purpose,  as  he  alleged, 
of  protecting  his  interests  in  the  Forth  and  in  the  South. 
He  passed  from  New  York  Giiy  to  Schenectady,  N.  Y.,  then 
to  Lomsville,  Kentucky,  and  then  to  New  Orleans,  where  he 
arrived  in  June  1861.  After  the  capture  of  New  Orleans  in 
April  1862,  Greneral  Butler,  having  learned  that  there  was  at 
Mobile  a  stock  of  flour  purchased  by  the  ciiy  of  New  Orleans 
for  the  subsistence  of  its  citizens,  dispatched  a  steamboat, 
under  safe  conduct^  to  Mobile,  to  transport  the  flour  to  New 
Orleans.  Heidsieck,  who  had  then  established  himself  at 
Mobile,  though  he  had  not  obtained  authority  to  leave  New 
Orleans,  obtained  or  assumed  the  position  of  bartender  on  the 
steamboat^  and  was  enrolled  among  its  employees.    In  that 

*The  commissioner  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Aldis,  dellTered 
a  deaaenting  opinion  in  which  he  said: 

"1.  The  evidence  that  is  not  in  dispnie  shows,  in  my  opinion,  that  the 
clatmants  gave  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemies  of  the  United  States. 

"  2.  Notwithstanding  the  conflicting  decisions  of  the  courts,  and  the  more 
cgpflieting  opinions  of  the  writers  npon  international  law,  1  think  that 
the  gray  cloth  furnished  hy  the  claimants  shonld  upon  principle  be  held 
to  be  contraband  of  war.  It  was  famished  volnntarily  npon  express  con- 
tract with  the  Government  of  the  Confederate  States  for  the  nse  of  the 
anny.  Its  destination  was  for  some  port  of  the  ConiiBderacy  nearest  to 
Richmond,  if  possible.  It  was  called  in  the  ccnrespondence '  army  supplies.' 
It  was  a  direct  and  necessary  aid  for  carrying  on  the  war.  These  are  the 
elements  which  npon  principle  eonstitnte  contraband  goods. 

"The  doctrine  and  policy  of  nations  as  to  what  is  and  what  is  not  con- 
traband advance  and  recede  according  to  their  necessities  as  belligerents 
or  their  interests;  but  the  doctrines  of  international  law  most  stand  npon 
pdndpls  to  command  the  assent  and  respect  of  mankind." 
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capacity  lie  made  several  trips,  each  occupying  seven  days, 
and  conveyed  letters  between  New  Orleans  and  Mobile.  When  , 
this  fact  was  discovered,  General  Batler  issued  an  order  for 
his  arrest.  On  this  order  he  was  arrested  July  29, 1862.  He 
was  detained  in  New  Orleans  till  August  5,  when  he  was 
transferred  to  Fort  Jackson.  He  remained  there  till  ABgnst 
29,  when  he  was  removed  to  Fort  Pickens.  He  was  released 
November  5, 1862,  after  a  detention  of  110  days.  After  he  had 
been  imprisoned  48  or  50  days.  General  Butler  offered  to  release 
him  on  condition  that  he  return  to  Europe  by  the  first  vessel; 
but  this  offer  he  rejected.  He  claimed,  for  his  110  days'  im 
prisonment,  $225,000;  and  for  damages  to  his  reputation  in 
France,  and  for  his  bankruptcy,  $115,000. 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  contended  that  Heidsieck 
was  properly  arrested  as  a  spy,  and  that  the  punishment 
imposed  upon  him  was  a  very  moderate  one. 

Counsel  for  the  claimant  on  the  other  hand  urged  that  he 
had  no  intention  to  convey  information  that  could  affect  the 
interests  of  the  belligerents,  and  that  the  letters  which  be 
brought  were  for  the  most  part  addressed  to  the  French  consul 
at  New  Orleans. 

The  claim  was  disallowed  by  the  act  of  a  majority  of  the 
commission,  consisting  of  Baron  de  Arinos  and  Commissions 
Aldis.    M.  Lefaivre  dissented. 

Upon  a  rehearing,  after  motion,  the  same  majority  on  March 
26, 1884,  rendered  an  opinion  in  these  words: 

<^  This  case  has  been  fully  considered  on  the  rehearing.  As 
our  respected  colleague,  the  commissioner  on  the  part  of  the 
French  Itepublic,  differs  from  us,  and  has  expressed  a  dissenting 
opinion,  we  deem  it  proper  to  briefly  state  our  views,  though  the 
question  is  purely  a  question  of  fact  resting  upon  the  evidence. 

"Mr.  Heidsieck  in  the  summer  of  1862  was  a  leading  wine 
merchant  of  Eheims,  France,  the  head  of  his  house,  and  doing 
a  large  business  in  the  sale  of  champagne  wine  both  in  Europe 
and  America.  He  was  about  40  years  old,  and  had  a  wife  and 
children.  He  had  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  his  wines  in  New 
Orleans  and  in  most  of  the  other  cities  of  the  United  States. 

"In  June  1862  General  Butler  made  an  arrangement  with  the 
Confederate  authorities  at  Mobile  by  which  a  steamboat  under 
a  flag  of  truce  could  pass  from  Mobile  to  New  Orleans  and  back, 
carrying  flour  to  New  Orleans  and  returning  with  salt  to  Mo- 
bile. But  as  it  was  all  important  that  there  should  be  no  cor- 
respondence between  the  Confederate  citizens  of  New  Orleans 
and  those  outside,  it  was  made  a  part  of  the  arrangement  that 
no  passengers  should  be  allowed  on  the  boat,  and  all  letters 
should  be  carried  openly,  be  submitted  to  Captain  Thornton  for 
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his  inspectiou,  and  in  the  care  and  custody  of  Mr.  Greenwood, 
both  of  whom  w^ere  Federal  officers,  and  subject  to  the  order 
of  General  Butler.  This  caution  was  necessary  to  prevent  all 
commanications  between  the  disaffected  Confederate  citizens 
in  New  Orleans  and  the  armies  on  the  outside,  who  were  plan- 
ning the  recaptare  of  the  city. 

^^In  June  1862 Mr.  Heidsieck  took  the  position  of  barkeeper 
on  this  steamboat,  and  between  that  date  and  the  29th  July  he 
made  four  trips  from  Mobile  to  New  Orleans  and  back. 

^^That  a  gentleman  like  Mr.  Heidsieck  should  take  such  a 
position  as  that — so  humble  and  so  much  beneath  him— and 
should  continue  in  it  for  four  consecutive  voyages  certainly 
seems  surprising. 

^^He  gives  them  [reasons],  first  (p.  33):  <To  obtain  news,  if 

possible,  from  the  !rrench  consulate  of  my  affairs  and  of  my 

family.'     It  does  not  seem  a  wise  or  a  fadr  course  to  .assume  the 

post  of  barkeeper  to  get  such  information.    It  would  occur  to 

anyone  that  a  frank  and  open  letter  to  tbe  French  consul,  to 

be  read  by  General  Butler,  would  be  a  better  way  and  be  open 

to  no  objections.    But  even  if  this  be  an  excuse  for  so  going 

once,  still  it  can  not  be  considered  as  an  excuse  for  going  four 

times,  esx>ecially  as  he  ascertained  the  first  time  that  there 

was  nothing  for  bim  at  the  consulate. 

^^It  is  further  to  be  considered  that  he  had  directed  his 
agents  in  Xew  York  not  to  send  on  his  letters  until  they  knew 
where  be  was;  that  they  did  not  know,  and  tbat  he  had  really 
no  reason  to  expect  letters  at  New  Orleans. 

^^His  second  reason  was  that  he  agreed  with  the  captain  of 
the  boat  that  he  would  sell  the  liquors  in  the  bar  for  the  benefit 
of  the  boat  (the  boat  to  furnish  them),  but  the  wines  for  his 
own  benefit  (he  furnishing  his  own  wines),  and  that  as  the 
expense  of  living  was  very  great,  this  operation  would  give 
him  a  profit  not  to  be  despis^. 

^^As  no  passengers  were  allowed  on  the  boat,  the  idea  of  a 
profit  from  selling  his  champagne  wines  to  the  crew  is  plainly 
110  good  reason;  it  is  a  pretense,  and  easts  discredit  on  his 
whole  story. 

^^These  are  all  the  reasons  he  gives.  The  absence  of  any 
good  reason  for  his  conduct,  and  at  such  a  time  when  every 
artifice  was  resorted  to  to  carry  communications  between  the 
Confederates  in  and  out  of  the  city,  justly  subjected  him  to 
grave  suspicion. 

"At  the  last  voyage  he  carried  a  package  of  letters,  as  bearer 
of  dispatches,  as  he  called  it,  to  Gomte  M6jan,  the  French  con- 
sul. This  package  General  Butler  opened.  He  then  sent  for 
Gomte  M^jan;  had  a  stormy  interview  with  him;  charged 
Heidsieck  with  bringing  letters  fraudulently,  and  ordered  him 
to  be  arrested  as  a  spy  and  sent  to  Fort  Jackson.  This  oc- 
curred on  July  29th.  He  arrived  at  Fort  Jackson  August  5th. 
Eight  days  after,  August  13,  General  Butler  offered  the  claim- 
ant his  liberty  if  he  would  go  to  France  by  the  next  boat  and 
not  return  during  the  war.  This  he  refused.  His  case  was 
5627— VOL.  4 6 
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then  sent  to  Washingtou  for  the  administration  to  dedde. 
This  made  delay.  Oomte  M4jan  went  to  Washington  on  hifi 
behalf;  among  other  things.  Traveling  from  Kew  Orleans  to 
Washington  was  then  slow  and  difficnlt,  and  we  may  resuwn- 
ably  think  that  there  mnst  have  been  mnch  delay,  especially 
if  there  was  correspondence  between  Washington  and  "Stw 
Orleans. 

<<In  the  mean  time  the  claimant  was  sent  to  Fort  Pickens,  a 
place  thought  to  be  more  healthy  than  Fort  Jackson. 

^^On  the  15th  November  the  authorities  directed  him  to  be 
set  at.  liberty  upon  condition  that  he  would  leave  the  conntiy, 
the  only  difference  between  this  offer  and  the  one  made  by 
General  Butler  being  that  he  might  go  to  New  York  and  then 
to  France,  instead  of  going  by  the  first  boat. 

<<If  he  had  accepted  General  Butler's  offer  on  the  1^ 
August  or  had  asked  to  have  it  modified  as  to  going  by  the 
first  boat,  he  would  have  been  in  custody  only  fifteen  days. 

<<We  think  General  Butler  had  good  cause  for  arresting  the 
claimant,  and  that  it  was  his  own  fault  that  his  imprisonmeiit 
was  prolonged  beyond  fifteen  days. 

<<The  claim  is  disallowed."^ 

Charles  Heidaieck  v.  United  States,  No.  691,  Bontweirs  Report,  119:  Cod- 
mission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Fruioe  of 
January  15, 1880. 

Augusta  de  Bebian,  daughter  of  Louis  de 

BeUaa'i  Caie.     Bebian,  a  French  citizen,  who  was  lost  at  seft 

in  1865,  presented  a  memorial  in  which  it  was 

stated  that  at  the  outbreak  of  the  civil  war  in  the  United 

States  Louis  de  Bebian  was  a  resident  of  Wilmington,  NorUi 

^  M.  Lefairre,  the  commissioner  on  the  part  of  France,  filed  the  follow- 
ing dissenting  opinion : 

''  I  can  not  bring  my  mind  to  a  concnrrenoe  with  my  collea^^e  in  diflal- 
lowing  this  cbiim.  In  my  view  of  the  case  the  action  in  the  premises  9i 
General  Batler,  the  commanding  general  of  the  Federal  forces  at  Nev 
Orleans,  was  arbitrary  and  illegal.  The  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the 
claimant  in  close  prisons,  situated  in  unhealthy  localities,  for  the  period 
of  one  hundred  and  ten  days,  without  a  trial,  was  not  only  oat  of  proportion 
to  any  offense  disclosed  in  the  record,  but  was  a  yiolation  of  the  Uw  of 
nations  and  of  the  rights  of  a  French  citizen  who  was  at  the  time  nodor 
the  safeguard  of  a  flag  of  truce. 

''The  failure  of  the  defendant  government  to  produce  General  Butler tf 
a  witness,  and  the  nonintrodnction  of  the  so-called  treasonable  correspond- 
ence, is,  in  my  opinion,  strong  proof  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidenoe 
to  justify  the  harsh  treatment  to  which  claimant  was  subjected  at  the 
hands  of  the  Federal  military  commander. 

"The  principle  upon  which  I  rest  my  dissent  in  this  case  has  been  indi- 
cated and  sanctioned  by  the  jurisprudence  of  the  commission  in  the  I^ 
More  arrest  and  imprisonment  cases. 

"  Under  the  circumstances  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  ten 
thousand  dollars.^' 
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Carolina^  in  the  employ  of  the  mercantile  firm  of  O.  G.  Pars- 
ley &  Co.;  that  on  Augnst  6, 1861,  he  left  Wilmington  in  the 
English  vessel  Adelso  as  the  agent  of  that  firm;  that  the  ves- 
sel was  driven  by  stress  of  weather  into  Newxwrt,  Bhode 
Island,  where  she  was  boarded  and  searched  by  a  revenne  offi- 
cer; that  among  De  Bebian's  papers  were  found  a  letter  of 
credit  and  instructions  firom  Parsley  &  Go.  to  parchase  in  Liver- 
pool quantities  of  army  blankets,  oofiee,  clothing,  and  iron  of 
various  sizes,  all  to  be  shipped  in  a  French  or  British  vessel  to 
Wilmington;  that  there  was  also  found  among  De  Bebian's 
effects  a  set  of  signals,  to  be  answered  from  the  shore,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  vessel  with  the  contemplated  cargo  to 
make  the  harbor  of  Wilmington;  that  upon  the  disclosure  of 
these  facts  De  Bebian  was  arrested  and  sent  to  Fort  Lafayette, 
where  he  was  detained  from  August  20  to  September  16, 1861, 
when  he  was  released  on  parole;  that  on  October  4, 1861,  Mr. 
Seward,  then  Secretary  of  State,  informed  the  French  minister 
that  he  had  ordered  De  Bebian's  release  on  condition  that  he 
would  not  return  to  the  Confederate  States;  and  that  all  De 
Bebian's  papers  except  the  letter  of  credit,  which  had  been  lost, 
were  returned  to  him.  The  memorial  claimed  damages  for  (1) 
the  arrest,  (2)  bad  treatment,  (3)  the  loss  of  the  letter  of  credit 
and  the  consequences  thereof,  (4)  the  expense  incurred  in  the 
effort  to  recover  the  letter  of  credit  and  to  obtain  justice,  (5) 
the  imprisonment  and  its  resulting  losses. 

GouDsel  for  the  claimant  urged  that  the  arrest  and  detention 
of  De  Bebian  were  arbitrary  and  without  good  cause;  that 
when  arrested  he  was  on  his  way  to  Europe  for  a  legitimate 
commercial  parx>ose;  that  the  goods  which  he  was  to  purchase 
were  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  and 
were  in  no  manner  to  be  considered  as  contraband  of  war. 
In  support  of  this  position  counsel  referred  to  Article  XXIV. 
of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  France  of  1778, 
and  to  the  treaties  between  the  United  States  and  Hollaud 
of  1782,  between  the  United  States  and  Sweden  of  1783,  and 
between  the  United  States  and  Spain*  of  1795,  all  of  which 
declared  in  substance  that  various  articles  of  merchandise, 
among  which  were  ^^all  sorts  of  cloth  and  all  other  manufac- 
tures woven  of  wool,  flax,  silk,  cotton,  or  any  other  materials 
whatever,"  should  not  be  reckoned  as  contraband  or  prohibited 
goods.  It  was  claimed  also  in  behalf  of  the  memorialist  that 
there  was  no  effective  blockade  of  the  port  of  Wilmington  on 
August  6, 1861. 
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Oounsel  for  the  Fnited  States  contended  that  De  Bebian, 
being  merely  an  agent,  had  no  interest  in  the  letter  of  credit^ 
and  that  the  third  and  foarth  items  of  the  claim  were  therefore 
exclnded  from  consideration;  and  that,  as  to  the  first,  second, 
and  fifth  items  for  damages  for  illegal  treatment  sostained  by 
De  Bebian  in  his  own  person,  no  recovery  could  be  made  by  bis 
heir-at-law.    As  to  the  case  as  a  whole,  it  was  contended  by 
counsel  for  the  United  States  that  if  De  Bebian  were  alive  the 
claim  must  be  rejected.    The  position  of  the  United  States 
was  presented  thus:  By  the  proclamation  of  the  Presid^tof 
April  27, 1861,  a  blockade  was  declared  of  all  the  ports  of  the 
States  of  Virginia  and  I^orth  Carolina.    The  Adeko  sailed 
from  Wilmington  with  a  cargo  of  turpentine  and  rosin  taken 
on  board  after  the  blockade  was  declared.    The  circumstance 
that  De  Bebian  had  among  his  papers  a  set  of  signals  for  the 
use  of  the  vessel  that  should  take  the  return  cargo  was 
important  as  establishing  beyond  controversy  his  knowledge 
of  the  state  of  blockade,  and  the  fact  that  the  blockade  was 
effective.    It  also  fastened  upon  him  the  responsibility  of  giv* 
ing  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemy  of  the  United  States  during 
the  time  specified  in  the  first  article  of  the  convention.    The 
escape  of  the  vessel  was  a  violation  of  the  blockade,  and 
De  Bebian  in  his  capacity  as  agent  of  the  house  of  Parsley  & 
Co.,  and  in  his  character  as  purchaser  of  goods  to  be  used  for 
the  support  of  the  army  of  the  Oonfederate  States,  was  an 
active  party  to  the  violation  of  the  blockade.    The  rule  of  law 
as  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Scott  was  this:  That  when  there 
was  an  actual  blockade,  and  the  party  charged  with  violating 
it  had  knowledge  of  its  existence,  it  was  unlawful  for  him  to 
go  in  or  come  out  with  a  cargo  laden  after  the  commencement 
of  the  blockade.    (Lawrence's  Wheaton's  Elements  of  Inter- 
national Law,  p.  577.)    It  was  not  anticipated,  said  counsel  for 
the  United  States,  that  an  attempt  would  be  made  to  maintain 
the  position  that  the  blockade  declared  April  27, 1861,  was  not 
effective  in  the  month  of  August  in  that  year^  but  any  such 
averment  must  fail  in  presence  of  the  fact  of  De  Bebian's  pos- 
session of  the  system  of  signals  referred  to.    The  rule  of  law 
in  regard  to  blockade  was  fatal  to  the  claim  for  compensation 
for  loss  of  property.    A  vessel  which  has  run  a  blockade  is 
liable  to  seizure  and  confiscation  if  arrested  at  any  point 
between  the  place  of  departure  and  the  port  of  final  destina- 
tion.   The  same  rule  applied  to  the  cargo,  subject  only  to  the 
condition  that  the  owners  of  the  articles  shipped  were  at  the 
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time  of  the  shipment  apprised  of  the  existence  of  the  blockade. 
(Phillimorey  International  Law,  vol.  3,  par.  406.)  Parsley  & 
Go.  and  De  Bebian  had  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  and  it  fol- 
lowed that  whatever  interest  De  Bebian  had  in  the  letter  of 
credit,  or  in  any  other  property  for  which  he  might  otherwise 
have  claimed  compensation^  he  was  barred  by  the  fact  of  sach 
knowledge.  Summed  np,  the  defense  against  the  claim  was, 
first,  that  whatever  rights  of  property  De  Bebian  had  were 
forfeited  by  the  rales  of  public  law  in  regard  to  the  violation 
of  a  legally  established  blockade;  second,  that  the  claim  on 
aoooant  of  personal  injaries  did  not  survive  to  his  heirs-at-law; 
and  third,  that  in  running  the  blockade  and  in  transmitting 
of  correspondence  in  violation  of  the  nonintercourse  act,  he 
gave  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemies  of  the  United  States. 

The  commission,  by  the  concurrence  of  Baron  de  Arinos  and 
Commissioner  Aldis,  disallowed  the  claim;  but  the  grounds  of 
disallowance  were  not  stated. 

Auguita  de  BMan  t.  United  States,  No.  557,  Boatweirs  Report,  114;  com- 
miaBion  under  the  conTention  between  the  United  States  and  France,  of 
January  15, 1880. 

Henry  Dubos,  a  citizen  of  France,  presented 
Dnbotfi  Caie.  to  the  commission,  under  the  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  France  of  January  15, 
1880,  a  claim  against  the  United  States  (So.  26,  French  docket) 
for  $25,000  damages  for  his  arrest  at  New  Orleans,  September 
6, 1862,  and  his  confinment  in  the  custom  house  and  at  Ship 
Island  till  the  24th  of  December,  by  order  of  Oeneral  Butler. 
Bubos  was  a  writer  for  a  newspaper  published  at  New  Or- 
leans called  Le  Compilateurj  and  was  a  resident  of  that  city 
when  it  was  captured  by  the  United  States  forces.  On  May  1, 
1862,  General  Butler,  as  commander  in  chief,  proclaimed  mar- 
tial law  there,  and  in  his  proclamation  among  other  things 
said :  "  No  publication,  either  by  newspaper,  pamphlet,  or  hand- 
bill, giving  accounts  of  the  movements  of  soldiers  of  the 
United  States  within  this  department,  reflecting  in  any  way 
apon  the  United  States  or  its  officers,  or  tending  in  any  way 
to  influence  the  public  mind  against  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  will  be  permitted."  It  was  apparent  that  the 
articles  written  by  Dubos,  and  signed  by  him  and  published 
in  the  Compilateur  were  a  violation  of  this  proclamation  and 
although  the  point  was  contested  by  counsel,  the  majority  of 
the  eommission  in  their  findings  accept  the  fact  as  established. 
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In  the  proclamation  of  General  Bntler  there  was  also  this 
declaration :  ^'AU  foreigners  not  naturalized  and  claiming  alle^ 
giance  to  their  respective  governments,  and  not  having  made 
oatb  of  allegiance  to  the  supposed  government  of  the  Confed- 
erate States,  will  be  protected  in  their  persons  and  property  is 
heretofore  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States."  It  was 
claimed  by  counsel  for  the  memorialist  that  this  was  a  guar- 
anty by  General  Butler  that  he  would  not  enforce  martial  law 
against  the  class  of  citizens  described,  of  which  Dnbos  was 
one. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  morning  after  the  proclamation  was 
issued  General  Butler  appointed  Major  Bell  provost-judge,  and 
Colonel  French  provost-marshal;  that  Colonel  French  then 
notified  the  public  that  he  assumed  the  position  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  such  of  the  provisions  of  the  proclama- 
tion as  were  not  left  to  the  municipal  action;  and  that  be 
called  attention  particularly  to  the  prohibition  against  the 
publication  in  newspapers  of  notices  and  resolutions  in  com- 
mendation of  the  enemies  of  the  United  States.  The  record 
showed,  however,  that  General  Butler  assumed  personal  jnris- 
diction  of  the  case  of  Dubos,  and  that  it  was  upon  his  order 
that  Dubos  was  first  confined  in  the  custom-house  at  New  Or- 
leans and  afterward  sent  to  Ship  Island 

The  majority  of  the  commission,  Baron  de 
Award.         Arinos  and  M.  de  Geofroy,  gave  judgment  tor 
the  claimant  in  the  sum  of  $800. 

Mr.  Aldis,  the  commissioner  for  the  United  States,  filed  a 
dissenting  opinion,  but  he  also  stated  that,  upon  conaultation 
with  his  colleagues,  he  found  that  they  concurred  with  him  in 
these  propositions: 

'<lst.  That  General  Butler  had  authority  to  declare  martial 
law  in  New  Orleans,  and  that  his  proclamation  of  martial  hiw 
was  both  authorized  and  justifiable; 

<^2d.  That  it  applied  to  aliens  in  New  Orleans,  and  that 
they  were  bound  to  obey  its  regulations  the  same  as  other  in- 
habitants of  the  city; 

'<3d.  That  Dubos,  in  publishing  the  articles  complained  of, 
exposed  himself  to  arrest  by  the  military  authorities; 

^^4th.  That  his  arrest  was  therefore  in  the  first  instance 
justifiable.'^ 

But  he  added  that  his  colleagues  held  ''that  Dubos  should 
have  been  tried  by  a  military  commission  for  the  offenses 
charged  against  him ;  that  General  Butler  did  not  establish 
an  arbiti*ary  government,  but  settled  and  recognized  certain 
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restrictions  to  his  own  authority,  and  announced  the  princi- 
ples and  mles  of  his  administration,  and  that  the  instructions 
for  the  govemment  of  the  armies  of  the  United  States  in  the 
field  required  that  ^  whenev^  feasible  martial  law  should  be 
carried  out  in  cases  of  individual  offenders  by  military  courts.' " 

It  appears  by  this  statement  that  the  award  was  based  not 
upon  the  absence  of  authority  in  the  commanding  general  to 
proclaim  martial  law,  nor  uxwn  the  fact  that  his  requirements 
were  not  reasonable,  nor  upon  the  fact  that  Dubos  was  not  guilty 
of  a  violation  of  the  rules  so  established,  but  upon  the  ground 
that  the  imposition  of  the  i)enalty  by  the  act  of  the  command- 
ing general  was  a  violation  of  his  own  proclamation,  and  also 
of  the  rules  and  articles  of  war. 

In  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Aldis  it  was  stated  that  General  But- 
ler communicated  to  the  Department  of  State  of  the  United 
States  on  September  14, 1862,  the  fact  of  the  arrest  of  Dubos 
and  copies  of  the  articles  written  by  him;  that  on  October  10 
the  French  legation  made  an  application  in  Dubos's  behalf; 
that  Mr.  Seward  replied  that  ^^  the  journal  in  which  Dubos 
pablished  his  articles  was  devoted  in  nearly  all  its  columns  to 
the  instigation  of  treason  and  civil  war  against  the  Dnited 
States,  and  that  the  articles  therein  which  are  signed  by  Mr. 
Dabos,  if  they  were  as  innocent  in  purpose  as  he  is  now  under- 
stood to  allege,  are,  from  their  nature  and  from  the  character 
of  the  organ  which  has  published  them,  calculated  to  add  to 
the  civil  war  already  prevailing  in  New  Orleans  the  aggrava- 
tion of  even  a  servile  war,  or  war  of  races;"  and  that  the 
President  referred  the  matter  to  General  Butler,  with  the  sug- 
gestion that  he  ^^  would  be  gratified  with  any  solution  of  it 
which  will  be  agreeable  to  Viscount  Treilbard  and  Mr.  Fau- 
connet,  and  at  the  same  time  will  not  endanger  the  public 
peace  and  safety  and  that  public  respect  for  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  which  can  not  be  allowed  to  be  impaired." 
PnpontioDg    main-     ^^'  Aldis  in  his  opinion  maintained  the 

tained by  Xr.  Aldis.  following  proi>OSitionS  : 

"I.  ETery  foreigner  owes  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which 
)ie  resides;  and  every  government  has  the  sovereign  right  to  ponish  vio- 
lations of  the  law  on  its.  own  soil  according  to  its  own  laws  and  the  judg- 
ment of  its  own  tribunals,  and  without  interference  from  other  nations, 
BO  long  as  the  law  and  the  punishment  do  not  conflict  with  international 
l^w.  If  the  law  is  in  conflict  with  international  law,  is  opposed  to  the 
pablic  law  of  civilized  states,  then  the  foreigner  who  is  punished  for 
tb«  violation  of  such  laws  m»y  be  entitled  to  redress;  otherwise  he  is 
not.    •    •    • 
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<aL  0/ Martial  Xaw.— The  Constitation  of  the  United  States,  Uke  the 
Bupreme  Iftw  of  all  other  governmentB,  aathorizes  it  to  make  war  and  to 
suppress  insurrection.  (Art.  1,  see.  8.)  It  has  the  right  to  raise  armies,  to 
carry  on  military  operations  in  the  usual  mode  and  according  to  the  Itwi 
and  usages  of  war,  and  to  do  all  that  may  be  necessary  to  defeat  the  op^ 
rations  and  machinations  of  the  enemy ;  and  when  necessary  within  the 
theater  of  military  operations  and  of  the  occupancy  and  movements  of  iti 
armies,  to  govern  by  martial  law,  and  within  such  sphere  to  supersede  Ij 
martial  law  the  civil  or  municipal  law.  And  this  martial  law  exists,  not 
by  any  authority  derived  from  the  Constitution,  but  by  the  laws  ofwu 
recognized  by  the  laws  of  nations,  and  grows  out  of  war  and  its  neeeasi- 
ties;  and  where  it  lawfully  and  necessarily  exists  'sweeps  civil  law  by  the 
board  and  takes  the  place  of  it.'  (See  J.  Q.  Adams's  speech  in  Congnts, 
April  1842.)  *  *  *•  Where  martial  law  exists  searches  and  seizures 
may  be  made  without  warrant,  and  persons  may  be  arrested  and  impris- 
oned without  process. 

'<  Martial  law  is  law.  It  is  the  will  of  the  commander  of  the  army.  Not 
an  arbitrary  and  lawless  will,  but  a  will  governed  by  the  laws  and  nssges 
of  war,  and  which  by  necessity  becomes  the  supreme  legal  authority  and 
for  the  time  takes  the  place  of  all  other  law  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  as 
necessity  may  require.  It  is  equally  binding  as  the  civil  law  upon  all 
who  are  within  its  Jurisdiction.     *    *     • 

''The  commanding  officer  must  of  necessity  determine  in  the  first  in- 
stance  as  to  its  necessity,  extent,  and  continuance,  but  he  is  subject  to 
the  control  of  the  Executive,  and  must  receive  the  express  or  implied 
sanction  of  Congress  afterward. 

"III.  Martial  law  as  recognized  in  the  United  States. —JAsLrtM  law, 
arising  from  necessity  and  during  war,  in  camps,  garrisons,  and  the 
vicinity  of  military  occupancy  and  operations,  is  and  always  has  been 
held  as  valid  law,  existing  by  authority  in  the  United  States  whenever 
the  occasion  for  it  arises.    *    •    » 

"General  Jackson,  commander  of  the  United  Stat-es  forces  at  New  Or- 
leans, on  the  15th  of  December  1814  proclaimed  martial  law.  He  deemed 
it  necessary  for  the  defense  of  the  city.  On  the  8th  of  January  1815  the 
battle  of  New  Orleans  was  fought,  and  the  American  victory  secured  tiie 
city.  On  the  15th  of  March  1815  Judge  Hall  granted  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  for  the  relief  of  one  Louallier,  who  had  been  arrested  by  the  mili- 
tary. General  Jackson,  under  martial  law,  thereupon  arrested  Judge  HalL 
Four  or  five  months  after,  when  peace  came  and  martial  law  had  oeased  to 
exist.  Judge  Hall  arrested  General  Jackson  for  contempt  of  court  in  dis- 
regarding the  habeas  corpus.  General  Jackson  appeared  and  sought  to 
justify  his  act,  but  Judge  Hall  would  not  listen  to  the  defense,  and  fined 
General  Jackson  $1,000,  which  he  paid.  In  1842  a  bill  was  introduced  to 
Congress  to  reimburse  General  Jackson  for  the  $1,(XX)  so  paid,  and  interest. 
The  title  of  the  bill  was '  to  indemnify  General  Jackson  for  damKge  sustained 
in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duty.'  It  was  proposed  to  change  the  title 
of  the  bill,  and  call  it  a  bill  'for  the  relief  of  General  Jackson,'  so  that, 
in  the  language  of  the  committee,  'no  inference  should  be  drawn  from 
the  passing  of  it,  that  a  military  officer  had  legal  authority  to  establish 
martial  law.'  The  minority  report  opposed  the  amendment  because  'in 
time  of  war  and  imminent  public  danger  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the 
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military  eommander  to  arrest  those  regarded  as  traitors,  spies,  or  mati- 
neers  within  his  camp.  The  act  irm^juitijidble,  not  merely  exeuedble;  it 
was  demanded  hy  a  great  and  oyerraling  necessity.'  Thos  tlus  precise 
issue  came  before  Congress. 

''Mr.  Buchanan,  then  in  the  Senate,  afterward  President,  sustained  the 
bill  as  it  stood,  and  upon  the  ground  that  martial  law  was  Justified  by 
uecessity.  The  Senate  rejected  the  amendment  and  passed  the  bill  as  it 
Btfiod,  Congrees  thus  recognizing  that  the  net  of  General  Jackeon  w€u  done  in 
ike  dieekarge  of  hie  official  duty. 

"Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  who  was  President  of  the  United  States,  and 
is  justly  regarded  as  high  authority  on  all  questions  of  international  law, 
in  a  speech  before  Congress  in  April  1842  said :  '  General  Jaclcson  was  act- 
ing under  the  laws  of  wax,  *  *  *  In  actual  war,  whether  servile,  dHl, 
or  foreign,  the  laws  of  war  take  precedence.  •  *  *  The  powere  inci- 
dental to  tear  are  derived  not  from  any  internal  municipal  eouree,  but  from  the 
la»$  and  ueagee  of  nations.  There  are,  then,  two  classes  of  powers,  different 
and  often  incompatible  with  each  other.  The  peace  power  limited  by  the 
Constitution.  The  war  power  limited  only  by  the  laws  and  usages  of 
nations.  The  power  is  tremendous.  It  is  strictly  constitutional,  but  it 
breaks  down  every  barrier  so  anxiously  erected  for  the  protection  of  lib- 
erty, property,  and  life.' 

*'  President  Lincoln  recognized  the  same  principle,  and  acted  upon  it  in 
numberless  cases  throughout  the  war.  The  first  notable  act  was  in  the 
case  of  Merrymau,  arrested  by  General  Cadwallader  in  May  1861,  at  the 
very  beginning  of  the  war;  and  in  his  case  the  opinion  of  C.  J.  Taney  was 
not  sustained.  It  was  disregarded  by  the  government,  by  the  courts,  and 
held  unsound  by  the  great  jurists.  President  Lincoln's  idea  of  the  right 
to  establish  martial  law  is  best  shown  in  the  *  Instructions  for  the  Govern- 
ment of  Armies  of  the  United  States  in  the  Field,'  prepared  by  Dr.  Lieber, 
and  approved  by  the  President. 

**  We  quote  the  first  four  instructions  from  General  Orders,  No.  100: 

"  '1.  A  place,  district,  or  country  occupied  by  an  enemy  stands  in  eon- 
sequenoe  of  the  occupation,  under  the  martial  law  of  the  invading  or  oc- 
cupying army,  whether  any  proclamation  declaring  martial  law,  or  any 
public  warning  to  the  inhabitants,  has  been  issued  or  not.  Martial  law  is 
the  immediate  and  direct  effect  and  consequence  of  occupation  or  conquest. 
The  presence  of  a  hostile  army  proclaims  its  martial  law. 

"*2,  Martial  law  does  not  cease  during  the  hostile  occupation,  except 
by  special  proclamation,  ordered  by  the  commander  in  chief;  or,  by  special 
mention  in  the  treaty  of  peace  concluding  the  war,  when  the  occupation 
of  a  place  or  territory  continues  beyond  the  conclusion  of  peace  as  one  of 
the  conditions  of  the  same. 

"'3.  Martial  law  in  a  hostile  country  consists  in  the  suspension,  by  the 
occupying  military  authority,  of  the  criminal  and  civil  laws,  and  of  the 
domestic  administration  and  government  in  the  occupied  place  or  terri- 
tory, and  in  the  substitution  of  military  rule  and  force  for  the  same,  as 
well  as  in  the  dictation  of  general  laws,  as  far  as  military  necessity  requires 
this  suspension,  substitution,  or  dictation. 

'"The  commander  of  the  forces  may  proclaim  that  the  administration 
of  all  civil  and  penal  law  shall  continue,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  as  in 
time  of  peace,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  military  authority. 
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'''4.  Martial  law  is  simple  military  anthority  ezeroised  in  aocordanee 
with  the  laws  and  osages  of  war.  Military  oppression  is  not  martial  law; 
it  is  the  abase  of  the  power  which  that  law  confers.  As  martial  law  ia 
ezeonted  by  military  force,  it  is  incombent  npon  those  who  administer  it 
to  be  strictly  guided  by  the  principles  of  justice,  honor,  and  humanity— 
yirtues  adorning  a  soldier  even  more  than  other  men,  for  the  very  reason 
that  he  possesses  the  power  of  his  arms  against  the  unarmed.' 

'*  So  in  bis  proclamation  of  September  24, 1862,  it  is  ordered — 

"  '  That  during  the  existing  insurrection,  and  as  a  means  for  suppressing 
the  same,  all  rebels  *  *  «  and  all  persons  guilty  of  any  disloyal  prac- 
tice, affording  aid  and  comfort  to  rebels  against  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  shall  be  subject  to  martial  law. 

"  'And  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  suspended  in  respect  to  all  perBons 
arrested,  or  now  or  hereafter  imprisoned  in  any  place  of  confinement  by 
any  military  authority.' 

"This  proclamation  applied  to  Dubos,  who  was  then  (September  24, 
1862)  arrested  and  about  to  be  sent  to  Ship  Island. 

"  On  the  3d  of  March  1863  Congress  by  its  act  of  that  day  ratified  the 
action  of  the  President. 

''  In  the  celebrated  case  of  Luther  t;.  Borden  (7  How.  1),  where  the 
question  arose  as  to  the  illegality  of  martial  law,  declared  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  State  in  the  case  of  threatening  insurrection.  Chief  Justice 
Tanbt  says:  *  *  *  'If  the  government  of  Rhode  Island  deemed  the 
armed  opposition  so  formidable  and  so  ramified  throughout  the  State  as 
to  require  the  use  of  its  military  force  and  the  declaration  of  martial  law, 
we  see  no  ground  upon  which  this  court  can  question  its  authority.  H 
was  a  state  of  war,  and  the  established  government  resorted  to  the  rights  and 
nseiges  of  war.  In  that  state  of  things  the  militarf/  ofioers  might  lawfnU$ 
arrest  anyone  who  they  had  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  toot  engaged  in  the 
insurrection,'    *     »     • 

'*  In  Milligan*s  ease  (4  Wall.  2)  the  subject  of  martial  law  declared  in 
States  not  in  insurrection  and  where  the  courts  were  open  was  fully  con- 
sidered. The  counsel  for  the  government  attempted  to  justify,  by  the  law 
and  usages  of  war,  acts  under  martial  law  committed  in  Indiana,  a  State 
never  in  insurrection  and  where  the  courts  were  open  and  Milligan  might 
have  been  tried  in  the  ordinary  and  peaceful  course  of  law.  Judge  Davis 
(p.  121),  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  'It  is  idle  to  inquire 
what  the  laws  and  usages  of  war  are.  They  can  never  be  applied  to  citi- 
zens in  States  which  have  upheld  the  authority  of  government,  and  where 
the  courts  are  open  and  process  unobstructed.'  But  (on  p.  127)  he  recog- 
nizes the  very  right  the  government  counsel  here  contends  for.  He  says: 
'  There  are  occasions  where  martial  law  can  be  properly  applied.  If  in 
foreign  invasion  or  dvil  war  the  courts  are  actually  closed,  and  it  is  im- 
possible to  administer  criminal  justice  according  to  law,  then  on  the 
theater  of  active  military  operations  where  war  prevails,  there  is  a  neces- 
sity to  furnish  a  substitute  for  the  civil  anthority ;  and  as  no  power  is  left 
but  the  military,  it  is  allowed  to  govern  by  martial  rule  until  the  laws 
can  have  their  full  course.  As  necessity  creates  the  rule  so  it  limits  its 
duration.'    *    •    • 

''This  case  was  decided  by  five  judges  to  four.  And  the  four  (Chief 
Justice  Chase  and  Justices  Wayne,  Swayne,  and  Miller),  through  Chief 
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Jostice  Chase,  said :  '  We  are  nn willing  to  give  our  assent  by  silenoe  to 
expressions  of  opinion  whieh  seem  to  ns  calcnlated,  thongh  not  intended, 
to  cripple  the  constitntional  powers  of  the  government  and  to  angment 
the  public  dangers  in  times  of  invasion  and  rebellion.'  He  therefore  ex- 
pressly stated  'that  military  jnrisdietion  may  be  exercised,  in  time  of 
rebellion  and  eivil  war,  within  States  or  districts  occnpied  by  rebels 
treated  as  belligerents,  by  the  military  commander  under  the  direction  of 
the  President,  with  the  express  or  implied  sanction  of  Congress,  and  it 
sapersedes  the  local  law.' 

^*  Bat,  if  any  uncertainty  has  ever  existed  upon  the  question,  the  recent 
decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  The  United 
States  r.  Diekelman  (92  U.  S.  S.  C.  Rep.  520;  2  Otto,  520)  completely  settles 
the  right  of  the  United  States  to  establish  martial  law,  and  settles  it  a$  to 
New  Orleant  under  General  Butler  in  1862  and  as  to  foreUfn^rt  in  New  Or- 
leans as  well  as  to  American  citizens.  Chief  Justice  Waite,  in  delivering 
the  opinion,  says : 

^*  'I.  As  to  the  general  law  of  nations. 

"  'The  merchant  vessels  of  one  country  visiting  the  ports  of  another  for 
the  purposes  of  trade  subject  themselves  to  the  laws  which  govern  the 
port  they  visit  so  long  as  they  remain,  and  this  as  well  in  war  as  in  peace, 
unless  it  is  otherwise  provided  by  treaty. 

"'The  law  by  which  the  city  (New  Orleans)  and  i>ort  were  governed 
was  martial  law.  This  ought  to  have  been  expected  by  Diekelman  when 
he  dispatched  his  vessel  from  Liverpool.  The  place  had  been  wrested 
from  the  possession  of  the  enemy  only  a  few  days  before  the  issue  of  the 
proclamation,  after  a  long  and  desperate  struggle.  It  was,  in  fact,  a  gar" 
risened  diy,  held  as  an  outpost  of  the  Union  army,  and  eloselff  besieged  hg 
lamdn  •  *  •  When  he  entered  the  port,  therefore,  with  his  vessel  under 
the  special  license  of  the  proclamation,  he  became  entitled  to  all  the  rights 
snd  privileges  that  would  have  been  accorded  to  a  loyal  citizen  of  the 
United  States  under  the  same  circumstances,  but  no  more.  Such  restric- 
tions as  were  placed  upon  citizens  operated  equally  upon  him.  Citizens 
were  governed  by  martial  law.  It  was  his  duty  to  submit  to  the  same 
authority. 

"'Martial  law  is  the  law  of  military  necessity  in  the  actual  presence  of 
war.  It  is  administered  by  the  general  of  the  army,  and  is,  in  fact,  his 
will.    Of  necessity  it  is  arbitrary,  but  it  must  be  obeyed.    •    •    • 

**  'To  this  law  and  this  government  the  Essex  subjected  herself  when 
she  came  into  port. 

'"General  Butler  found  on  board  this  vessel  articles  which  he  had 
reasonable  cause  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  were  contraband,  because 
intended  to  promote  the  rebellion.  It  was  his  duty,  therefore,  under  his 
express  instructions,  to  see  that  the  vessel  was  not  cleared  with  these 
articles  on  board,  and  he  gave  orders  accordingly.  It  matters  not  now 
whether  the  property  suspected  was  in  fact  contraband  or  not.  It  is  suf- 
fcientfor  us  that  he  Aod  reason  to  believe,  and  in  fact  did  believe,  it  to  be  con- 
traband. No  attempt  has  been  made  to  show  that  he  was  not  acting  in  good 
fai(h.* 

"A  recent  work  on  military  law  by  Liout.  Ives,  assistant  professor  of 
law  at  West  Point,  1879,  contains  a  very  satisfactory  summary  of  the  laws 

ofthe  United  States  as  to  martial  law.    *    *    * 
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"  I  think  there  can  be  no  donbt  bat  that  the  right  to  declare  martial 
law,  as  ezeroised  by  General  Butler  at  New  Orleans  in  1862,  is  fnliy  recog- 
nized as  a  legal  right  by  the  President,  the  Sapreme  Conrt,  and  by  Con- 
gress, and  is  the  law  of  the  United  States. 

«iy.  /a  the  law  of  the  United  States  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  naiumit" 
Saoh  being  the  law  of  the  Uuited  States,  can  the  action  of  the  Gorein- 
ment  of  the  United  States,  under  it  and  within  the  territory  of  the  United 
States,  be  questioned  or  interfered  with  by  any  foreign  state  f  Clearly 
not,  unless  such  law  is  in  conflict  with  international  law. 

'*  I  am  fully  satisfied  it  is  not  in  conflict  with,  but  is  in  harmony  with, 
the  law  and  practice  of  all  civilized  States.  It  is  the  law  of  war  as  recog- 
nized by  the  law  of  nations. 

*' England. — Notwithstanding  the  confusion  of  martial  with  military 
law  which  has  sometimes  prevailed  among  English  writers  and  judges 
and  the  erroneous  dicta  which  may  be  found  upon  the  point,  the  better 
opinion  has  been  held  by  their  best  writers  and  Judges  for  more  than  a 
century  that  in  case  of  war  or  insarrection  martial  law  may  be  established 
if  necessity  requires  it,  and  it  will  then  supersede  the  civil  and  criminal 
law.  The  only  point  in  doubt  Is  whether  on  English  soil  the  declaration 
of  martial  law  is  a  prerogative  of  the  crown,  or  must,  to  be  legal,  be 
established  or  approved  by  Parliament.  *  *  *  But  in  England  very 
high  authorities  hold  that  in  war  and  in  case  of  necessity  it  may  be  estab- 
lished in  territory  subject  to  English  law  by  the  mere  order  of  the  military 
commander.  *  •  *  In  Ty tier's  (afterward  Lord  Woodhouselee's)  work 
on  courts-martial  I  find  an  illustration  so  apposite,  and  the  reasons  for 
martial  law  so  admirably  expressed  and  so  universal  in  their  application, 
that  I  can  not  forbear  to  cite  them.  Speaking  of  martial  law,  he  says 
(pp.  366,  367):  'Absolute  necessity  authorizes  the  application  of  extraoi^ 
dinary  remedies.  It  is  for  the  security  of  the  state.  The  slow  and  cautioos 
procedure  of  the  ordinary  courts  of  justice  keeps  no  pace  with  that  daring 
celerity  which  attends  the  operations  of  rebellion ;  nor  are  their  regulated 
forms  and  publicity  of  procedure  fitted  to  bring  to  light  the  dark  designs 
of  a  conspiracy.  It  is  a  remedy  warranted  only  by  the  last  necessity,  and 
therefore  to  be  commensurate  in  the  endurance  of  its  operations  to  the 
immediate  season  of  danger —an  expedient  which  requires  us  to  part  teith 
our  liberty  for  a  while  in  order  that  we  may  preserve  it  forever.^  The  last  is 
the  phrase  used  by  Judge  Blackstone  is  his  commentaries. 

"On  the  24th  of  May  1798  the  Earl  of  Camden,  lord  lieutenant  of  Ire- 
land, on  account  of  insurrection  and  public  disorders,  proclaimed  martial 
law,  which  afterward  being  made  known  to  Parliament,  received  'its 
entire  approbation.'  Parliament  thereupon  passed  the  act  of  17d8,  which 
was  much  more  stringent  than  any  of  the  orders  of  the  United  States 
Government  during  the  rebellion.  It  stated  that  the  exercise  of  marshal 
law  was  the  undoubted  prerogative  of  His  Majesty,  and  it  authorized  it 
'whether  the  ordinary  liourts  of  justice  are  or  are  not  open;  and  that 
it  should  continue  from  time  to  time  during  the  continuance  of  the 
rebellion.'    (See  Tytler's  Courts-Martial,  App.  VI.  pp.  402,  403.) 

"In  February  1818,  Sir  Kobert  Brownrigg,  the  governor,  proclaimed 
martial  law  in  India. 

"In  Ceylon,  Viscount  Torrington,  upon  apprehended  insurrection,  on  the 
29th  July  1848  proclaimed  martial  law,  and  it  was  continued  till  October  10. 
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Several  rebels  were  executed.  The  eondnct  of  YiBconnt  Torring^on  waa 
maeh  animadverted  apon,  and  the  qoeation  came  np  in  Parliament.  His 
defense  (see  115  Hans.  Pari.  deb.  3d  series,  p.  843,  et  seq.)  throws  much 
lijrht  upon  the  recognized  practice  of  the  English  Goyemment.  *  •  * 
In  the  debate  in  Parliament  the  Dnke  of  Wellington  '  contended  that  mar- 
tial law  was  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  will  of  the  general  who  com- 
manded the  army.  In  fact,  martial  law  meant  no  law  at  all.  Therefore 
the  general  who  declared  martial  law,  and  commanded  that  it  shonld  be 
carried  into  execation,  was  bonnd  to  lay  down  distinctly  the  rules  and 
regulations  and  limits,  according  to  which  his  will  was  to  be  carried  out.' 
In  this  respect  GSeneral  Butler's  proclamation  of  May  1,  1862,  and  bis  sub- 
sequent orders  from  time  to  time,  conformed  fully  to  the  rule  of  duty  pre- 
scribed by  the  Duke  of  Wellington:  'Now,  he  had,  in  another  country, 
carried  on  martial  law ;  that  was  to  say,  that  he  bad  governed  a  large 
proportion  of  the  population  of  a  country  by  his  own  will.  But  then 
what  did  he  do  f  He  declared  that  the  country  should  be  governed  accord- 
ing to  its  own  national  laws,  and  he  carried  into  execution  that  wilL  He 
governed  the  country  strictly  by  the  laws  of  the  country,  and  he  gov- 
erned it  with  snch  moderation,  he  must  say,  that  political  servants  and 
judges,  who  at  first  had  fled  or  had  been  expelled,  afterward  cotuented  to  act 
mmder  ]U$  direetion.  The  judges  sat  in  the  courts  of  law  conducting  their 
judicial  business  and  administering  the  law  under  ki9  direetionJ 

"  The  Earl  Grey  said :  *  I  was  glad  to  hear  what  the  noble  Duke  said  with 
reftreuoe  to  what  is  the  true  nature  of  martial  law.  It  is  exactly  in 
accordance  with  what  I  myself  vnrote  to  my  noble  friend  at  the  period  of 
those  transactions  in  Ceylon.  I  am  sure  that  was  not  wrong  in  law,  for  I 
had  the  advice  of  Lord  Tottenham  and  Lord  Campbell,  and  the  attorney- 
general,  and  I  explained  to  my  noble  friend  that  what  is  called  proclaiming 
martial  law  is  no  law  at  all,  but  mereZjr  for  the  siUee  of  public  Mfetjf,  in  eir» 
emntlaneu  of  groat  emorgenog  setting  aoide  all  law,  and  €Uitimg  under  the  mili- 
tartf  power,  a  proceeding  which  requires  to  be  followed  by  an  act  of  indem- 
nity when  the  disturbances  are  at  an  end.'  The  opinion  expressed  by  Earl 
Grey,  that  an  act  of  indemni^  was  necessary,  does  not  seem  warranted  by 
the  practice  of  the  English  Parliament.  No  such  indemnity  appears  to 
have  been  required  for  the  Duke  of  Wellington  or  any  other  of  the  mili- 
tary commanders  who  have  exercised  the  power.  Their  justification  stands 
u]M>n  the  law  of  nations  that  gives  in  time  of  war  to  the  military  com- 
mander the  right  to  govern  by  his  own  will  the  hostile  territory  he  con- 
quers or  occupies. 

''In  regard  to  France  and  the  other  g^eat  states  of  the  Continent  of 
Europe,  I  find  it  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Attorney-General  Gushing  (8 
Atty.  Gen.  Op.  371)— 

'"That  thfi  state  of  aiege  may  have  a  lawful  origin,  like  the  state  of  war, 
either  in  an  act  of  the  political  soTcreignty  or  in  the  neceaeitg  of  circum- 
staneee.  When  it  exists,  all  the  local  authority  passes  to  the  military  com- 
mander, who  exercises  it  in  his  own  person,  or  delegates  it  if  he  pleases  to 
the  civil  magistrates,  to  be  exercised  by  them  under  his  orders.  The  civil 
law  is  suspended  for  the  time  beiug,  or  at  least  made  subordinate,  and  its 
place  is  taken  by  martial  law,  under  the  supreme,  if  not  the  direct,  admin- 
istration of  the  military  power. 
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*'  'The  state  of  siege  may  exist  in  a  city  or  in  a  cUstrict  of  the  conntry, 
either  by  reason  of  the  same  being  actaally  besieged  or  invested  by  a  hoA- 
tile  force,  or  by  reason  of  domestic  insurrection.  In  either  case  it  is  the  pre- 
cise fact  with  which  we  are  now  concerned.  The  state  of  siege  of  fche 
continental  jurists  is  the  proclamation  of  martial  law  of  England  and  the 
United  States,  only  we  are  without  law  on  the  snbject,  while  in  other 
conntries  it  is  regulated  by  known  limitations.  (Maurice  filock,  s.  voc. 
See  also  Escriche,  s.  voc.,  for  similar  legal  provisions  in  Spain.)' 

''A  reference  to  the  French  code  and  statutes  confirms  this  statement 

"Y.  This  principle,  resting  upon  the  law  and  usages  of  war,  is  admitted 
by  the  counsel  of  the  claimant  to  be  correct  when  applied  to  foreign  war. 
But  they  attempt  to  distinguish  between  a  foreign  war  and  domeiitic 
insurrection. 

**  It  will  be  seen  from  the  authorities  already  quoted  (Judge  Woodbury, 
Judge  Davis,  Judge  Waite,  Ives'  Military  Law,  Dr.  Lieber,  and  Attorney- 
General  Gushing,  and  the  practice  in  England  and  France)  that  no  sneh 
distinction  is  recognized;  that  the  same  rule  of  war  as  to  the  exercise  of 
martial  law  applies  as  well  to  domestic  insurrection  as  to  foreign  wars. 
Indeed,  in  domestic  conspiracies  and  insurrections  the  secrecy  and  'daring 
celerity'  of  the  rebels  and  conspirators  make  martial  law  more  necessary 
than  in  the  regular  and  publicly  known  operations  of  war  between  states. 
In  these  days  when  nihilists  and  communists  are  conspiring  against  law, 
government,  and  the  public  peace  in  Russia  and  France,  neither  of  those 
great  powers  can  safely  forego  the  necessary  exercise  of  martial  law. 

''  Martial  law  at  Neto  Orleans :  Louisiana  in  May  1862  was  as  much  hostile 
territory  as  if  it  had  never  belonged  to  the  United  States.  For  fifteen 
months  the  United  States  laws,  courts,  and  judges  had  been  overturned 
and  superseded  by  the  Confederacy.  No  man  could  hold  an  office  without 
an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederacy.  The  population  of  New  Or- 
leans, whether  native  or  foreign,  was  nearly  unanimous  in  violent  oppo- 
sition to  the  United  States.  No  Union  man  could  express  an  opinion 
favorable  to  the  United  States,  except  at  the  risk  of  his  life.  A  general 
invading  a  foreign  country  could  not  have  found  himself  more  completely 
surrounded  by  a  hostile  population  than  was  General  Butler  at  New  Or- 
leans. The  Confederates  had  left  the  city,  but  were  closely  besieging  it 
with  a  large  army  under  General  Lovell.  Correspondence  between  the 
rebels  in  the  city  and  General  Lovell  and  the  besieging  forces  outside  was 
constant,  and  the  utmost  vigilance  could  not  prevent  it. 

^'1.  Before  the  capture  of  the  city  the  Confederate  General  Lovell  was 
obliged  to  adopt  martial  law, 

**2,  When  he  left,  and  during  the  interval  before  General  Butler  came, 
the  safety  of  the  city  from  riot  and  mob  rule  was  secured  only  by  the  em- 
ployment of  the  European  legion  by  the  mayor  for  that  purpose.  The 
terror  and  fear  that  prevailed  among  the  better  classes  is  shovm  by  the 
letter  which  Mr.  Forstall,  the  agent  of  Hope  &  Co.,  of  Amsterdam,  wrote 
to  them  on  May  13,  1862,  in  regard  to  the  $800,000  of  silver  placed  in  his 
hand  on  their  account.  He  says:  'The  great  apprehension  at  that  time^ 
in  the  event  of  the  fall  of  New  Orleans,  was  not  the  action  of  the  Federal 
government,  which  until  then  on  similar  events  had  left  private  property 
undisturbed,  but  the  destruction  of  property  and  sacking  of  banks  by  the 
rabble  out  of  a  mixed  population  of  nearly  two  hundred  thousand,  pend- 
ing the  consequent  delays  of  an  abrupt  and  violent  change  of  govern- 
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ment,  and  th«  event  proved  that  Bach  apprehension  was  not  idle,  for  after 
the  destniction  and  robbery  of  an  immense  amonnt  of  property  on  onr 
wharves  and  some  ot  onr  front  stores  and  warehouses,  a  general  plunder 
of  the  city  would  have  taken  place  by  the  rabble  after  the  retreat  of  the 
Confederate  troops  but  for  the  armed  interference,  night  and  day,  of  the 
French  and  foreign  brigades  for  nearly  six  days,  when  the  Federal  troops 
took  charge  of  the  eity  with  a  sufficient  force  to  maintain  order.'  (Par- 
ton,  p.  373.) 

''  3.  The  proclamation  of  martial  law  by  General  Butler  was  a  neeetti^. 
It  was  the  only  means  to  save  the  city.  It  was  approved  by  President 
Lincoln,  by  Congress,  and  by  the  country.  *  *  •  General  Butler  at 
first  attempted  to  govern  by  leaving  the  municipal  government  to  the 
mayor  and  common  council,  and  the  administration  of  criminal  justice  to 
the  Judges  or  recorders  then  in  office.  But  finding,  as  he  believed,  that 
these  Confederate  officials  were  sending  aid  to  General  Lovell,  and  could 
not  be  trusted,  and  would  not  do  their  duty,  on  the  20th  May  he  suspended 
them  from  the  functions  of  their  offices  and  appointed  General  Shepley 
military  commandant  of  the  city,  and  established  a  provost  court,  with 
Mijor  Bell  provost  judge.  (See  General  Shepley's' Notice,' Parton,  p.  336.) 
In  August  1862  General  Butler  wrote  to  the  French  consul,  who  complained 
of  his  order  requiring  citizens  to  give  up  their  arms :  *  Whenever  the  inhab- 
itants of  this  oity  will,  by  a  public  and  united  act,  show  both  their  loyalty 
and  neutrality,  I  shall  be  glad  of  their  aid  to  keep  the  peace,  and  reMtare 
tkeeHjf  to  ikem.  Till  that  time,  however,  I  must  require  the  arms  of  all 
the  inhabitants,  white  and  black,  to  be  under  my  control.' 

"  VI.  But  it  is  claimed  that  General  Butler  excepted  foreigners  from  the 
operation  of  martial  law.  His  words  are :  'All  foreigners  will  be  protected 
in  their  persons  and  property,  as  heretofore,  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States.'  This  did  not  exempt  them  from  martial  law,  but  assured  them  of 
protection  of  their  persons  and  property,  now  under  martial  law,  as  here- 
tofore under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Its  meaning  was  that  martial  law  should  protect  their  persons  and  prop- 
erty—not that  they  should  be  exempt  from  its  operation.  In  reason,  no 
distinction  of  the  kind  could  be  made.  All  must  be  subject  to  martial 
law.  Foreigners,  though  they  ought  to  be  neutral  (and  many  of  them 
were),  in  fact  were  often  engaged  in  aiding  the  rebellion.  General  But- 
ler^B  letter  to  the  French  consul  of  August  14,  1862,  shows  this.  He  says : 
*  *  *  "Itrust  most  of  your  countrymen  are  in  good  faith  n«tt(raZ;  but 
it  is  unfortunately  true  some  of  them  are  not.  This  causes  the  good,  of 
necessity,  to  suffer  for  the  acts  of  the  bad.  I  take  leave  to  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  the  United  States  forces  gave  every  immunity  to 
Monsieur  Bonnegrass,  who  claimed  to  be  the  French  consul  at  Baton 
Rouge,  allowed  him  to  keep  his  arms,  and  relied  upon  his  neutrality;  but 
his  Bon  was  taken  prisoner  on  the  battlefield  in  arms  against  us.  You 
will  also  do  me  the  favor  to  remember  that  very  few  of  the  French  subjects 
here  have  taken  the  oath  of  neutrality,  which  was  offered  to  but  not  re- 
quired of  them,  by  my  order.  No.  41,  although  all  the  officers  of  the  French 
legion  had,  with  your  knowledge  and  assent,  taken  the  oath  to  support 
the  constitution  of  the  Confederate  States.'  •  •  •  (Parton's  General 
Butler  in  New  Orleans,  p.  465.  See  also  General  Butler's  letter  to  the  con- 
iols,Parton,pp.466,457,458.)    "    *    • 
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''  Such  a  meanlDg  as  is  now  giyen  to  thia  phrase  by  the  claimants  im 
not  intended  hjf  Oeneral  Butler,  nor  was  it  so  underetood  or  claimed  bfffora§un 
at  the  time.  In  May  1862,  in  reqoiring  the  British  members  of  the  Euopean 
brigade,  who  had  given  their  arms  to  Beauregard,  to  leave  the  citj  in 
twenty-foor  hours  (Parton,  p.  357) ;  in  his  numy  dealings  with  foreign  con- 
sals,  and  especially  with  the  French  consul,  Count  M^Jan,  (see  Botler'i 
letter  to  the  Secretary  of  War,  Parton,  378),  he  always  held  foreigneiB,  like 
natives,  to  be  subject  to  martial  law ;  and  the  foreigners  and  foreign  conanls 
did  not  claim  the  contrary.  See  General  Butler's  letter  to  the  English, 
French,  and  Greek  consuls  of  June  12,  1862  (Parton,  p.  383),  in  which  be 
says :  '  In  order  to  prevent  all  misconception,  and  that  for  the  fatore  yon 
gentlemen  may  know  exactly  the  position  upon  which  I  act  in  regard  to 
foreigners,  resident  here,  permit  me  to  explaim  to  you  that  I  think  a  fortify 
resident  here  has  not  one  right  more  than  an  American  dtizeny  but  at  least  ose 
right  less ;  i.  «.,  that  of  meddling  or  interfering  by  discussion,  vote,  or  othecwise 
with  the  affairs  of  the  government.*  This  was  well  known  in  New  Orleans  three 
months  before  Dubos  was  arrested.  In  his  proclamation  of  martial  \vr 
on  May  1,  he  says:  'No  publication,  either  by  newspapers,  pamphlets,  tr 
handbills,  giving  accounts  of  the  movements  of  the  soldiers  of  the  United 
States  within  this  department,  reflecting  in  ang  way  upon  the  United  Ststti 
or  its  officers,  or  tending  in  any  way  to  influence  the  public  mind  against  (if 
Government  of  the  United  States,  will  be  permitted.*  Can  any  one  snppoM 
that  native  citizens  only  were  prohibited  from  doing  such  act«,  bat  that 
foreigners  would  be  allowed  in  doing  themf 

'<  VII.  The  claimant's  counsel  contends  that  claimant's  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment were  illegal,  because  he  was  not  tried  by  a  military  conmiissioD. 

''1.  General  Butler  gave  to  his  provost  court  the  jurisdiction  of  'high 
crimes  and  misdemeanors.'  If  he  thought  Dubos's  act  a  minor  offense,  or 
for  any  other  sufficient  cause  saw  fit  to  withhold  it  from  the  provost  court, 
he  had  the  right  to  do  so. 

''2.  As  the  will  of  the  commander  is  the  basis  of  martial  law,  he  msf 
or  may  not  resort  to  a  military  commission  as  he  thinks  best.  Ordi- 
narily, he  does  resort  to  a  commission  to  ascertain  the  facts,  as  he  has 
no  time  for  such  trials.  The  law  he  decides  for  himself.  But  where  there 
are  no  facts  in  dispute,  where  the  alleged  offender  admits  the  facts,  there 
a  military  commission  is  not  resorted  to,  because  it  would  be  saperflaons< 
That  is  this  case.  Dubos  admitted  then,  and  admits  now,  that  he  wrote 
and  published  the  articles  complained  of.     *     *    * 

"VIII.  Character  of  the  articles  published  by  Dubos. — General  Bntler  de- 
cided that  the  article  did  so  violate  the  law.  That  decision  was  dearly 
right.  The  President  and  Mr.  Seward  went  further,  and  said  they  were 
calculated  to  add  to  the  civil  war  the  aggravation  of  even  a  servile  war. 
Mr.  Dubos  was  a  neutral ;  only  two  years  in  this  country.  It  was  his  dnty 
as  a  neutral  and  an  honorable  man  to  abstain  wholly  from  intermeddling 
with  politics ;  above  all,  from  exasperating  the  public  mind  against  the 
government.  Instead  of  this,  he  wrote  in  an  ironical  way  to  throw  con- 
tempt on  President  Lincoln,  on  General  Butler,  on  the  Union  Army,  to 
discredit  the  Union  journals  as  always  telling  lies,  and  to  stir  up  the  slave 
holders  to  greater  violence  against  the  government  and  to  greater  severity 
against  the  slaves.  When  arrested  he  made  no  excuse  or  apology.  He 
gave  no  promise  to  amend  his  conduct,  but  aggravated  his  offense  by  the 
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\j>smcere  pretense  that  the  articles  were  *  jocular,'  'aeiuiburles^jm'/ and 
*■  not  intended  to  attack  the  eaase  of  the  United  States/ 

The  time  when  they  were  published  added  to  the  evil  indueuce  they 
-    were  calculated  to  exert.     It  was  Angust  1862;  the  month  when  great 
disasters   in  Virginia  had   smitten  the  Union    army  and  cause,  and  a 
Confederate  army  was  within  a  few  miles  of  Washington ;  when  the  reheln 
^ere  greatly  elated  and  expected  a  speedy  triumph  and  to  soon  retake 
^ew  Orleans;  when  the  Confederate  General  Jeff  Thompson  wrote  to 
General  Butler  *  that  they  would  have  New  Orleans  in  a  few  days/    (Par- 
^^%  p.  474.)    That  was  a  bad  time  to  sneer  at  *  the  invincibility  of  the 
^ion  arms,  and  that  they  were  the  terror  of  the  entire  world ;  that  France 
^d  England  would  be  but  a  mouthful  to  them/    Such  insulting  language 
pnblished  in  New  Orleans,  among  an  excitable  and  bitter  popubition  of 
rebels,  was  well  calculated  to  give  *aid  and  comfort'  to  the  rebellion, 
^nd  at  that  moment  t^  stir  the  public  mind  to  violence  and  insurrec- 
tion.    »     *     - 

"If  when  arrested  he  had  made  such  expressions  of  regret  and  such 
^promises  of  good  conduct  in  the  future  as  he  ought  to  have  ma<le,  and 
could  have  made  with  honor,  he  would  dotibtless  have  been  relieve<l  from 
punishment.  This  is  probable,  for  on  the  the  previous  day  (September  5) 
<ieneral  Butler  had  permitted  the  Ksiafetie  du  Sud  to  resume  publication 
upon  the  pledge  of  such  assurances. 

*nx.  It  is  alleged  that  Dubos  received  'inhuman  treatment'  while  in 
custody,  and  for  this  reason  it  is  Hought  to  increase  the  damages. 

"  1.  Mr.  Dubos  does  not  say  he  was  treated  'inhumanl}'.'     While  at  the 
custom-house  ho  •  was  in  a  room  with  ei^ht  or  nine  other  persons.'    But 
he  does  not  pretend  that  they  were  convicts  or  felons.     He  gives  the  names 
of  three  of  them     *     *     *     all  believed  to  be  respectable  persons.     '  1  lost 
all  my  bedding  and  had  nothing  to  sleep  on  for  five  or  six  days/    He  does 
not  say  that  it  was  lost  by  the  fault  of  the  government,  or  that  the  govern- 
nient  could  have  furnished  him  with  bedding  *  for  iive  or  six  days.'    Such 
hardship  could  not  be  called  'inhuman/  oven  if  it  were  proved  to  be  the 
uct  of  the  government.     His  next  grievance  was  not  a  great  one,  and  his 
^Unsion  to  it  shows  that  he  re.illy  had  no  great  grievance  to  complain  oi'. 
*  The  mosquitos  were  very  bad,  and. I  had  no  mos(iuito  bar  to  i>rotcct  mo/ 
He  then  says  his  eyesight  was  affected  by  the  glare  of  the  suu  on  tlie  white 
^lul,  and  he  suffered  much  pain  from  that  cause.     Dr.  Batchelor,  a  Con- 
federate prisoner  with  him,  and  who  treated  him  at  the  time  for  the  affec- 
tion of  his  eyes,  says :  '  Having  liberty  to  go  around  the  house  and  in  shady 
places  on  the  outside  of  the  house,  there  was  no  necessity  of  his  exposing 
himft^lf  to  the  glare  of  the  sun  so  as  to  have  it  operate  injuriously  <»n  his 
eyes.    He  had  the  option  of  exposing  himself  or  not,  and  if  he  did  so  it 
viu  hi8  oicn  fault.*    'In  sitting  in  the  shade  with  a  bank  of  sand  opposite 
it  would  be  uncomfortable  for  the  eye,  but  it  wouhl  be  very  easy  for  him 
to  turn  his  eyes  from  it.'    The  room  in  which  Dubos  and  others  were  con- 
fined was  'from  30  to  40  feet  long,'  and  'about  16  or  18  wide.'     *  It  was 
•Iry;  bad  two  windows.'    Mr.  Gillis  says:  '  Our  room  was  well  ventilated. 
Wo  were  treated  with  kindness  and  courti'sy  by  the   officers.     Dubos 
received  the  same  treatment  we  did.     Mr.  Dubos  could  have  remaineil 
ioside  the  building  during  the  day  or  have  si-atcd  hinisrlf  ontsidi'  in  flu' 
shade.'    Mr.  Walker,  a  prisoner  there,   says:  'The  treatment  was  very 
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good;  we  were  well  fed;  were  allowed  to  bathe  under  guard;  thentioos 
abundant/  'It  was  pleasant,  so  far  as  climate  was  concerned;  the  bath- 
ing was  fine;  better  than  at  the  lakeside  places ;  the  food  abandant  and 
good;  the  sleeping  apartments  good,  and  the  expense  little,  only  forextns 
and  luxuries/  The  injury  to  his  eyes  was  but  temporary.  *I  now  work 
a  great  deal  during  the  night  by  gaslight.'    (Dubos,  pp.  20  and  21.) 

''  It  is  not  pretended  that  either  General  Butler  or  President  Lincob 
were  moved  by  evil  intention  to  oppress  Mr.  Dubos  or  to  gratify  a  ipiril 
of  malice  or  revenge.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  plain  that  they  acted  from 
a  sense  of  duty,  and  treated  him  with  all  the  mildness  that  was  powible 
under  the  circumstances,  and  with  all  the  forbearance  his  pervenily  and 
foolhardiness  would  allow.  Nor  was  there  any  liarsh  or  inhuman  treat- 
ment.   Nothing  whatever  should  be  allowed  him  for  damages. 

**  X.  Mr.  Dubos  *  gave  aid  and  comfort  to  the  rebels.'  Such  publicatioDsas 
his,  by  influencing  the  minds  of  the  French  population  to  resistance  against 
the  government,  were  a  more  serious  injury  to  the  cause  of  the  United 
States  than  if  he  had  made  a  speech  at  a  public  meeting — ^more  practically 
injurious  than  if  he  had  taken  arms  and  joined  the  rebel  army;  and  both 
in  intent  and  effect  gave  *  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemy.'  For  this  i 
alone  he  is,  in  my  judgment,  barred  from  any  compensation. 


CHAPTER  LX. 


EXPULSION. 

Orazio  de  Attellis,  marqais  of  Sautangelo, 
Caae  of  Santangaio.  was  expelled  from  Mexico  in  1826.  In  1833, 
being  assared  that  his  retarn  would  be  agree- 
able to  the  aathorities,  he  went  back  for  the  parpose  of 
establishing  an  educational  institution.  At  the  same  time 
he  began  the  publication  of  a  periodical  devoted  chiefly  to  the 
discussion  of  literary  and  scientific  topics.  On  June  24, 1835, 
the  President  of  the  republic  issued  an  order  for  his  expulsion, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  <^  occupied  himself  again  in  the 
publication  of  a  periodical  in  which  some  productions  appear 
which  tend  to  ridicule  the  nation  and  to  plunge  it  into  anarchy." 
What  the  productions  were  and  what  was  their  ofieusive  fea- 
ture was  not  disclosed.  The  order  of  expulsion  was  issued 
ander  a  decree  of  the  Mexican  Congress  of  February  22,  1832, 
conferring  .extraordinary  powers  on  the  President.  The 
American  commissioners  contended  that  the  expulsion  was 
causeless  and  inspired  by  the  same  kind  of  personal  enmities 
that  occasioned  the  expulsion  in  1826;  that  it  was  yiolative  of 
rights  secured  to  inhabitants  of  the  republic  by  the  constitu- 
tion, and  that  it  infringed  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  of  April  5, 1831,  which  guaranteed  to  the 
citizens  of  each  country  while  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
other  <' special  protection"  to  their  "persons  and  property," 
"leaving  open  and  free  the  tribunals  of  justice." 

The  claimant  under  the  order  of  expulsion  was  allowed  only 
three  days  to  reach  Vera  Cruz,  whither  he  was  to  be  taken 
nuder  a  military  escort  and  shipped  out  of  the  country.  At 
that  time  the  yellow  fever  was  raging  at  Vera  Cruz,  and  some 
of  the  claimant's  family  were  stricken  down.  He  was  injured 
in  health  and  reputation  and  ruined  in  fortune  by  his  sudden 
and  harsh  expulsion. 
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The  American  commissioners  awarded  $24,592.50  for  the  first 
expulsion,  but  the  umpire  disallowed  the  claim  on  the  groand 
that  Santangelo  was  not  at  that  time  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  though  he  had  made  a  declaration  of  intention  to  be- 
come one.  lie  was,  however,  naturalized  in  1829,  and  for  the 
second  expulsion,  for  which  the  American  commissioners 
awarded  §54,588,  the  umpire  allowed  $50,000. 

Case  of  Sautan«^elO;  commi8sioii  under  the  conveution  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  of  April  11,  1839. 

"Several  memorials  have  been  presented 

^'^^''"i^"^'  to  the  board  by  citizens  of  the  United  States 
Actof]Carch3,1849.      ,  .       ,,      . 

who  were  residing  m  Mexico  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  late  war  with  that  country,  setting  forth, 
severally,  claims  to  indemnity  for  losses  sustained  by  the 
memorialists  in  consequence  of  having  been  expelled  at  short 
notice,  by  order  of  the  public  authorities  of  Mexico,  jfrom  the 
l)laces  ot  their  residence  and  business  in  violation,  as  is  al- 
leged, of  the  twenty  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  April  5, 1831. 
"  By  the  law  of  nations,  whenever  a  war  breaks  out  between 
two  countries,  the  persons  and  property  of  one  of  them  fouml 
within  the  dominions  of  the  other  are  liable  to  detention  and 
capture. 

^*'Wheu  hostilities  have  commenced,  the  first  objects  that 
naturally  present  themselves  for  detention  and  capture  are  the 
pcMsons  and  property  of  the  enemy  found  within  the  territory 
on  the  breaking  out  of  the  war.  According  to  strict  authority 
a  state  has  a  right  to  deal  as  an  enemy  with  persons  and  prop 
erty  so  found  within  its  power,  and  to  confiscate  the  property 
and  detain  the  ])ersons  as  prisoners  of  war.'  (Kent's  Com.  vol. 
1,  pp.  55-50,  citing  Grotius,  B.  3,  C.  9,  S.  4.) 

'*  This  absolute  right,  however,  has  not  been  very  rigorously 
insisted  upon,  especially  in  modern  times,  although  the  United 
States,  during  the  late  war  with  (Ireat  Britain,  by  the  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  maintained  tho  sterner  and  ancient  rule 
of  national  law  ui)on  this  subject  to  its  full  extent.  (8  Crauch, 
110,  Brown  vs.  U.  States^  1  Kent,  59.)  But,  however  absolute 
the  right  may  be,  all  writers  on  public  law  agree  that  it  may 
be  modified  and  regulated  by  treaty;  and  it  is  said  that  uioi>t 
of  the  treaties  of  the  present  day  make  provision  for  such  con- 
tingencies. (I  Kent,  ijr)-r)6.)  And  although,  as  a  general  prin- 
ciple, the  breaking  out  of  war  puts  an  end  to  all  treaties  be- 
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tween  the  belligerents,  yet  it  is  not  universally  so.     Kent, 
vol.  1,  p.  175,  says: 

"  'As  a  general  rule  the  obligations  of  treaties  are  dissi- 
pated by  hostility,  and  they  are  extinguished  and  gone  forever 
unless  revived  by  a  subsequent  treaty.  But  if  a  treaty  con- 
tains any  sti]>a1ations  which  contemplate  a  state  of  future  war, 
and  make  provision  for  such  an  exigency,  they  preserve  their 
force  and  obligation  when  a  rupture  takes  place.  All  those 
duties  of  which  the  exercise  is  not  8usi)en(led  necessarily  by 
the  war  subsist  in  their  full  force.  The  obligation  of  keeping 
faith  is  so  far  from  ceasing  in  time  of  war  that  its  efficacy  be- 
comes increased  from  the  increased  necessity  for  it.'  *  Where 
treaties  contemplate  a  i)ermanent  arrangement  of  national 
rights,  or  which  by  their  terms  are  meant  to  provide  for  an 
intervening  war,  it  would  be  against  every  principle  of  just 
interpretation  to  hold  them  extinguished  by  the  eventof  war.- 
(lb.  p.  177.) 

"The  twenty-sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  April  5,  IHT^l,  be 
tween  the  Unite<l  States  and  Mexico  is  in  these  words: 

"  'Art.  26.  For  the  greater  security  of  the  intercoursebetween 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  United 
Mexican  States,  it  is  agreed,  now  for  then,  that  if  there  should 
be  at  any  time  hereafter  an  iiiterru[>tion  of  the  friendly  rela- 
tions which  now  exist,  or  a  war  unhappily  break  out  between 
the  two  contracting  parties,  there  shall  be  allowed  the  term  of 
six  months  to  merchants  residing  on  the  coast  and  one  year  to 
those  residing  in  the  interior  of  the  States  and  Territories  of 
each  other  respectively  to  arrange  their  business,  dispose  of 
their  effects,  or  transjwrt  them  wheresoever  they  may  please, 
giving  them  a  safe  conduct  to  protect  them  to  the  port  they  may 
designate.  Those  citizens  who  niay  be  established  in  the  States 
and  Territories  aforesaid,  exercising  any  other  occupation  or 
trade,  shall  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  uninterrupted  enjoy 
ment  of  their  liberty  and  property  so  long  as  they  conduct 
themselves  peaceably  and  do  not  commit  any  oiif'ense  against 
the  laws;  and  their  goods  and  effects,  of  whatever  class  and 
condition  they  may  be,  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  embargo  or 
sequestration  whatever,  nor  to  any  charge  nor  tax  other  than 
may  be  established  upon  similar  goods  and  effects  belonging 
to  citizens  of  the  State  in  which  they  reside  respectively;  nor 
shall  the  debts  between  individuals,  nor  moneys  in  the  i)ubli<' 
funds,  or  in  public  or  private  banks,  nor  shares  in  companies, 
be  confiscated,  embargoed,  or  detained." 

"This  article  of  the  treaty  secured  to  citizens  of  the  United 
States  doing  business  as  merchants  and  residifig  on  the  coast 
the  right  to  remain  six  months,  and  to  those  in  the  interior 
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one  year,  at  their  places  of  business  for  the  purpose  of  arrang- 
ing their  affairs  and  disposing  of  their  effects,  or  of  transport- 
ing them  from  the  country.    It  did  not  give  the  right  for  any 
other  purpose;  nor  did  it  give  the  right  of  removal  of  the 
person  or  his  property  to  other  places  in  the  territory  for  the 
purpose  of  extending  trading  operations  or  cx>mmencing  new 
branches  of  business.    The  purpose  is  explicitly  stated.   In 
some  of  the  memorials  before  the  board  it  is  alleged  that  by 
reason  of  the  expulsion  of  the  claimant  from  the  place  of  his 
residence  on  the  coast,  Vera  Cruz,  Tampico,  or  Matamoras,  he 
was  prevented  from  sending  his  merchandise  into  the  interior 
before  those  places  were  taken  possession  of  by  the  American 
arms,  as  other  foreign  merchants  did,  and  that  upon  the  open- 
ing of  those  ports  to  importations  of  goods  from  the  United 
States,  without  payment  of  duties,  prices  considerably  de- 
clined, whereby  the  claimants  sustained  heavy  losses  upon 
their  stocks  of  goods     Although  the  language  of  the  artide 
of  the  treaty  above  quoted  is  not  entirely  explicit,  the  obvious 
construction  of  it,  in  the  opinion  of  the  board,  only  guaranteed 
to  the  merchant  the  right  to  remain  at  his  pla^e  of  business 
and  to  dispose  of  his  effects  there  in  the  same  manner  he  had 
been  accustomed  to  do.     The  decline  of  prices  consequent 
upon  the  occupation  of  the  ports  by  the  American  forces  is 
not  attributable  to  any  cause  for  which  Mexico  is  responsible. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  board  the  expulsion  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  from  their  places  of  residence  and  business  in 
Mexico,  during  the  existence  of  the  late  war,  before  the  expi- 
ration of  the  period  limited  in  the  treaty,  by  the  public  author- 
ities of  Mexico,  was  in  violation  of  their  rights  secured  by 
treaty,  and  constitutes  a  valid  claim  on  the  part  of  any  i>erson8 
so  expelled  against  that  republic  for  all  losses  and  damages 
which  shall  be  proved  to  result  from  such  expulsion. 

**By  an  order  of  the  supreme  government 

Oasesof Breeie,Chase,  ^^f  Mexico,  dated  12th  of  May  1846,  and  pro- 

s^taeufstrother'  "^^^^^^ ^<^  ^^  Tampico  in  the  early  part  of  the 

andtheZeaeneaus!  ^"^^^^^^"^  month,  all  citizens  of  the  United 

St;it.es  residing  in  any  port  which  should  he 

visited  by  a  vessel  of  war  of  the  United  States  were,  within  the 

period  of  eight  days,  to  be  sent  into  the  interior,  twenty  leagues 

from  the  coast,  unless  they  should  prefer  to  embark  within 

that  period,  and  all  consuls  and  vice-consuls  of  the  United 
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states  were  immediately  to  cease  their  fanctions.  The  port 
of  Tampico  having  been  entered  by  the  United  States  vessel  of 
war  8L  Mary*8  in  the  month  of  Jnne,  this  decree  was  enforced 
against  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  residing  there. 

^<The  claim  of  Franklin  Chase,  then  consul  of  that  port,  has 
already  been  decided  to  be  valid,  he  having  been  compelled  to 
embark  in  conseqnence  of  the  order  above  recited.  Sidney 
Udally  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  a  carpenter  and  builder 
by  trade,  then  residing  in  Tampico,  was  also  required  to  leave 
within  the  prescribed  time,  and  was  sent  into  the  interior  and 
did  not  return  to  the  city  until  after  it  was  taken  possession 
of  by  the  American  troops.  He  has  presented  a  memorial  to 
the  board  claiming  indemnity  for  the  damages  sustained  Y^y 
him  consequent  upon  sach  expulsion. 

^^  The  board  is  of  opinion  that  this  claim  is  valid  and  allows 
the  same  accordingly,  the  amount  to  be  awarded  subject  to  the 
future  action  of  the  board. 

^^  In  the  month  of  April  1846,  in  consequence  of  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  left  bank  of  the  Eio  Grande  by  the  American  troops 
under  General  Taylor,  an  order  was  issued  by  General  Ampndia, 
then  commanding  the  Mexican  troops  on  the  opposite  bank, 
requiring  all  citizens  of  the  United  States  residing  in  Mata- 
moras,  and  by  another  order  those  residing  in  Keynosa,  to  re- 
move, or  to  be  sent,  into  the  interior  within  the  period  of 
twenty-four  hours  from  the  promulgation  of  such  orders,  and 
in  consequence  thereof  Mr.  John  P.  Schatzell,  then  consul  of 
the  United  States  at  Matamoras,  and  several  other  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  merchants  and  mechanics,  were  compelled 
to  leave  their  business  and  retire  into  the  interior.  General 
Ampudia^s  order  required  them  to  go  to  Victoria.  They  left 
Matamoras  on  the  12th  of  April,  but  went  only  about  fifteen 
miles  from  the  city,  where  they  remained  several  days.  In  the 
mean  time  General  Arista  had  superseded  General  Ampcdia  in 
the  command  of  the  Mexican  army,  and  an  appeal  was  made  to 
him  to  revoke  the  order  of  expulsion  issued  by  the  latter,  and 
a  protest  was  made  against  it  as  being  in  contravention  of  the 
treaty  of  1831.  (xeneral  Arista  declined  to  revoke  the  order, 
but  so  far  modified  it  as  to  permit  the  parties  to  go  to  Tampico 
and  embark  there,  if  they  chose  to  do  so,  instead  of  going  to 
Victoria.  Mr.  Schatzell  and  three  or  four  others  availed  them- 
selves of  the  permission  and  went  to  Tampico.    Henry  Breeze, 
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0110  of  the  claimants,  was  permitted,  ui)on  bis  application,  to 
return  to  Matamoras  after  an  absence  of  about  twenty  days. 
It  does  not  appear  that  be  had  been  to  a  greater  distance  from 
the  city  of  Matamoras  than  Moquito,  a  place  fifteen  miles  oflf. 
But  bis  memorial  nevertheless  s^ets  forth  that  in  conse<iuence 
of  such  expulsion  be  was  compelled  to  abandon  his  aft'airs,  and 
'  travel  through  a  hostile  country  infested  with  robbers  and 
disease  at  the  great  risk  of  life  and  fortune.'    Henry  Gisiier, 
an  American  citizen  residing  at  Matamoras,  a  combmaker  by 
trade,  also  sets  forth  in  bis  memorial  that  he  was  expelled  by 
virtue  of  said  order,  '  and  bad  to  abandon  his  aft'airs  and  bad 
to  travel  through  a  hostile  country  infested  with  robbers  and 
4isea8e,  at  the  great  risk  of  life  and  fortune;'  and  indeed  all 
the  memorials  contain  the  same  allegation.     Among  the  pajiers 
furnished  to  the  board  by  the  State  Department  is  a  statement 
made  by  Gisner  u[)on  oath,  that  owing  to  his  inability  be  did 
not  leave  the  city  under  the  order  of  General  Ampudia,  and 
was  in  consequence  arrested  by  the  Mexican  authorities  and 
imprisoned  several  days,  when  be  was  removed  to  a  ranelio 
about  one  league  distant,  where  he  was  kept  at  labor  for  some 
days  longer,  having  been  detained  in  the  whole,  about  thirty 
days.     Several  others,  it  also  appears  from  the  papers  before 
the  board,  remained  at  rancbos,  or  stock  farms,  at  a  short  dis- 
tance from  the  city,  and  yet  they  all  recite  that  they  were 
compelled  to  travel  through  a  country  infested  with  robbers 
and  disease.    These  manifest  and  palpable  exaggerations  of 
the  grounds  of  claims  are  calculated  to  impair  very  seriously 
the  testimony  adduced  in  support  of  the  amount  of  losses  set 
forth  by  the  memorialist  respectively.    Soon  after  the  army  of 
the  United  States  had  taken  possession  of  Matamoras  these 
memorialists  returned  to  that  place  and  resumed  their  various 
pursuits,  from  which  they  had  been  debarred  about  sixty  days, 
at  most,  some  of  them  for  a  shorter  period. 

*^In  the  opinion  of  the  board,  tlie  claims  of  John  P.  Schaf 
zell,  George  S.  Miller,  Henry  Breeze,  Joachim  Fox,  Frencli 
Strother,  Adlopb  Zuzeneau,  Pierre  Zuzeneau,  administrator  of 
Emilie  Zuzeneau,  deceased,  and  Henry  Gisner,  set  forth  in 
their  several  memorials  to  this  board,  are  valid  (claims  against 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  and  the  same  are  allowed  accordiugly, 
the  amount  to  be  awarded  to  the  said  parties  respectively  to 
be  subject  to  the  future  action  of  the  board. 
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"Under  one  of  the  orders  of  General  Aui- 

CMMofEart,ileMr-pudia  before  referred   to,  Elihu   D.  Smith,  a 

v^,E.  D.  Smiti^  ^jii^en  of  the  United  States,  then  residiuff  at 

Btevemon,  and -^  j    •      x     j  i   •         .      • 

Wethered.  Keynosa,  employed  in  trade  and  m  ginnin<; 

cotton,  was  compelled  to  leave  that  place  with 
his  family  on  the  9th  of  April  184C,  and  to  remove  to  Victoria, 
distiuit  aboat  three  hundred  miles.  He  was  absent  foar 
niouths.  The  board  is  of  opinion  that  his  claim,  set  forth 
Id  his  memorial,  is  valid,  and  allows  the  same  accordingly, 
the  amount  to  be  awarded  subject  to  the  future  action  of  tlu* 
board. 

"  In  the  month  of  September  1846  seven  American  citizens 
residing  in  Chihuahua  were,  by  order  of  the  governor  of  that 
state,  removed  under  a  military  guard  ti)  a  mining  town  at  a 
distance  of  about  ninety  miles,  in  consequence  of  information 
haviug  been  received  of  the  occupation  of  Santa  Fc  and  other 
places  in  New  Mexico  by  a  portion  of  the  forces  of  the  United 
States,  and  their  expected  advance  before  Chihuahua.  They 
do  not  a]>pear  to  have  been  treated  with  severity  or  undue 
harshness  by  the  public  authorities  of  Chihuahua  or  elsewhere. 
Upon  the  occupation  of  that  city  by  the  forces  of  the  United 
States  under  Colonel  Doniphan  they  were  allowed  to  return, 
having  been  absent  about  six  months. 

^'Among  those  thus  removed  were  George  East  and  Archi- 
bald Stevenson,  who  have  presented  memorials  claiming  indem- 
nity for  the  losses  sustained  by  such  removal.  East  was  a 
merchant  doing  business  to  a  large  amount.  His  aifairs  were 
left  in  charge  of  two  persons  who  had  been  in  his  employment 
as  clerks,  and  by  whom  most  of  the  merchandise  on  hand  was 
sold;  and  some  i)ortion  of  the  debts  due  to  East  were  colle<;ted. 
By  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  is:$l  he  was  permitted  to  remain 
one  year  from  the  commencenient  of  the  war  to  arrange  his 
affairs  and  dispose  of  his  effects.  It  does  not  appear  that  tlu^ 
agents  of  Mr.  East  might  not  have  had  that  fnll  term  to  dis- 
pose of  the  merchandise  if  they  had  desired  it;  nor  that  they 
were  in  any  manner  directed  or  controlled  in  respect  to  the 
winding  up  of  the  business  by  Mexican  authorities,  if  the 
sales  were  forced,  or  made  at  reduced  i)rices,  as  is  alleged,  by 
which  a  loss  from  the  estimated  value  of  the  merchandise  was 
sustained,  that  was  a  consequence  for  which  Mexico  was  not 
responsible.  It  was  the  duty  of  East  to  wind  up  his  affairs 
within  the  year,  and  undoubtedly'  some  loss  must  always  be 
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expected  to  result  from  closing  so  exteosive  a  coDcern.  If  it 
was  done  with  nndne  liaste,  that  was  the  fault  of  the  agents  to 
whom  the  business  was  entrusted.  The  board  is  of  opinion 
that  the  claim  of  East  is  valid,  and  allows  the  same  accord- 
ingly,  for  such  damages  as  is  proved  to  have  been  sustained 
attributable  to  his  compulsory  removal,  the  amount  to  be 
awarded  subject  to  the  future  order  of  the  board. 

^^  Stevenson  was  the  keei)er  of  a  large  hotel.  In  conseqnenoe 
of  his  removal  the  hotel  was  closed,  although  Stevenson  wm 
obliged  to  pay  the  rent,  taxes,  etc.,  for  the  i>eriod  of  his 
absence.  The  furniture  was  much  injured,  and  the  liqnois 
and  groceries  left  by  Stevenson  were  much  wasted  and  injured. 
The  board  is  of  opinion  that  his  claim  is  a  valid  one  against 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  and  allows  the  same  accordingly,  the 
amount  to  be  awarded  subject  to  the  future  order  of  the  board.'' 

Expulsion  cases,  opinion  of  MesHrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  oommis- 
sioners  under  the  act  of  Congrcsa  of  March  3,  1849.  Other  cases,  present 
ing  the  same  circumstancea  as  those  of  East  and  Stevenson,  and  in  which 
awards  were  made  in  favor  of  the  claimaints,  were  those  of  William  ^. 
MeHervey,  and  George  C.  Wethered. 

Franklin  Chase,  United  States  consul  at 
Cases  of  Chase,  the  Tampico,  whose  expulsion  is  referred  to  in  the 
ers,  an  -  preceding  opinion,  was  engaged  in  businessat 
that  port  and  had  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the 
order  of  expulsion  a  large  stock  of  goods.  He  elected  to  embark 
on  an  American  man-of-war,  instead  of  going  into  the  interior, 
and  remained  on  board  from  June  till  November  1846,  when,  the 
(^ity  having  surrendered  to  the  American  forces,  he  returned 
and  resumed  possession  of  his  property,  receiving  it  from  his 
wife,  Ann  Cliase,  who  had  remained  in  the  city  during  his  ab- 
sence and  retained  possession  of  his  goods  and  other  effects. 
The  memorial  before  the  board  was  i)resented  by  the  husband 
and  wife  jointly,  but  the  board  failed  to  find  anjrthiug  in  the 
facts  which  would  justify  a  joint  award  in  their  favor.  The 
goods  appeared,  said  the  commissioners,  "to  have  been  the 
property  of  the  husband,  and  the  business  was  conducted  by 
him.  He  alone  was  expelled.  *  •  •  The  board  therefore 
decides  that  the  claim  of  Franklin  Chase  is  a  valid  claim  against 
the  Kepublic  of  Mexico." 

Another  one  of  the  Tampico  cases  was  that  of  George  and 
Peter  Lafler  and  Samuel  Walle}',  merchants  of  Tampico,  who 
were  also  engaged  as  partners  in  the  manufacture  of  briok, 
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and  in  catting  dyewoods  and  farming,  on  the  Panuco  Biver, 
abont  18  miles  from  Tampico.  On  June  12, 1846,  when  the  8t. 
Mary-g  arrived  at  Tampico,  they  obtained  a  special  permission 
in  writing  from  the  military  commandant  of  Tampico,  General 
Parrodi,  "to  remain  at  their  brickyard,  situate  at  the  Garacol, 
without  having  permission  upon  any  motive  whatever  to  leave 
said  place  daring  the  present  state  of  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico."  In  the  following  November,  when  Tam- 
pico was  occapied  by  the  American  forces,  they  returned  to 
the  city,  where  they  remained  during  the  war.  They  claimed 
indemnity  to  the  amount  of  $147,514.91.  They  filed  an  item- 
iised  statement  entitled  "Inventory  of  property  and  effects  be- 
longing jointly  to  the  firm  of  Walley  &  Laflers,  with  a  correct 
estimate  of  the  losses  sustained  by  said  firm  previously  and 
after  the  occupation  of  Tampico  by  the  military  forces  of  the 
(Jnited  States."  The  principal  items  were  for  the  loss  of  dye- 
woods,  which,  it  was  alleged,  were  cut  and  piled  on  the  bank 
of  the  river  ready  for  exportation  and  were  carried  off  by 
freshets;  for  several  boats  which  were  sunkin  the  river  and  lost 
for  the  want  of  hands  to  navigate  them ;  for  corn  destroyed  while 
growing,  in  consequence  of  fences  being  destroyed  by  Mexi- 
cans, and  for  loss  of  profits  by  reason  of  the  interruption  of 
their  business  for  a  period  of  two  years.  Besides,  there  were 
charges  for  loss  of  debts,  for  the  increased  expense  of  keeping 
c'X)W8  and  other  stock  which  were  taken  to  Tampico  in  conse- 
qaence  of  the  danger  of  loss  by  robbery  on  the  farm,  and  for 
the  increased  personal  exx)enses  of  the  claimants.  Referring  to 
these  claims,  the  commissioners  said : 

"  The  board  has  already  had  occasion  to  refer  to  the  exag- 
f^eratedand  unfounded  claims  of  American  citizens  against  the 
Government  of  Mexico,  based  upon  the  twenty-sixth  article  of 
the  treaty  of  6th  April  1831 .  A  constraction  has  been  given  to 
that  article  by  several  of  the  claimants  before  the  board  which 
would  make  the  Government  of  Mexico  responsible  for  all  the 
losses  which  resulted  from  a  state  of  war.  •  •  •  American 
merchants  residing  in  Mexico  at  the  commencement  of  the  war 
were  entitle<l  under  the  treaty  to  remain  six  or  twelve  months, 
according  to  the  placie  of  their  residence,  only  to  enable  them 
*  to  arrange  their  business,  disi>o8e  of  their  effects,  or  transport 
them  wheresoever  they  may  please.'  •  •  •  They  had  no 
right  to  engage  in  any  other  business  than  merely  the  disposal 
of  their  property  which  they  had  when  the  war  commenced. 

"American  citizens  who  were  not  merchants,  but  who  exer- 
cised '  any  o^her  occupation  or  trade,'  were  entitled  to  ^  remain 
in  the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  their  liberty  and  property 
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SO  long  as  tbey  conduct  themselves  peaceably.'  Those  who 
claimed  tlie  protection  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  under  this 
provision  of  the  treaty  were  bound  to  observe  a  strict  neutral- 
ity in  the  contest.  Any  departure  from  a  strict  neutrality 
would  forfeit  all  ri^ht  to  ])rotection  and  render  them  liable  to 
be  treated  as  enemies.  The  claimants  in  this  case,  although 
tlioy  were  engaged. to  some  extent  in  agricultural  pursuits  and 
in  the  manufacture  of  brick,  were  merchants,  and  as  such  were 
embraced  in  the  first  clause  of  the  twenty-sixth  article  of  the 
treaty,  and  were  liable  to  be  expelled  after  the  expiration  of  six 
months  from  the  commencement  of  the  war.  Their  trade  in 
dyewoods  was  a  part  of  their  commercial  business,  as  it  ap|)ear3 
from  the  evidence  that  they  carried  on  a  large  export  trade  in 
that  article  from  the  port  of  lampico.  *  »  •  The  present 
claim  is  held  valid  to  the  extent  of  the  loss  vshown  to  be  a 
consecjuence  of  the  expulsion  from  Tampico  previous  to  the 
expiration  of  the  six  months.  For  the  losses  subsequent  to  that 
period  they  were  entitled  to  no  redress  as  against  Mexico. 
The  fact  that  they  were  engaged  in  other  business  than  their 
mercantile  operations  did  not  exempt  them  from  the  liabilities 
which  attaithed  to  them  as  merchants. 

"  But  if  the  claimants  could  have  claimed  the  right  to  remain 
in  Mexico  and  prosecute  their  business  after  the  expiration  of 
six  months,  the  evidence  before  the  board  shows  that  at  least 
one  of  them  took  such  a  part  in  the  contest  between  the  Unital 
States  and  Mexico  as  destroyed  his  neutral  character  and  for 
feited  any  right  which  he  might  otherwise  have  claimed.  A 
letter  from  Colonel  l)e  Eussy,  which  the  claimants  have  filed  as 
a  part  of  their  evidence,  states  that  after  he  went  to  Tampico, 
in  February  1S47,  George  Latier  conducted  himself  in  a  man- 
ner highly  honorable  to  an  American.  *  Sacrificing  every  pros- 
pect of  favor  from  the  people  with  whom  his  interests  had 
become  engaged  to  the  high  principles  of  his  own  national 
honor  and  the  best  interests  of  his  country,  Mr.  Lafler  volun- 
teered willingly  to  a('<*ompany  the  undersigned  upon  a  danger 
ous  expedition  to  the  heart  of  the  country  here,  upon  whit'h 
occasion  resulted  the  battle  of  Calaboose  Tiiver,  where  ami 
when  he  conducted  himself  in  a  manner  highly  honorable  to 
his  individual  gallantry,  and  by  other  important  services  ren- 
dered,' etc.  Tiie  board  does  not  quote  this  letter  with  a  view 
of  imputing  any  censure  to  Mr.  Latier  for  the  course  he  saw 
proper  to  pursue.  On  the  contrary,  every  American  must  feel 
gratified  by  the  exhibition  of  that  high  sense  of  the  demainis 
of  patriotism  which  prompted  him  to  upiiold  the  flag  of  his 
country  in  a  foreign  land  at  the  sacrifice  of  his  personal  inter- 
ests. They  can  not,  however,  consider  that  Mexico  was  under 
obligations  to  extend  protection  to  his  person  or  property  after 
he  had  thus  assumed  a  position  of  active  hostility. 

"For  the  losses  which  the  claimants  sustained  after  the  ex- 
piration of  six  months  from  the  commencement  of  the  war,  m> 
responsibility  can  be  charged  to  the  ]\lexican  Kepublic.'' 
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Claims  for  expaMou  from  Matamoras  wei^ 

A     «*  ""*      \  allowed  by  the  commissioiiers  in  favor  of  Sim- 
der,  Steveiu,  and 

StiDmaiL  ^^^  Remer,  Danforth  Kidder,  Charles  Still- 

mau,  and  Henry  Stevens.     In  the  case  of 
Stevens,  the  commissioners  said : 

*'The  only  doabt  which  has  existed  in  relation  to  the  present 
claim  is,  whether  the  claimant  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
In  his  memorial  he  avers  that  he  was  born  in  Denmark,  but 
that  he  is  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  lie  does 
uot  produce  the  letters  of  naturalization,  but  shows  that  he 
was  always  regarded  and  treated  as  a  citizen  of  the  Unite<l 
States  while  at  Matamoras,  and  as  such  received  the  letters 
of  security  granted  by  the  Mexican  Government  ui>on  appli- 
cation of  the  consul  of  the  United  States  at  that  port  for  sev- 
eral preceding  years.  He  was  regarded  by  the  Mexican 
authorities  also  as  a  citizen  of  tlie  United  States,  and  as  such 
was  expelled.  Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  although 
the  proof  of  citizenship  is  not  that  which  is  required  by  the 
rules  of  the  board,  it  is  inclined  to  consider  this  evidence  sat- 
isfactory, and  allows  the  claim  accordingly." 

Among  the  Americans  expelled  from  Vera 
Murphy's  Case.     Cruz  in  May  1840  was  William  Murphy.    In 
regard  to  his  claim  the  commissioners  said : 

"At  first  we  entertained  some  doubt  whether  the  claimant 
had  not  forfeited  his  right  under  this  provision  of  the  treaty 
by  taking  part  with  the  Ignited  States  against  Mexico  in  the 
war  which  was  raging.  It  appears  that  Murphy  had  been  for 
Rome  time  prior  to  the  commenc-ement  of  hostilities  a  con- 
tractor to  supply  the  Ignited  States  home  squadron,  when 
visiting  Vera  Cruz,  with  water  and  fresh  provisions — a  legiti- 
mate and  proper  business  in  time  of  peace  but  illegal  in  time 
of  war.  It  further  appears  by  certificates  from  naval  officers 
that  during  the  war  he  was  the  constant  friend  of  the  United 
States  and  rendered  great  service  at  much  peril  in  obtaining 
provisions  and  supplies  for  the  fleet  from  the  shore.  But  upon 
careful  scrutiny  it  does  not  appear  that  any  service  was  ren- 
dered under  the  contract  after  the  commencement  of  the  war, 
or  that  any  supplies  were  furnished  or  attempted  to  be  fur- 
nished to  the  United  States  vessels  until  after  his  expulsion 
from  Vera  Cruz,  from  which  time  he  was  released  from  all  obli- 
gation to  observe  a  neutral  position.  He  was  not  ordered  away 
for  any  such  cause,  but  was  comprehended  in  a  general  order 
reciuiring  all  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  depart  within 
the  period  of  eight  days.  If  he  had  been  guilty  or  suspected 
to  te  guilty  of  aiding  the  enemies  of  Mexico  ^flagrante  helh),^ 
it  is  probable  a  much  severer  punishment  would  have  awaited 
him.    •    •    ♦     In  the  opinion  of  the  board,  the  claim  set  forth 
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iu  the  memorial  of  William  Murpby  is  valid  against  the 
Bepablic  of  Mexico,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  allowed.^ 

A  claim  for  expulsion  from  Vera  Craz  was  also  allowed  by 
the  commissioners  in  the  case  of  Loais  L.  Hargoas. 

'^  The  memorialist  was  a  merchant  residing 

Wright* s  CaM.  in  the  interior  and  entitled  to  remain  there 
daring  the  term  specified  in  the  treaty— one 
year.  The  act  of  Congress  recognizing  the  war  between  tbe 
two  countries  was  approved  and  became  a  law  on  the  13th  of 
May  1840.  After  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  that  date 
the  obligation  imposed  upon  Mexico  by  the  treaty  in  reference 
to  American  merchants  residing  within  her  territories  was  at 
an  end,  and  her  rights  under  the  laws  of  nations  were  then 
without  restriction.  The  order  presented  by  the  memorialist 
as  the  foundation  of  his  claim  was  issued  after  the  expiration 
of  a  year  from  the  commencement  of  the  war,  and  was  the  exer- 
cise of  a  right  which  the  laws  of  nations  clearly  recognized. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  board  the  memorial  does  not  set  forth  a 
valid  claim  against  Mexico  under  the  treaty  of  2nd  February 
1848,  and  it  is  therefore  rejected." 

Case  of  Atkins  8.  Wright:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
commissioners,  under  the  act  of  (Jong^ess  of  March  3,  1849. 

"  On  the  1st  of  June  1847  an  order  was  pnb- 
Bum's  Case.  lished  by  the  Mexican  Government  reqairioK 
all  citizens  of  the.  United  States  in  the  City  of 
Mexico  to  leave  the  city  and  retire  to  the  State  of  Jalisco  or  the 
State  of  Morella.  Under  this  order  the  claimant  was  compelled 
to  leave  the  city,  and  did  not  return  until  after  the  American 
army  had  entered  it.  The  claimant,  not  being  a  merchant,  by 
the  terms  of  the  twenty-sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831  was 
entitled  to  remain  in  the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  his  liberty 
and  property  so  long  as  lie  conducted  himself  peaceably  and 
committed  no  ott'ence  against  the  laws.  It  is  not  shown  by  the 
evidence  that  anything  was  done  by  him  which  could  justly 
forfeit  the  protection  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the  treaty. 
The  board  is  therefore  of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  some  in- 
demnity for  the  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  his  expulsion." 

Case  of  Benjamin  Hum:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
commissioners  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 
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^^  The  memorial  of  this  claimant  was  rejected 
Togso's  Cua.  by  the  board  3d  February  1851  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  embraced  iu  the  term  'Merchants' 
used  iu  the  twenty-sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831,  and  there- 
fore not  entitled  to  remain  in  the  country  and  prosecute  his 
bosioess  after  the  expiration  of  one  ^ear  after  the  oommence- 
ment  of  tbe  war.  Some  depositions  have  been  «ince  filed 
which,  taken  in  connection  with  the  testimony  filed  with  the 
memorial,  prove  that  he  was  'a  tailor  by  trade,  engaged  in 
catting  and  making  clothes  for  customers,  that  he  kept  an 
assortment  of  cloths  to  make  up  for  his  customers  and  called 
himself  a  merchant  tailor.'  From  this  discription  of  his  busi- 
ness the  board  is  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  a  merchant  within 
the  meaning  of  the  treaty,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  remain 
in  the  City  of  Mexico  in  the  prosecution  of  his  business  so  long 
as  he  committed  no  act  which  would  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of 
the  right  secured  to  him  by  the  treaty.  The  order  of  the  board 
rejecting  his  memorial  is  therefore  rescinded,  and  the  same  is 
received.  And  upon  an  examination  of  the  proofs,  together 
with  the  memorial,  the  board  is  of  opinion  and  decides  that 
the  claim  is  valid  and  the  same  is  allowed  accordingly." 

Com  of  John  M.  Togno :  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
eommiasioners  onder  the  act  of  Congress  of  Marcli  3, 1849. 

<^  It  is  alleged  in  the  memorial  under  con- 
BoMdag'iCaM.     sideration  that  Theodore  Ducoiog,  a  native 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  two  others, 
citizens  of  France,  were  copartners  and  doing  a  large  and 
profitable  business  in  the  City  of  Mexico  when  the  war  broke 
out  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  that  on  the 
Ist  of  June  1847  an  order  or  decree  was  made  by  the  supreme 
government  of  Mexico  that  all  citizens  of  the  United  States 
should,  within  twenty-four  hours,  leave  the  capital  for  the 
interior.    It  is  set  forth  that  the  memorialist,  by  virtue  of 
this  order,  was  compelled  on  the  2d  day  of  June  1847  to  relin- 
quish his  extensive  and  profitable   business  in  the  City  of 
Mexico,  and  that  he  set  out  for  Morlia,  but  in  consequence  of 
sickness  stopped  at  Tolucca  and  was  there  permitted  to  remain. 
It  is  further  alleged  that  the  memorialist  was  not  allowed  to 
return  to  the  City  of  Mexico  until  the  mouth  of  September 
following,  and  that  in  consequence  of  his  absence  his  busi- 
ness sa£fered  greatly,  etc.    •    •    •    The  memorial  sets  forth 
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that  the  order  of  the  1st  of  June  1847  was  in  contravention 
of  the  fourteenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831,  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico.    This  is  clearly  erroneous,  for  tbe 
treaty  only  protected  the  party  for  twelve  months  after  tbe 
occurrence  of  war  between  the  two  nations,  and  more  ibana 
year  had  elapsed  from  the  commencement  of  the  war  to  the 
issuing  of  the  order  of  the  1st  June  1847.    The  arguiiieut, 
however,  puts  the  claimant's  right  under  the  law  of  nations. 
In  this  it  is  alleged  that  on  the  5th  of  January  1847  the 
Mexican  (lovernment  granted  to  the  claimant  a  ^ carta  de 
seguridad,'  or  letter  of  security,  and  that  in  the  month  of  Feb- 
ruary following  the  Mexican  Congress,  by  u  very  decided  vote, 
n(»gatived  a  motion  to  expel  all  citizens  of  the  United  States 
from  the  country.    In  consequence  of  these  acts  of  the  govern 
nient  it  is  contended  that  Ducoing  was  lulled  into  security  by 
Mexico  and  the  latter  had  not,  therefore,  any  right  to  compel 
him  to  remove  from  his  place  of  residence  until  sufficient 
notice  was  given  to  enable  him  to  leave  without  detriment  to 
his  business.    •    *    *     The  vote  of  the  Mexican  Congress  to 
which  reference  is  made  in  the  argument  was  only  in  con- 
formity with  the  obligations  binding  on  Mexico  under  the 
treaty  of  1831;  and  this  board  can  not  believe  that  it  was 
intended  as  a  lure  to  deceive  citizens  of  the  United  States.  So 
also  with  the  letter  of  security  issued  to  the  claimant  on  the 
5th  of  January  1847,  four  months  before  his  rights  under  the 
treaty  would  expire.    This  board  can  not  believe  that  Mexico 
intended  by  granting  such  letters  of  security  to  do  anything 
more  than  fulfil  her  treaty  obligations;  thatis,  t()  allow  Ducoing 
to  remain  in  the  City  of  Mexico  until  the  expiration  of  one  year 
from  the  commencement  of  war.    This  is  the  more  obvious 
from  the  fai^t  that  even  in  times  of  peace  the  laws  of  Mexico 
re(iuired  every  foreigner  to  take  out  a  letter  of  security  and 
to  renew  it  annually.    »     •    *    He  could  not  enjoy  his  right 
of  residence  under  the  treaty  without  providing  himself  with  a 
letter  of  security.    *    *     *    The  army  of  the  United  States 
was  approaching  the  capital  of  Mexico.    More  than  twelve 
months  had  elapsed  after  the  war  broke  out,  and  the  memorial- 
ist does  not  set  forth  that  he  could  not  at  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months  have  embarked  from  the  country  voluntarily. 
Having  remained  beyond  the  period  allowed  him,  he  can  not 
complain  tliat  Mexico  at  such  a  period  of  imminent  iieril  to 
her  capital  would  not  allow  him  to  remain  in  a  situation  where 
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he  would  be  able  to  eommunieate  with  lier  enemy.  It  is  also 
to  be  observed  that  the  letter  of  security,  upon  which  the  ri^^bt 
of  the  memorialist  is  founded,  is  a  mere  right  to  reside  and 
travel  in  Mexico,  and  does  not  contemplate  any  continuation 
of  business.  •  •  •  The  board  is  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  memorial  considered  in  connection  with  the  argument  does 
not  set  forth  a  valid  claim  against  Mexico,  and  the  same  is 
accordingly  rejected." 

OpiDion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioneTB,  February 
28, 1851,  onder  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

William  H.  Lee,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Lee'iOate.  States  residing  in  Matamoras,  Mexico,  where 
he  carried  on  the  business  of  a  retail  grocer, 
was,  in  consequence  of  the  Mexican  decree  of  September  23, 
1843,  prohibiting  foreigners  to  carry  on  the  retail  trade,  com- 
pelled to  close  his  business  and  sell  his  stock  at  a  sacrifice. 
A  claim  for  the  loss  thus  occasioned  was  presented  to  Messrs. 
Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3, 1849,  who  said: 

*'The  strong  ground  of  resistance  to  this  decree  taken  by 
the  United  States  minister  at  Mexico,  under  instructions  from 
the  Department  of  State,  precludes  this  board  from  an  exami- 
nation of  the  justice  of  this  decree.  It  was  holden  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  to  be  'plainly  and  palpably'^  in 
violation  of  the  treaty  of  1831  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  and  its  repeal  demanded  so  far  as  it  might  affect  the 
rights  of  citizens  of  the  United  States.  (See  instructions  from 
Mr.  Calhoun  to  Mr.  Shannon,  of  June  20,  1844.  S.  Doc.  2d 
sess.  28  Cong.)  The  board  then^fore  considers  itself  in  this 
case  restricted  to  the  inquiry  into  the  proof  adduced  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim,  only  as  it  may  affect  the  fact  of  injury  and 
the  extent  thereof." 

^^Lacoste  further  claims  damages  for  his 

Xeziean  CommU-  arrest,  imprisonment,  harsh  and  cruel  treat- 

J^^^^^  ment,  and  expulsion  from  the  country.    The 

charge  of  imprisonment  and  cruel  treatment 

and  of  having  been  condemned  to  death  is  not  supported  by 

any  proof  whatever.    With  regard  to  the  expulsion  of  the 

claimant  from  the  country,  it  must  be  remembered  that,  owing 

to  the  French  invasion,  the  President  of  Mexico  was  invested 

with  great  and   extraordinary  powers;   and  although  such 

powers  ought  not  generally  to  be  exercised  for  the  expulsion 

of  foreigners  without  good  cause  shown,  the  case  is  different 
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where  the  foreigner  is  a  codntryman  by  birth  of  the  invaders 
and  conceals,  as  the  claimant  appears  to  have  done,  the  fisM^t 
that  he  had  adopted  the  United  States  as  his  country.  The 
expulsion  does  not,  however,  appear  to  have  been  aceompauied 
by  harsh  treatment,  and  at  his  request  the  claimant  was 
allowed  an  extension  of  the  term  fixed  for  his  leaving  the 
country.'^ 

Thornton,  nmpire,  J,  B,  Lacoste  v.  Mexico f  Noa.  222  and  717,  ooLTontioii 
of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  402.  The  claim  was  dismissed.  So,  also,  wen 
the  claims  against  Mexico  of  Charles  P.  SUme,  No.  48;  R,  E.  K.  IfAiftif, 
No.  455,  and  Ella  J.  Whiting^  No.  483,  for  expulsion  from  Sonora,  the  mnpire 
holding  that  the  United  States  had  condoned  it.  (MS.  Op.  VII.  345,  4S3.) 
In  the  case  of  J,  N,  Zerman  v.  Mexico,  No.  613  (MS.  Op,  V.  319,  VI.  389) 
Sir  Edward  Thornton  awarded  the  claimant  $1,000  on  acconnt  of  lin 
expulsion  from  Mexico,  saying :  '*  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that,  stxictlj 
speaking,  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico  had  the  right  to  expel 
a  foreigner  from  its  territory  who  might  be  considered  dangerous,  and 
that  during  war  or  diBturbances  it  may  be  necessary  to  exercise  thie  right 
even  upon  bare  suspicion;  but  in  the  present  instance  there  was  no  var, 
and  reasons  of  safety  could  not  be  put  forward  as  a  ground  for  the  expul- 
sion of  the  claimant  without  charges  preferred  against  him  or  trial;  bnt 
if  the  Mexican  Government  had  grounds  for  such  expulsion  it  was  at  lesst 
under  the  obligation  of  proving  charges  before  this  commission.  Its 
mere  assertion,  however,  6r  that  of  the  United  States  consul  in  a  dispstth 
to  his  government,  that  the  claimant  was  employed  by  the  imperialist 
authorities  doeH  not  appear  to  the  umpire  to  be  sufficient  proof  that  be 
was  so  employed  or  sufficient  ground  for  his  expulsion." 

<'  It  is  claimed  that  in  April  1864  Don  Manael 

^^De^'ra'Tcas***^'  ^^^^^*  ^®  Rijou,  the  husband  of  the  claimant, 
was  turned  out  of  Brownsville,  which  was 
then  held  by  the  United  States  forces  under  General  Her- 
ron,  and  was  forcibly  conveyed  to  Matamoras,  where,  on 
the  following  day,  he  was  shot  by  order  of  General  Cortina. 
The  claimant  demands  compensation  from  the  United  States 
Government  on  account  of  the  action  taken  by  General  Herron 
which  was  followed  by  the  execution  of  Senor  Eijon.  On  the 
part  of  the  defense  it  is  stated  that  liijon,  during  his  residence 
at  Monterey,  had  persecuted  United  States  citizens  who  favored 
the  cause  of  the  Union,  and  that  he  sympathized  with  the  Con- 
federates. Whether  this  was  true  or  not,  the  right  which 
General  Herron  claimed  of  turning  anyone  out  of  his  lines 
when  he  thought  proper  to  do  so  was  the  undoubted  right  of 
any  officer  in  the  position  held  by  General  Herron.  It  most 
be  remembered  that  his  position  was  a  difficult  one^  that  at 
the  time  the  United  States  forces  occupied  but  a  very  small 
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portion  of  Texas,  and  it  was  very  natural  that  he  shoald  not  be 
disp(^ed  to  keep  within  his  lines  persons  whom  he  might  have 
considered  disaffected  or  dangerous.  An  officer  in  command 
in  such  a  position  is  not  always  bound  in  time  of  war  to  give 
his  precise  reasons  for  such  steps.  It  was  considered  neces- 
sary that  Senor  Eijon  should  be  removed  from  within  General 
Herron's  lines.  He  could  be  sent  only  either  into  Mexican 
territory  or  within  the  Confederate  line.  The  latter  it  is  not 
likely  that  General  Herron  would  have  consented  to,  even  if 
he  had  been  asked.  It  was  indeed  much  more  natural  to 
transport  a  Mexican  to  the  nearest  point  of  Mexican  territory, 
which  was  Matamoras  and  was  close  by.  General  Herron  had 
apparently  no  reason  to  suppose  that  in  sending  Senor  Bijon 
to  Matamoras  he  was  exposing  him  to  the  risk  of  losing  his 
life.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Senor  B\jon  or  his  friends  made 
any  representations  to  General  Herron,  or  to  the  officers  who 
accompanied  Bijon  across  the  river,  to  the  effect  that  there 
would  be  danger  to  his  life  by  his  going  to  Matamoras.  That 
he  was  accompanied  by  three  officers  was  natural  in  order 
that  bis  leaving  the  lines  might  be  insured,  and  possibly  also 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  him  from  insults  in  Brownsville, 
where  his  supposed  sympathy  with  the  Oonfederates  did  not 
make  him  popular.  If  there  be  truth  in  the  statement  found 
in  the  so-called  memorial,  that  ^the  hostile  attitude  observed 
by  Don  Santiago  Yidaurri,  then  governor  of  the  State  of  Leon, 
against  President  Juarez,  on  his  approach  to  Monterey,  was 
displeasing  to  the  Licenciado  Bijon,'  and  that  in  order  not  to 
be  implicated  in  these  matters  he  <  resigned  his  office  and  re- 
tired from  Monterey,'  then  it  could  not  have  been  supposed  by 
General  Herron  or  by  anyone  that  Bijon  would  have  been  ex- 
posed to  any  danger  by  going  to  Matamoras.  However  de- 
plorable the  result  was,  there  is  no  evidence  to  prove  that  it 
conld  have  been  foreseen  by  General  Herron,  nor  can  he  or 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  be  held  responsible 
for  it'' 

Thornton,  umpire,  Jnly  13, 1876,  Dona  Mercedes  Pinon  de  Bijan  t.  Mei.  .oo^ 
No.  567,  conveDtion  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  343. 

^__  "  The  cases  of  James  D,  Foster  v.  Mexico^ 

iiaSr*^  No.  789;  E.  K.  Gihhs  v.  Mexico,  No.  791,  aud 

William  8.  Foster  v.  Mexico,  No.  816,  are 

80  precisely  alike  that  they  may  be  properly  treated  together. 

The  commissioner  of  the  United  States  has  likcDcd  tbem 
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to  tbe  cases  of  James  A.  Costa  v.  Mexico^  TSo.  560,  and  Alfrtd 
F.  Marshall  v.  Mexico^  No.  650,  but  tbe  umpire  is  of  opiniou 
tbat  tbere  is  a  material  differoDce  between  tbem.  There 
was  no  proof  in  the  two  latter  cases  tbat  tbe  claimants  be- 
longed to  wbat  was  considered  a  military  colony  under  the 
protection  of  tbe  imperial  government  of  Maximilian,  and  the 
umpire  therefore  awarded  compensation  for  tbe  arrest,  bad 
treatment,  and  final  expulsion  of  those  two  claimants.  Tbe 
tliree  claimants  whose  cases  are  now  under  consideration  cer- 
tainly were  members  of  a  colony  of  that  nature,  which  was 
established  in  the  estate  of  Omealca  and  other  neighboring 
estates  by  tbe  imperial  government  with  a  view  to  the  protec- 
tion of  that  part  of  tbe  country  and  to  i)reventiug  the  forces 
of  the  Mexican  Government  from  advancing  in  that  direction. 
That  General  Figuera  was  justified  in  breaking  up  that  colony 
the  umpire  can  not  doubt.  The  Americans  who  composed  it 
were  certainly  under  tbe  protection  of  the  imperial  govern- 
ment, who  had  bestowed  upon  them  lands  which,  as  it  appears, 
belonged  to  Mexican  citizens  from  whom  they  bad  been  con- 
fiscated. The  umpire  believes  tbat  their  removal  from  that 
point  was  fully  justifiable;  and  by  the  strict  rules  of  war  tbeir 
property  found  in  the  enemy's  country,  even  when  belonging 
to  neutrals,  which  the  claimants  do  not  seem  entirely  to  ha^c 
been,  was  liable  to  seizure.'' 

Thornton,  umpire,  April  7,  1876,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
VL  410. 

On  January  3,  1870,  tbe  claimant,  who  was 
SpaniihCommiMion:  then  discharging  the  functions  of  acting  cod- 
FiiiUip*8  Case,  sul  of  the  United  States  at  Santiago  de 
Cuba,  pending  the  assumption  by  the  duly 
appointed  consul  of  the  duties  of  tbe  office,  wrote  a  dispatch 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  in  which  he 
made  grave  charges  against  the  Cuban  volunteers  and  their 
officers.    Among  other  things  he  said : 

''The  assassination  at  Bayamo  of  the  citizens  sent  from  this 
city  by  order  of  Count  Valmaseda,  which  fact  I  have  already 
communicated  to  the  department,  was  nothing  more  than  what 
is  daily  perpetrated.  It  is  well  known  that  Yalasmeda  aspires 
to  the  position  of  captain-general  of  tbe  island,  and  in  order 
to  increase  his  popularity  among  the  blood-craving  Catalans, 
who  are  operating  in  bis  behalf,  both  in  this  island  and  Id 
Spain,  gives  imi)erative  orders  to  make  this  a  war  of  extermina- 
tion, and  we  daily  learn  of  i)eaceful  citizens  residing  in  the 
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conntry  assassinated  by  the  mobilized  Spanish  troops.  These 
on]ers3  are  probably  carried  to  an  extreme,  from  the  fact  that 
those  commanding  such  troops  are  constantly  supplying  some 
Catalan  produce  dealers  of  this  city,  and  whose  object  is  to 
sack  the  country  and  forward  to  their  agents  such  portions  of 
the  crop  as  may  fall  into  their  bands.'' 

The  dispatch  was  communicated  by  the  President  to  the 
HoQse  of  Representatives,  together  with  other  papers  accom- 
V)anying  his  message  of  February  21, 1870.^  It  was  published 
ill  the  New  ^  ork  Herald  of  February  23,  and  on  the  8th  of  the 
following  month  it  appeared  in  Spanish  in  a  journal  at  San- 
tiago de  Cuba.  There  were  upward  of  2,000  volunteers  in 
that  city,  and  a  hundred  or  more  of  them,  excited  by  the  pub- 
lication of  the  claimant's  dispatch,  assembled  about  his  house, 
threatening  to  kill  him  and  waving  their  swords.  To  pacify 
them  the  claimant  signed  a  retraction  of  his  charges,  which 
was  presented  by  two  officers  of  the  volunteers,  who,  it  seems, 
were  deputed  at  a  meeting  of  officers  on  the  same  day  to  go 
to  the  claimant's  house  and  ask  for  explanations.  Owing  to 
the  excitement  prevailing,  some  of  the  claimant's  friends  ad- 
vised him  to  leave  the  island  by  a  steamer  then  in  port.  The 
claimant  appealed  to  the  governor  of  the  city  for  protection. 
The  governor  said  that  while  he  could  guarantee  official  pro- 
tection, as  a  friend  he  advised  the  claimant  to  leave  the  country 
immediately.  The  claimant  asked  for  a  passport  and  an  escort 
to  attend  him  to  the  steamer.  The  governor  refused  the  escort, 
saying  that  the  claimant  did  not  need  it,  though  he  subse- 
qaently  sent  his  secretary  to  accompany  him  to  the  steamer. 
He  declined  to  give  the  claimant  a  passport  till  he  had  turned 
the  consulate  over  to  the  duly  apx)ointed  consul,  who  had  for 
several  days  been  in  the  city,  but  who,  on  account  of  illness, 
had  not  assumed  the  discharge  of  his  official  functions.  The 
consul,  in  order,  as  he  said,  to  save  the  claimant's  life,  took 
charge  of  the  consulate,  and  the  claimant  left  the  country  on 
the  afternoon  of  the  same  day. 

The  advocate  for  the  United  States  contended  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  authorities  to  extend  ample  protection  to  the 
claimant,  especially  as  he  was  acting  in  a  consular  capacity, 
and  referred  to  the  action  of  the  United  States  in  18.>2,  in  in- 
demnifying the  Spanish  consul  and  other  subjects  of  Spain 
residing  at  New  Orleans  for  losses  occasioned  by  a  mob  in 
1851.    (10  Stats,  at  L.  89.) 


I H.  Ex.  Doc.  160, 4l8t  Cong.  ^  aesa.  p.  187. 


3352        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

The  advocate  for  Spain  maintained  that  the  daimant's  treat- 
ment was  the  result  of  his  denunciation  of  the  volunteers,  and 
that  the  Spanish  Government  was  not  responsible  for  his  de- 
Iiartnre  from  the  island  under  the  circumstances  disdost^d. 
He  also  laid  stress  on  the  fact  that  the  United  States  Lad  uot 
demanded  any  reparation  from  Spain  for  any  injury  to  the 
claimant  as  a  consular  officer  of  the  United  States. 

The  arbitrators  differing  in  opinion  on  the  case,  it  was  sab- 
mitted  to  the  umpire,  who  on  December  26, 1881,  advised  tbe 
advocates  for  the  United  States  and  Spain  that  he  had  deter- 
mined that  the  claimant  would  not  have  been  entitled  to 
indemnity  if  he  had  been  a  private  citizen;  and  he  requested 
their  opinion  on  the  question  whether  he  had  jurisdiction  to 
decide  whether  a  United  States  consul  had  forfeited  the  pro- 
tection of  his  official  position.  The  advocate  for  Spain 
answered  in  the  affirmative.  The  advocate  for  the  United 
States  answered  as  follows: 

'^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  umpire  has  no  jurisdiction  to  de- 
cide whether  a  consul  of  the  United  States  has  forfeited  the 
protection  of  his  official  position.  The  United  States  make  uo 
claim  here  for  indemnity  for  national  injury  in  the  person  of 
Mr.  Phillips.  They  demand  compensation  for  injuries  inflicted 
upon  him  personally,  and  in  an  individual  capacity." 

The  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision: 

'<It  appears  that  Dr.  Phillips  was  not  expelled  by  the  Span- 
ish (jovernment,  but  that  he  was  obliged  to  depart  bec^anse  be 
had,  by  bitter  denunciations  against  the  volunteers,  excited 
their  hatred  to  such  a  degree  that  an  attempt  to  kill  him  was 
apprehended. 

*'The  advocate  for  the  United  States  says: 

" '  Dr.  Phillips  was  an  American  citizen,  who  from  a  high 
sense  of  duty  to  his  own  countrymen  felt  constrained  to  per- 
form temporarily  the  duties  of  a  consular  office  and  to  give  his 
own  government  a  true  and  faithful  account  of  what  was  trans- 
piring around  him.  He  was  not  actuated  by  any  personal,  or 
mercenary,  or  unworthy  motive  of  any  kind  in  making  his  re 
ports,  nor  did  he  suppose  that  he  was  guilty  of  any  offense  or 
imprudence  in  sending  his  report  to  his  own  government.  He 
was  in  no  way  chargeable  with  or  responsible  for  the  publica- 
tion of  his  reports.' 

"  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  he  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enter 
into  any  question  concerning  the  rights  of  the  claimant  as  a 
United  States  consular  officer.  The  question  to  be  decided  is, 
whether  the  claimant  received  the  protection  due  to  him  as  a 
private  American  citizen,  and  with  regard  to  this  question  the 
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umpire  is  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circamRtances  in  this  case, 
Spain  woald  not  have  incarred  any  liability  even  if  he  had 
been  expelled. 

^^  Therefore  the  umpire  hereby  decides  that  this  claim  be 
dismissed." 

Connt  Lewenbanpt,  umpire,  case  of  Augustus  C,  Phillips,  No.  ffl,  Span. 
Com.  (1871),  Febraary  27,  1882. 

"  On  the  night  of  the  24th  February  1871 
Ouaaora's  Case,  the  claimant,  who  had  just  landed  in  Cuba, 
was  arrested  and  directed  to  go  on  board  the 
steamer  plying  between  Cuba  and  New  York,  which  he  did  the 
same  night.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  Spanish 
aathorities  subsequently  changed  their  purpose  of  excluding 
the  claimant  from  the  Island  of  Cuba,  and  that  his  actual 
departure  was  more  due  to  his  fears  than  their  commands.  A 
late  writer  has  said,  'A  nation  has  the  right  to  forbid  entrance 
into  its  territory  of  particular  foreigners  for  political  motives 
or  motives  having  reference  to  the  laws.  The  sufficiency  of 
these  motives  is  a  question  for  the  state,  which  alone  can  exer- 
cise its  sovereignty  in  its  own  territory.'    (Bluntschli,  382.) 

''In  our  opinion,  Spain  had,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
right  to  forbid  the  entrance  of  Mr.  Casanova  into  the  Island  of 
Cuba,  and  his  arrest  was  only  such  as  was  necessary  to  that 
end.'' 

Opinion  of  the  Marqnis  de  Potestad,  arbitrator  for  Spain,  concurred  in 
by  Mr.  Lowndes,  arbitrator  for  the  United  States,  case  of  Ynocencio  Casa- 
nova.  No.  25,  Span.  Com.  (1871),  December  26,  1882. 

A  claimant,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
lyna's  Case.  married  in  Cuba  a  Spanish  subject.  This  lady 
was  arrested  on  a  charge  of  complicity  with 
an  insurrection,  and  on  April  8,  1870,  she  was  tried  and  ac- 
quitted, and  was  permitted  to  return  to  her  husband.  His 
bouse,  however,  was  placed  under  surveillance,  and  it  was 
alleged  that  threats  were  made  against  him  by  Spanish  volun- 
teers, and  that  warnings  were  given  him  by  his  friends.  On 
the  3d  of  May  1870  he  suddenly  and  secretly  left  the  island. 
When  his  departure  became  known,  his  creditors  instituted 
proceedings  against  him,  in  the  course  of  which  he  was  de- 
clared insolvent  and  his  property  was  sold.  In  these  proceed- 
ings he  was  represented  by  a  duly  authorized  attorney.  It 
was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  that  <'  the  Spanish 
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authorities,  having  by  their  conduct  created  suspicions  and  an 
unfavorable  impression  in  the  minds  of  the  cominunity  in 
regard  to  him,  neglected  to  interpose  in  his  behalf  and  afl'ortl 
him  the  protection  to  which  he  was  entitled,  but,  on  tbe  con- 
trary, compelled  him  to  abandon  his  property  and  to  seek 
safety  in  flight." 

The  umpire.  Count  Lewenhaupt,  held  that  "  the  claimaDthad 
not  sufficient  reason  to  consider  himself  obliged  to  leave  Cuba 
on  account  of  any  act  of  omission  or  commission  ot  the  Spanish 
authorities,"  and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  indemnity  on 
account  of  his  claim. 

Case  of  William  S.  Lynn,  No.  104,  Span.  Cora.  (1871),  April  18, 1881. 

A  claim  was  made  for  damages  alleged  to 

Ban  Pedro's  Case,  have  been  suffered  in  consequence  of  an  uniaff- 
ful  expulsion  from  the  Island  of  Cuba.  It 
appears  that  the  claimant  was  arrested  on  a  charge  of 
being  implicated  in  an  insurrection,  and  the  expulsion  com- 
plained of  consisted  in  an  option  given  him  to  stand  his  trial 
on  that  charge  or  to  leave  the  island.  He  ac(;epted  the  latter 
alternative,  but  some  days  before  his  departure  the  order  tor 
his  expulsion  was  revoked.  Of  this  fact  he  was  duly  informed. 
Subsequently,  however,  in  the  month  following  that  in  whicb 
the  order  of  expulsion  was  revoked,  he  sold  his  property  and 
returned  to  the  United  States. 

On  these  facts  it  was  held  that  the  alleged  enforced  sale  of 
his  property  could  not  be  considered  as  having  been  necessi- 
tated by  the  order  of  expulsion,  or  by  any  act  of  omission  or 
commission  of  the  Spanish  authorities,  and  that  if  he  left  on 
account  of  bad  feeling  toward  him  on  the  part  of  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  place  in  which  he  lived,  this  circumstance  was 
not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  indemnity. 

Count  Lewenbanpt,  umpire,  case  of  Jnan  San  Pedroj  No.  117,  Span. 
Com.  (1871),  April  18,  1881. 

Early  in  1854  John  B.  Gowen  and  Franklin 

Gate  of  Gowen  and  (.^jj^iand,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  (li<- 

Copeland.  ,         ,  .        «  r 

covered  a  deposit  of  guano  on  the  group  ot 

rocks  known  as  Los  Monges  (the  Monks),  in  the  Caribbean 
Sea,  near  the  mouth  of  the  Gulf  of  Maracaibo.  When  the 
discovery  of  the  guano  was  made  the  rocks  were  "uninhabited 
and  uninhabitable,  there  being  no  vegetation  and  no  water, 
nor  were  there  any  visible  signs  to  indicate  that  they  had 
ever  been  occupied  by  any  human  beings.^'     Specimens  of 
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the  gaano  sent  to  the  United  States  having  proved,  on  analy- 
sis, to  be  exceptionally  rich,  Messrs.  Gowen  and  Oopeland 
made  extensive  preparations  for  removing  it,  and  sent  men, 
machinery,  and  materials,  instmcting  their  agents  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  rocks,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  themselves.  This  was  done  in  December 
1854,  and  from  that  time  on  Gowen  &  Co])eland  worked  the 
deposit  till  they  were  stopped  in  the  manner  now  to  be  related. 
In  Jnue  1855  the  Venezuelan  authorities  notified  the  occu- 
pants of  the  islands  that  they  must  vacate  them.  They  refused, 
or  omitted  to  do  so,  but  were  not  then  disturbed.  In  the  fol- 
lowing September,  however,  some  persons  from  Philadelphia, 
in  the  United  States,  who  afterward  formed  an  association 
called  the  Philadelphia  Guano  Company,  having  heard  of  the 
existence  of  the  guano  deposit,  obtained  a  lease  of  the  islands 
from  the  Venezuelan  Government.  It  seems  that  Gowen  & 
Oopeland  entered  into  negotiations  with  this  company  for  a 
sublease,  but  failed  to  reach  an  agreement  as  to  terms.  In 
this  posture  of  afiairs  a  Venezuelan  man-of-war,  about  the  1st 
of  December  185«5,  api)eared  at  the  islands,  put  a  tile  of  soldiers 
un  shore,  seized  the  machinery,  buildings,  and  materials  of 
Gowen  &  Gox)eland,  and  exi>elled  their  manager  and  his  men 
under  threats  of  imprisonment.  January  10,  1856,  Gowen  & 
Copeland  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Philadelphia  Guano 
Company  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  they  should  be  per- 
mitted on  certain  terms  to  continue  to  work  the  deposit  for  a 
period  of  fifteen  months.  Gowen  &  Copeland  claimed  dam- 
ages from  Venezuela.  This  claim  appears  to  have  been  based 
on  the  temporary  seizure  of  their  property  and  the  expulsion  of 
their  men.  It  was  not  shown  that  the  Venezuelan  Govern- 
ment either  appropriated  any  of  their  property  or  made  any 
use  of  it  between  the  date  of  its  seizure  and  the  renewal  of 
work  under  the  sublease. 

^^  Mr.  Findlay,  commissioner,  speaking  for  the 

^™**  ^  '  '■  commission,  said  that  the  question  arose  '*  at 
the  very  beginning  of  the  case''  as  to  the 
right  of  Venezuela  to  make  the  seizure;  and  that  the  com- 
mission, "  without  going  minutely  into  the  question  of  bound- 
aries, the  law  of  headlands,  and  of  derelict  property,"  was 
^iisposed  to  place  its  decision  ''u|)on  the  simple  proposition 
that  the  claimants,  in  taking  possession  of  a  barren  rock, 
or  group  of  rocks,  in  the  high  seas,  unoccupied  and  unin- 
habited, and  as  far  as  the  proof  shows  never  occupied,  for 


3356  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

the  temporary  purpose  of  removing  a  valaable  deposit,  whicli 
tbey  were  the  first  to  discover,  can  not  be  treated  as  tics- 
passers,  subject  to  be  removed  by  the  strong  hand,  and  to 
be  despoiled  of  their  x>o8sessions  without  redress."  Whether 
"  New  Grenada  or  Venezuela  had  the  better  claim  to  sover- 
eignty," or  ^<to  which  territorial  garment  the  Mnge  composed 
of  these  island  rocks"  might  be  said  to  adhere,  was  a  ques- 
tion *^much  too  serious  and  far  reaching  in  its  conseqaeDceB"^ 
for  the  commission  with  its  limited  resources  to  determine. 
Besides,  it  was  understood  that  the  question  of  title  was 
involved  in  an  arbitration  pending  between  Colombia  and 
Venezuela.    Continuing,  Mr.  Fiudlay  said: 

"The  only  question  in  the  present  case  which  we  will  dis- 
pose of  is  whether  a  wrong  was  done  in  disi)Ossessing  and 
despoiling  the  claimants  in  the  peculiar  circumstances  under 
which  they  made  their  discovery.  It  is  not  claimed  that  »hey 
discovered  the  islands,  the  names  of  which  disclose  a  Spanish 
origin,  and  which,  in  fact,  had  been  marked  down  on  maps 
centuries  before,  but  their  claim  is  that  they  for  the  first 
time  set  a  human  foot  on  their  rocky  sides  with  a  view  to  re- 
ducing into  possession  a  substance  the  existence  of  whi(^ 
was  a  secret  to  the  rest  of  the  wor^d  and  the  value  of  which 
had  only  been  recently  demonstrated.  These  islands  were 
nineteen  or  twenty  miles  out  at  sea  from  the  nearest  coast, 
a  gap  which  might  almost  suggest  that  the  fringe  did  not 
belong  to  any  government,  but  was  waste  territory  of  its  own, 
not  subject  to  any  jurisdiction.  The  argument  was  made  that 
they  were  iu  the  track  of  commerce,  and  from  a  military  point 
of  view,  either  offensively  or  defensively,  might  be  made 
strongholds  for  friend  or  foe;  but  admitting  this,  the  force  of 
which,  however,  was  very  much  weakened  on  a  closer  exam- 
ination of  the  precise  location  of  the  islands,  the  question  that 
we  are  dealing  with  is  not  one  of  sovereignty  or  of  ultimate 
ownership,  but  of  temporary  occupancy  for  a  special,  limited 
l)urpose,  peaceable  in  its  origin  and  purely  commercial  in  its 
character.  It  is  true  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  take  pos- 
session in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  but  this  was  a  nuga- 
tory act  and  without  significance  or  consequence.  The  United 
States  never  claimed  jurisdiction  and  made  no  protest  when 
its  flag  was  hauled  down  under  the  orders  of  the  captain  of 
the  Venezuelan  man-of-war.  The  islands  were  occupied  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  guano,  and  would  have  been  aban- 
doned as  soon  as  this  object  had  been  accomplished. 

*'  There  was  no  flag  flying  to  indicate  tliat  they  were  claimed 
by  any  other  power.  If  the  islands  had  been  in  the  middle  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  without  trees,  grass,  or  water,  and  nothing 
but  a  group  of  barren  rocks,  with  only  a  name  and  a  place  on 
the  navigation  charts,  there  could  be  but  little  question  that 
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their  occupation  would  not  constitute  a  trespass.  If  this  is 
trne  of  islands  a  thousand  or  two  thousand  miles  from  shore, 
the  only  reason  that  it  is  not  trueof  similar  formations  twenty 
miles  ont  must  arise  from  the  opportunities  which  spring  from 
sach  proximity  to  the  mainland.  We  are  speaking  now  of  an 
occupation  merely,  as  distinguished  from  an  actual  appropria- 
tion with  a  view  to  sovereignty,  and  in  the  absence  of  excep- 
tional circumstances  we  can  see  no  reason  for  distinguishing 
between  the  occupation  of  the  Monks  Islands  and  a  similar 
anoccnpied  group  in  the  mid-Pacific.  It  follows  ^om  this  that 
the  claimants  are  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for  what  they  lost 
by  the  act  of  Venezuela  in  dispossessing  them.  What  was 
this  losst  Clearly  not  the  guano  deposit  on  the  islands  The 
ii^lands  were  not  theirs,  and  the  guano  was  a  part  of  the  free- 
hold, as  much  so  as  gold  or  coal,  or  any  other  valuable  deposit. 
''The  claimants  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  islands  belonged 
to  New  Granada,  and  had  succeeded  partially  in  obtaining  a 
lease  from  that  government  when  further  negotiations  were 
broken  off  by  the  unfortunat-e  occurrences  at  Panama.  This 
shows  conclusively  that,  notwithstanding  the  hoisting  of  the 
United  States  flag  and  the  claim  of  territory,  the  claimants 
did  not  consider  that  they  had  established  title  to  the  islands. 
The  Philadelphia  parties,  on  the  other  hand,  were  disposed  to 
render  homage  to  Venezuela  as  the  titular  lord  of  these  i)08- 
sessions,  and,  as  the  result  proved,  were  wiser  than  the  Boston 
I>arties.  But  neither  snpxM)sed  that  the  mere  fa(it  of  taking 
possession  would  vest  an  absolute  title,  good  against  the  world. 
The  guano  will  have  to  follow  the  ownership  of  the  islands, 
and  as  to  this,  the  claimants  not  only  show  no  title  in  them- 
selves, but  admit  and  recognize  a  title  in  another  party.  The 
feet  is  they  recognized  the  title  of  Venezuela,  because  they  sub- 
leased the  deposits  from  her  lessees.  It  is  said  they  were  com- 
pelled to  do  so  or  lose  the  profit  of  their  investment.  That 
may  be  true,  but  their  position  now  as  parties  to  an  interna- 
tional reclamation  would  have  been  much  stronger  if,  instead 
of  recognizing  the  validity  of  the  lease  to  the  Philadelphia 
company  and  selling  out  to  them  in  effect,  they  had  stubbornly 
stood  on  their  rights  and  demanded  indemnity  for  the  wrong 
done  them. 

"  They  were  to  pay  an  export  duty  of  five  dollars  and  an 
additional  sum  of  like  amount  as  a  royalty  for  the  privilege  of 
taking  the  guano  for  fifteen  months,  and  at  the  end  of  this 
period,  in  consideration  of  this  franchise,  were  to  transfer  the 
plant  and  '  all  materials  used,^  as  the  contract  reads,  to  the 
Philadelphia  company.  They  were  not  compelled  to  make  this 
bargain,  and  yet  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  other  arrangement 
conld  have  been  made  without  a  total  sacrifice  of  the  plant  as 
long  as  Venezuela  held  it  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  les- 
sees in  consummating  the  agreement  made  with  her.  The 
testimony  as  to  the  value  of  this  plant  is  very  loose  and  unsat- 
isfactory.   We  do  not  know  of  what  it  consisted  and  have  no 
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precise  statement  as  to  items  and  original  cost.  It  was  used 
a  year  before  it  was  seized,  and  we  can  not  tell,  therefore,  liov 
much  it  deteriorated  or  what  the  value  of  the  renewals,  if 
any,  was,  or  anything  about  it,  except  in  the  opinion  of  sev- 
eral of  the  witnesses  it  was  worth  $20,000.  It  was  worked 
under  the  protection  of  the  Philadelphia  contract  for  a  year 
or  more  at  least.  That  is  the  inference  we  draw  from  the  pro- 
visions of  the  contract  before  cited. 

"  It  is  true  that  there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  the 
actual  date  when  the  islands  were  taken  possession  of  by  the 
Venezuelan  authorities.  According  to  some  of  the  witnesses 
this  took  place  in  July  1855,  but  Mr.  Gowen  himself  says  that 
it  was  on  the  Ist  of  December  following.  If  this  is  to  be 
accepted  as  the  date,  it  would  seem  that  the  plant,  machinery, 
etc.,  were  in  the  possession  of  these  authorities  at  the  time 
the  Philadelphia  contract  was  consummated,  and  it  is  reason- 
able to  ihfer  were  surrendered  shortly  afterward  to  the  owueis 
to  be  worked  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  that  con- 
tract. The  papers  in  the  case  are  silent  upon  this  point,  and 
we  are  left  altogether  to  infereuce.  The  seizure,  in  our  opinioi), 
was  unjustifiable,  and  the  subsequent  detention,  for  whatever 
length  of  time,  contributed  to  the  injury.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  transfer  of  the 
plant  to  the  Philadelphia  comi>any  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
forced  sale,  which  under  the  circumstances  was  a  substantial 
appropriation  of  the  proi)erty,  we  are  not  inclined  to  hold  the 
claimants  to  the  strictest  proof  of  its  value. 

"  We  will  allow  on  this  account  the  sum  of  $20,000. 

"  The  claim  for  false  freights  can  not  be  allowed.  According 
to  Mr.  Gowen's  own  deposition,  the  vessels  on  whose  acconnt 
this  claim  was  made  were  chartered  long  after  he  received 
notice  from  the  consul  of  Venezuela  at  Philadelphia  that  the 
Monks  Islands  belonged  to  Venezuela  and  that  she  would  i)re- 
vent  anyone  trespassing  upon  her  possessions.  This  notice 
had  such  an  effect  upon  him  that  he  ordered  the  schooner 
Adrian^  then  at  the  port  of  Baltimore,  and  about  to  discharge 
a  valuable  cargo,  to  sail  for  Liveri)ool  and  discharge  her  cargo 
there,  although  the  Liverpool  market  was  not  a  good  one  for 
this  commodity,  and  in  point  of  fact  the  sale  at  that  port 
resulted  in  a  loss  of  several  thousands  of  dollars  to  the  claim- 
ants. This,  it  seems,  hai)pened  not  only  in  the  case  of  the 
Adrian^  but  of  several  other  vessels  chartered  by  the  claim- 
ants, all  of  which,  for  fear  of  condemnation  on  proceedings  to 
be  taken  in  this  country,  were  ordered  to  some  foreign  port, 
If,  notwithstanding  this  notice,  the  claimaiits  undertook  to 
charter  vessels  which  were  forced  to  return  empty,  we  can  not 
see  that  they  have  just  cause  for  complaint. 

"If  Venezuela  had, in  the  first  instance,  warned  them  against 
landing  upon  the  islands  under  a  claim  of  jurisdiction,  and 
they  had,  notwithstanding  the  warning,  proceeded  to  land  and 
to  erect  their  plant  and  take  out  guano,  we  hardly  think  that 
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-fcbJs  element  of  their  claim  which  we  have  already  allowed 
^oald  have  been  entitled  to  favorable  consideration.  The  act 
of  the  United  States  of  the  18th  of  Au^st  1856,  providing  for 
the  acquisition  of  islands  of  this  kind  by  its  citizens,  makes 
the  fact  of  the  nonexeroise  of  jurisdiction  by  any  other  x)ower 
one  of  the  conditions  of  acquisition.  Notice,  then,  by  Vene- 
zuela that  she  claimed  jurisdictiou,  followed  up  by  the  requisite 
proceedings  to  enforce  the  claim,  would  have  put  the  claimants 
in  Che  wrong  had  they  attem])ted  to  take  possession  of  the 
islands,  notwithstanding  this  claim.  It  is  just,  because  there 
was  no  claim  made  by  anyone  to  vacant  sterile  rocks,  lying 
far  out  to  sea,  and  by  their  very  situation  and  appearance  sug- 
gesting that  they  were  no  man's  land,  that  we  think  the 
claimants  have  an  equity  to  be  reimbursed  for  their  outlay  in 
taking  xK>sse8sion  of  what  was  apparently  derelict  and  aban- 
<loned  property.  But  the  same  line  of  reasoning  must  neces- 
^rily  exclude  the  claim  for  false  freights. 

''On  the  whole,  we  think  justice  will  be  done  by  aUowing 
120,000,  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America.  We  make 
no  allowance  for  interest,  owing  to  the  imperfection  and  ob- 
BcuTity  of  the  proof  with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  planf 

John  E.  Gcvftn  and  Franklin  Copeland  v.  Venezuela,  No.  16,  United  States 
and  Venezuela  Claims  CommiBsion,  convention  of  December  b,  1885. 
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The  second  article  of  the  treaty  of  com- 
Impcrtatiaii  of  Oot^merce  of  July  3,  1815,  between  the  United 
dflTia^^il^d^ato^  States  and  Great  Britain,  provides  that  «*  no 
'  higher  or  other  daties  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
importation  into  the  United  States  of  any  articles  the  growth, 
produce,  or  maunfactnre  of  His  Britannick  Majesty's  territo- 
ries in  Europe,  •  •  •  than  are  or  shall  be  payable  on 
the  like  articles  being  the  growth,  ])roduce,  or  manufacture  of 
any  other  foreign  country."  By  the  tariflf  act  of  August  30, 
1842,  the  duties  on  cotton  goods  imported  into  the  United 
States  were  nearly  doubled ;  but  it  was  provided  that  the  act 
should  not  apply  to  goods  shipped  in  vessels,  bound  to  any 
port  of  the  United  States,  which  actually  left  their  last  i>ort  of 
lading  ^^  eastward  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  or  beyond  Cape 
Horn,  prior  to  the  1st  of  September  1842.'' 

Between  August  1842,  and  May  13, 1843,  Messrs.  Godfrey, 
Pattison  &  Co.,  merchants  of  Glasgow,  imported  at  Iflew*  York 
and  Boston  a  quantity  of  cotton  goods,  on  which  duties  were 
paid  under  the  act  of  August  30, 1842.  These  duties  were, 
however,  paid  under  protest  on  the  ground  that  as  shipments 
made  from  Liverpool  and  other  British  ports  were,  by  the  treaty 
of  1815,  entitled  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States  on  the 
payment  of  "no  higher  or  other  duties"  than  were  exacted  on 
articles  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  any  other  for- 
eign country,  the  cottons  in  question  were  entitled  to  be  im- 
iwrted  under  the  old  law  until  May  13, 1842,  up  to  which  time 
it  was  alleged  that  vessels  with  cottons  continued  to  arrive 
from  ports  eastward  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope. 

Claims  against  the  United  States  for  the  refund  of  the 
alleged  excess  of  duties,  together  with  interest,  were  submitted 
to  the  commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United 
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States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853.  It  was  argaed 
before  the  commission  that  an  'importation"  of  goods  should 
be  considered  as  covering  the  whole  period  of  transit,  com- 
mencing with  the  time  of  leaving  the  foreign  country.  This 
argument  the  commission  refused  to  admit,  holding  that  goods 
could  not  be  said  to  be  imported  until  the  transit  was  complete 
and  the  goods  had  actually  arriv^ed  at  their  destination.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  commissioners  said: 

«'We  are  of  opinion  that  as  long  as  goods  were  received 
from  the  East  Indies  at  the  reduced  rate  of  duty  prescribed 
in  the  prior  statute,  they  were  entitled  to  be  received  from 
Great  Britain  charged  at  the  same  rate  of  duty.  Thi8  is  the 
only  interpretation  which  it  seems  to  us  conforms  to  the  jast 
intent  of  the  treaty. 

"A  construction,  at  least  as  favorable  as  that  adopted  by 
us,  was  given  to  this  clause  of  the  treaty  by  the  British  Gov- 
ernment on  a  claim  in  behalf  of  American  citizens  for  repay- 
ment of  the  duty  charged  on  rough  rice.  That  claim  was  for 
a  long  time  under  consideration,  and  was  settled  by  directing 
the  excess  of  duties  exacted  to  be  repaid,  as  long  as  African 
rough  rice  had  been  allowed  by  law  to  be  imported  into  Eng- 
land at  a  lower  duty  than  was  charged  on  American  rice, 

^^  The  commissioners  are  of  opinion  that  the  precedent  estab- 
lished in  that  case  was  based  on  sound  principle,  and  they 
direct  that  the  excess  of  duties  exacted  on  cotton  goods 
imported  by  the  claimants  prior  to  May  13,  1843,  shsdl  be 
refunded. 

"A  question  of  payment  of  interest  has  also  been  raised.  It 
appears  that  at  the  time  the  duties  were  demanded  the  claimants 
formally  protested  to  the  collectors  of  New  York  and  Boston 
against  the  rate  of  duty  assessed,  as  contrary  to  treaty  stipu- 
lations. They  also  claimed  protection  from  JMr.  Fox,  Her 
Majesty's  ministei-  at  Washington.  The  United  States  Gov- 
ernment was,  therefore,  from  the  first,  informed  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  duty  would  be  resisted. 

"The  act  itself,  also,  of  the  30th  of  August  1842  shoald 
have  placed  them  on  their  guard,  as  it  expressly  provides  Mhat 
nothing  contained  in  it  shall  be  construed  or  permitted  to 
operate  so  as  to  interfere  with  subsisting  treaties  with  foreign 
countries.' 

"Under  these  circumstances,  we  are  of  opinion  interest 
should  be  allowed  on  the  claim  from  the  time  of  paymenf 

Upham,  commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  commissioiii  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  and  (Jreat  Britain  of  February  8, 1853- 
(S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  seas.  304. ) 

The  same  provision  of  the  treaty  of  1815  as  was  involved  in 
the  preceding  case  was  invoked  by  claimants  in  another  class 
of  cases.    By  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  22,  1824,  iu  relation 
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to  daties  on  imports,  an  increase  of  5  cents  a  sqnare  yard  on 
cottons  was  made  to  take  effect  from  Jnne  30, 1824,  with  the 
proviso  '^that  it  should  not  apply  to  or  be  enforced  against 
importations  of  goods  from  ports  or  places  eastward  of  the 
Cape  of  Grood  Hope  or  beyond  Cape  Horn,  before  the  1st  of 
January  next  ensuing.^ 
The  commissioners  said : 

"  The  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  convention  of  1816  by 
that  act  is  much  more  explicit  and  direct  than  that  of  the  act 
of  1842  with  regard  to  which  we  have  already  expressed  our 
opinion.  The  act  then  provided  merely  that  all  goods  which 
were  shipped  from  ports  beyond  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  prior 
to  ike  act  takmg  effect  should  not  be  subject  to  the  operation  of 
the  statute.  In  this  case  it  is  provided  that  the  act  itself 
should  not  take  effect  on  goods  coming  from  beyond  the  cai)e 
for  the  term  of  six  months  after  it  had  been  in  operation  as  to 
goods  imported  from  other  countries. 

<<The  commissioners  regard  this  as  a  clear  and  palpable  dis- 
crimlDation  in  favor  of  those  countries  in  violation  of  the 
treaty  of  1815,  and  allow  claims  for  the  return  of  any  excess 
of  duties  beyond  those  paid  by  those  countries  during  the 
period  within  which  the  exception  operated. 

'<On  the  question  of  interest  which  has  been  presented  to 
our  consideration,  it  appears  that  the  duties  were  originally 
paid  without  complaint,  and  that  the  claim  has  been  permit- 
ted to  slumber,  until  very  recently,  without  being  brought  to 
the  notice  of  the  United  States;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  no 
interest  should  be  allowed." 

Upham,  commissioneT,  cases  as  to  daties  on  cotton  goods,  commission 
imder  convention  between  the  United  States  and  (xreat  Britain  of  Febm- 
aiy  8, 1853.    (S.  Kx.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sess.  312.) 

The  two  preceding  decisions  relate  to  the 
ErportatiMiof  Wod-  importation  of  goods,  as  affected  by  the  second 
der  Law^  nd  *^^^®  ^^  ^^^  treaty  of  1815.    By  the  same  arti- 
Xtaaty.                cle  it  is  also  provided  that  no  <<  higher  or  other 
duties"  shall  be  imposed  on  the '' exportation  of 
any  articles''  from  the  one  country  to  the  territory  of  the  other 
"than  such  as  are  payable  on  the  exportation  of  the  like  arti- 
cles to  any  other  foreign  country."    The  first  case  that  attratited 
attention,  as  an  alleged  violation  of  this  stipulation,  was  the 
assessment  by  Great  Britain  from  the  date  of  the  treaty  down 
to  May  6, 1830,  of  an  ad  valorem  duty  of  10  per  cent  on  manu- 
factured woolens  when  they  were  exported  to  the  United 
States  and  certain  other  countries,  while  during  a  large  part 
of  the  time  they  were  exported  free  of  duty  to  China,  Java, 
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Manila,  Lima,  Valparaiso,  California,  etc.  On  December  27, 
1825,  some  American  ships,  which  had  been  taking  in  cargo  for 
some  of  the  latter  places,  finding  that  woolens,  of  which  thdr 
cargoes  principally  consisted,  were  allowed  to  be  shipped  firee 
of  duty,  applied  to  the  board  of  customs  for  permission  to  ship 
woolens  to  the  United  States  with  the  same  exemption.  This 
application  the  board  refused.  On  the  20th  of  January  1826, 
however,  it  was  ordered  that  woolens  might  be  shipped  to  the 
United  States  on  deposit  of  the  duties,  pending  the  decisiooof 
the  British  Government. 

About  this  time  exception  was  taken  by  British  merchants 
to  the  inequality  of  the  exx)ort  duties  on  goods  exported  to  Bio 
de  la  Plata  and  Colombia,  with  which  Great  Britain  had  trea- 
ties containing  clauses  similar  to  that  now  in  question.  The 
exception  of  the  British  merchants  was  based  on  these  claoses, 
and  it  was  allowed,  the  Treasury  in  April  and  May  1826  or- 
dering the  excess  of  duties  to  be  refunded.  No  decision,  how- 
ever, was  made  on  the  American  claim,  and  the  attention  of 
the  privy  council  of  trade  was  again  called  to  the  subject.  On 
the  20th  of  August  1826  the  committee  of  the  council  issued 
an  order  oil  the  American  memorials,  declaring  ^Hhat,  as  the 
duty  in  question  was  not  payable  upon  woolens  exported  to 
foreign  places  within  the  limits  of  the  East  India  Company's 
charter,  the  parties  were  entitled,  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty 
with  the  United  States,  to  a  like  exemption,"  and  requestmg 
the  commissioners  of  His  Majesty's  customs  ^^to  disoontinne 
levying  that  duty  on  woolens  exported  to  the  United  States 
and  to  other  countries  with  which  treaties  containing  a  similar 
right  of  exemption  had  been  concluded^"  and  it  was  directed 
that  "  on  due  application  from  the  parties  by  whom  such  ex- 
port duties  had  been  paid,  the  same  should  be  returned  to 
them." 

Notwithstanding  this  order,  the  board  of  customs  refused  to 
refund  the  duties,  and  procured  an  act  of  limitation,  which 
was  passed  after  the  memorials  of  the  American  claimants 
were  filed,  to  the  effect  that  duties  thus  assessed  should  not 
be  refunded  for  a  period  extending  back  more  than  three 
years.  No  step  was  taken,  however,  to  pay  any  of  the  claims 
until  December  3,  1845,  when,  after  representations  on  the 
subject  by  the  United  States,  an  order  was  issued  under 
which  the  duties  were  refunded  back  to  January  26, 1823,  at 
which  time  the  practice  began  of  paying  the  duties  under  pro- 
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test,  or  conditionally.  The  claims  for  the  refund  of  duties 
ooUectetl  from  January  3, 1815,  to  January  26, 1823,  remained 
nnadjusted,  and  were  referred  to  the  commission  under  the 
convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of 
February  8, 1853. 

The  commissioners  said  that  the  treaty  of  1815  seemed  to  have 
been  violated  insome  instances  through  inadyertence,  by  careless 
and  hasty  legislation,  and  in  others  seemingly  through  igno- 
rance of  its  provisions.  But  it  was  conceded  that,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  inequality  of  duties  complained  of  in  the  present 
case  violated  the  provisions  of  the  treaty;  and  it  was  decided 
that  the  duties  should  be  refunded.  The  commissioners,  how- 
ever, did  not  render  any  awards  in  these  cases  in  favor  of  par- 
ticular claimants.  Owing  to  the  practice  of  the  British 
shippers  in  entering  in  their  own  names  and  in  gross,  for  pay- 
ment of  duty,  the  goods  shipped  by  a  particular  vessel,  evi- 
dence of  the  precise  amounts  of  duty  paid  by  the  American 
importers  could  not  be  obtained  from  the  custom-house  rec- 
ords; and  owing  to  the  lapse  of  time  and  the  changes  in  firms 
by  death  or  otherwise^  it  was  difficult  to  obtain  satisfactory 
evidence  of  any  kind  in  many  cases.  To  obviate  this  diffi- 
culty, the  agent  of  the  claimants  entered  into  an  arrangement 
with  the  British  Government  by  which  the  shippers'  accounts, 
the  claimants  agreeing  to  waive  interest  on  them,  were  ac- 
cepted as  a  basis  of  settlement,  and  time  was  allowed  for  mak- 
ing the  requisite  apportionment  among  the  several  importers. 
This  arrangement  having  been  effected,  the  commission  al- 
lowed the  claims  to  be  withdrawn. 

Comniisaion  ander  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
BriUin  of  February  8,  1853.     (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong.  1  sew.  305-310.) 

By  the  United  States  customs  act  of  March 
*lfci^^  2,  1799,  a  drawback  of  duties  was  aUowed  on 
articles  entered  for  exportation,  the  owner  giv- 
ing bond  not  to  reland  them  within  the  limits  of  the  United 
States.  By  the  same  act  the  ordinary  evidence  of  exportation 
was  the  duly  verified  certificate  of  the  consignee  of  the  land- 
ing of  the  articles  in  a  foreign  country;  but  in  case  of  loss  at 
sea,  or  other  unavoidable  accident,  or  where  from  ^'the  nature 
of  the  trade"  such  proof  could  not  be  produced,  the  exporter 
was  allowed  to  furnish  such  other  proofs  as  he  might  possess 
and  as  the  nature  of  the  case  would  admit  o£ 
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The  Great  Western  Steanisliip  Compauy| 
/.atiou  for  the  purpose  of  siip)iJying  its 
thi^tr  outT^iird  voyages  fri^ni  the  United  S" 
f]Haiitity  uf  coal  to  New  Vork,  i>aid  tlie  duties 
it  ill  AvrtroliouaeSj  giviug  boud  for  its  eAportal 
att  of  1799;  iind  it  siibseqaeiitly  claimed  a  d 
pitrt  of  this  coal  iifl  wa*i  t>oit6iniie*l  by  ttft  s 
ground  that  it  was  exported  iu  the  seu*?e  of  tl 
toina  ivnth<»rities  denied  that  such  consumptii 
tfitiou,  aud  Congreas  refusetl  to  tuke  any  acti 
untilj  by  the  civil  and  diplomatic  appropriati 
3>  1853,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  iras 
eaucel  auy  outstanding  debenture  bonds  giv 
1,  1850^  upon  the  importation  of  foreign  cof 
8aid  coals  have  been  exjwrted  to  a  foreign  p 
upon  the  outward  voyage,  and  shall  not  hav 
ill  the  ruited  Statt^s/^  The  Secretary  of  th< 
ever,  held  that  this  act  merely  i>rovided  for  tl 
the  boiidSf  without  autlnuizing  the  refundii 
Tlie  t^ompaijy  took  the  opj^osite  view,  and  tl 
before  the  commission  under  the  convent! 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February 

Upham,  American  commissiouerj  deliveredj 
commission,  which  was  as  follows: 

**In  this  case  no  evidence  has  been  or  i 
landing  of  the  coiil  in  auy  other  por  tor  place  ii 
of  the  ITiiited  States,  and  there  is  no  loss  at 
voidable  accident  complained  of.  There  is  m 
to  exempt  the  clHimatite  from  the  ordinary  ei 
tatiou,  unless  the  case  can  be  brought  with^ 
that  'the  nature  of  the  trade-  is  such  that  th 
quired  can  not  be  obtiiined* 

''This  renders  it  necessary  to  inquire  to  wli 
this  expression  refers.  It  undoubtedly  refer 
commerce  then  carricil  on  with  various  uuciv 
the  globe — sudi  as  the  northwest  coast  of  , 
India  islands^  and  other  places  where  the  evi 
and  merchants  could  not  be  obtained.  It  is  e 
tion  to  contend  that  by  the  act  of  1799  consul 
an  outward  voyage  is  ijicluded  in  the  term  '^ex 
the  meaning  of  the  act. 

^^The  coal  was  imported /o/^  usehy  the  Great 
ship  Couq>any  on  board  their  vessels  on  theu' 
and  should  be  Hubject  to  a  charge  for  snuh  i 
consumed  on  shore.  A  drawback  on  goods  exj 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  in  transit  lor  a  n 
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they  have  once  found  a  market  so  as  to  be  appropriated  to  use, 
and  are  not  farther  placed  hi  transitu^  as  an  article  of  commerce^ 
the  ordinary  daty  claimed  on  the  article  rightfully  attaches, 
whether  it  be  consumed  at  sea  or  on  land. 

'<  I  do  not  regard  the  claimants,  therefore,  as  entitled  to  a 
drawback  by  the  act  of  1799. 

^^It  becomes,  then,  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  effect  of 
the  recent  act  of  March  3, 1853,  to  determine  whether  a  draw- 
back is  allowed  by  that  act.  In  the  opinion  of  Secretary 
Gathrie,  it  authorizes  merely  the  canceling  of  the  bonds  given, 
and  does  not  provide  for  a  restoration  of  the  duties  in  the  form 
of  debenture  or  otherwise. 

^^  There  are  reasons,  however,  that  might  hold  him  to  a  rigid 
construction  of  the  act  that  do  not  necessarily  operate  upon  us. 
The  act  of  April  1853  does  not  expressly  provide  that  a  draw- 
back shall  be  paid.  An  administrative  officer  might  insist  on 
some  specific  authority  in  the  act,  or  some  judicial  construc- 
tion of  it  to  this  eiiect,  before  assuming  the  responsibility  of 
the  payment  of  money. 

"  The  act,  however,  admits  of  the  construction  contended 
for  by  the  claimants,  and  its  passage  was  undoubtedly  obtained 
throngh  their  agency,  with  a  view  to  effect  the  purpose  now 
claimed  for  it.  The  repeated  attempts  at  prior  legislation  for 
this  end  might  well  affix  on  Congress  the  knowledge  of  such 
an  intent  by  the  clause  presented,  and  imply  their  acquiescence 
in  it. 

^^  The  different  constructions  also  put  at  different  x)eriods  on 
the  prior  act  relative  to  drawbacks  is  a  reason  why  the  officers 
of  the  government  and  claimants  should  both  wish  some  final 
legislation.  I  am  inclined,  therefore,  to  give  it  the  interpreta- 
tion placed  on  it  by  the  claimants.  The  act,  by  any  other 
construction,  would  be  almost  nominal  in  its  character,  and  can 
hardly  be  supposed  to  have  been  made  the  object  of  special 
legislation,  under  the  circumstances,  for  such  a  purpose. 

"I  therefore  allow  the  sum  of  eleven  thousand  four  hundred 
and  thirty-seven  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents,  for  the  draw- 
back on  duties  claimed  by  the  company  prior  to  1846.  There 
is,  in  my  mind,  no  legal  right  to  drawback  until  the  act  of 
1853  was  passed,  and  a  claim  to  interest  ought  not  to  go  behind 
that  date. 

^^  My  colleague  places  the  ground  of  allowance  of  the  claim 
on  a  different  construction  of  the  acts  in  question,  and  com- 
putes interest  from  the  payment  of  the  duty.  The  question  of 
interest  was  submitted  to  the  umpire,  and  was  allowed  from 
Jalyl,1850;' 

Case  of  the  Great  Western  Steamship  Company,  mixed  commission  nnder 
fbe  coDvention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February 
8, 1®3.    (S-  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong.  1  sess.  32S-333. ) 

The  ampire  allowed  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  fi'om  June  15 » 1850, 
to  Janaary  15,  1855,  amounting  to  $2,500,  making  the  total  award  $13,500, 
on  January  15, 1855.     (MSS.  Dept.  of  State.) 
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In  1839  the  collector  of  cnstoms  at  New 
'"ol^ftonu?^^***  York  seized  a  large  quantity  of  goods  on  com- 
plaint that  for  some  years  previously  the  im- 
porters, who  were  resident  merchants  having  partners  or 
houses  connected  with  them  in  Yorkshire,  England,  had  de- 
frauded the  revenue  of  large  sums  of  money.    Many  of  the 
goods  so  seized  were  sold  at  public  auction.    Some  of  the  im- 
porters were  arrested,  and  one  or  more  of  them  fled  the  conn 
try.    Some  of  the  cases  were  prosecuted  to  judgment  or  were 
settled  by  the  parties,  and  some  were  not  sustained  on  the 
trial  or  were  dismissed,  owing,  as  it  was  alleged,  to  the  diffi- 
culty in  obtaining  evidence  from  abroad.    Complaints  having 
been  made  of  the  manner  in  which  the  suits  were  conducted, 
the  subject  was  investigated  by  a  committee  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  and  a  report  was  submitted  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  in  which  some  of  the  proceedings  were  severely 
criticised,  but  no  definite  action  on  the  report  was  taken.    In 
some  of  the  cases,  involving  in  all  between  $200,000  and 
$300,000,  the  importers  made  claims  against  the  United  States, 
which  came  before  the  commission  under  the  convention  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 
1853.    In  all  the  cases  so  submitted  the  suits  were  either  pros- 
ecuted to  judgment  or  else  were  adjusted  between  the  parties. 
Attempts  were  made  to  show  that  these  adjustments  were  ob- 
tained by  the  government  by  duress,  but  the  charge  was  not 
sustained.    The  commission  held  that  the  claimants  had  no 
standing  before  it,  saying : 

'^In  some  of  these  cases  large  sums  were  paid  to  obtain  an 
adjustment,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  that,  unless 
such  adjustment  is  explained,  it  tends  at  least  as  much  to  show 
an  acknowledgment  of  fraud  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
importer  as  it  is  evidence  of  duress  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
of  the  government. 

"The  suits  should  have  been  prosecuted  to  final  judgment 
if  a  valid  defense  existed.  The  parties  were  resident  in  the 
United  States,  and  were  availing  themselves  of  the  protection 
of  the  government  in  the  transaction  of  their  business,  and 
they  should  not  have  adjusted  claims  then  pending  against 
them  in  courts  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  come  here  after 
a  lapse  of  some  fourteen  years  expecting  their  reconsideration. 

"It  was  not  designed  that  this  commission  shouM  take  cog- 
nizance of  such  cases.  The  respective  governments  had  already 
provided  by  treaty  for  the  settlement  of  all  transactions  arising 
out  of  the  ordinary  business  of  commerce  by  persons  domiciled 
in  the  government  of  the  other. 


REYENUE   CASES.  3369 

"The  convention  of  July  3, 1815,  to  regulate  commerce  be- 
tween the  territories  of  the  United  States  and  of  Great  Britain 
provides  in  article  first  ^that  the  inhabitants  of  the  two  coun- 
tries, respectively,  shall  have  liberty  to  remain  and  reside  in 
any  part  of  the  territories  of  the  other  where  other  foreigners 
are  permitted  to  come;  also  to  hire  and  occupy  houses  and 
warehouses  for  the  purposes  of  their  commerce,  and,  generadly, 
that  the  merchants  of  each  nation,  respectively,  shall  enjoy 
the  most  complete  protection  and  security  for  their  commerce, 
but  subject  always  to  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the  ttco  countries^ 
respectively:    (U.  S.  Stats,  at  L.  vol.  8,  p.  228.) 

'^It  was  manifestly  contemplated  in  this  provision  that  citi- 
zens or  subjects  of  either  government  resident  in  the  country 
of  the  other  engaged  in  commerce  should  be  subject  to  the  laws 
of  the  country  where  they  reside  in  all  ordinary  matters  per- 
tainiug  to  such  commerce.  The  adjudication  of  suits  arising 
oat  of  the  collection  of  the  revenue  is  certainly  a  matter  of 
local  jurisdiction  by  the  courts  of  the  country,  and  there  can 
be  no  appeal  from  them  to  this  tribunal. 

^^  We  have  been  able  to  see  no  ground  in  any  of  this  class  of 
cases  which  have  been  presented  to  us  that  entitles  them  to 
recovery  under  this  commission." 

Upham,  commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  oommission,  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853. 
(S.  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong.  1  sess.  pp.  334-338.) 

The   schooner    Fair  American^   of   which 
Cms  of  the  "PsiTTi^^jinasWilson,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
iJirWftmflisat^  ^^®  sole  owner,  and  Peter  Parker,  master,  on 
December  3,  1825,  cleared  from   Baltimore, 
Maryland,  and  on  January  4, 1826,  arrived  at  Befugio,  Mexico, 
where  she  was  entered  and  permitted  to  land  her  cargo,  which 
was  consigned  to  a  firm  at  that  port.    On  the  11th  of  January, 
while  the  consignees  were  engaged  in  removing  the  cargo  to  the 
nearest  cnstom-house  for  inspection  and  assessment  of  duties, 
the  goods  were  seized  for  confiscation  on  the  ground  that  the 
vessel  had  no  certificate  or  note  from  the  Mexican  vice-consul 
at  Baltimore  evincive  of  the  honesty  and  fairness  of  her  inten- 
tions in  relation  to  the  revenues  of  Mexico.    It  seems  that  the 
Mexican  vice-consul  at  Baltimore  had  been  consulted  as  to  what 
papers  were  necessary,  but  had  not  specified  snch  a  paper  as 
that  which  was  required.    Mr.  Wilson,  however,  on  hearing  of 
the  seizure  of  the  cargo,  procured  a  certificate  from  the  vice- 
consul  and  sent  it  oflF,  with  a  statement  as  to  his  previous  action, 
in  a  vessel  specially  employed  for  the  purpose,  to  Befugio,  at 
an  expense  of  $1,300.    But  in  spite  of  the  evidence  furnished, 
the  goods  were  condemned  and  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided 
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between  the  Government  of  Mexico  and  the  officers  of  the  reye- 
nae.    Mr.  Wilson  made  a  claim  for  damages. 

The  Mexican  commissioners  stated  that  there  existed  in 
Mexico  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  and  confiscation  of  the  cargo 
a  law  subjecting  to  confiscation  the  cargoes  of  all  vessels  clear- 
ing from  any  port  in  the  United  States  at  which  there  was  a 
Mexican  vice-consul  without  having  obtained  from  such  vice- 
consul  a  verification  of  the  manifest  of  the  cargo,  and  in  addi- 
tion thereto  a  consular  certificate  or  note  corresponding  with 
the  manifest  in  the  specification  of  the  cargo.  The  American 
commissioners  replied  that  no  authenticated  copy  of  the  law 
had  been  produced;  that  if  it  had  been  there  was  no  evidence 
that  it  was  made  public  at  Baltimore  on  or  before  the  day  on 
which  the  Fair  American  cleared,  and  that  if  Mexico  oonld 
enact  a  law  of  the  import  alleged  it  could  not  be  obligatory 
upon  the  citizens  of  another  state  until  it  had  been  published 
in  that  state  such  a  length  of  time  that  all  upon  whom  it  was 
to  operate  would  be  presumed  to  have  had  notice  of  it.  The 
Mexican  commissioners  referred  to  the  record,  which  purported 
to  contain  provisional  regulations  for  the  government  of  Mex- 
ican vice-consuls,  a  copy  of  which  was  promulgated  at  Eefiigio 
on  January  11,  1825. 

On  March  10, 1841,  the  umpire  delivered  the  following  "pre- 
paratory judgment : " 

^'The  claim  of  Thomas  Wilson  can  not  yet  receive  the  defin- 
itive judgment  of  the  undersigned.  The  decree  of  the  25th 
March  1826,  ordering  the  confiscation  of  the  cargo  of  the 
schooner  Fair  American^  is  founded  on  article  14  of  the  sov- 
ereign decree  of  September  4,  1823,  on  articles  9  and  12  of 
chapter  1  of  the  tariff  of  maritime  duties,  as  well  as  on  wti- 
cle  3  of  the  provisional  regulations  of  the  Mexican  consuls. 
To  better  comprehend  the  decree  of  confiscation^  it  will  be 
desirable  to  learn  the  contents  of  the  decree  of  September  4, 
1823,  as  well  as  the  cited  chapter  of  the  tariff.  The  American 
commissioners  can  not  acknowledge  the  authenticity  of  the 
provisional  regulations  of  the  Mexican  consuls,  unless  it  shall 
be  established  by  the  production  of  a  copy  of  said  regulation 
exemplified  under  the  great  seal  of  the  Eepublic  of  Mexico.  It 
is  necessary,  then,  that  the  regulation  should  be  proved  in  the 
manner  indicated  by  the  American  commissioners,  as  more 
than  the  copies  submitted  are  necessary. 

"The  American  commissioners  have  objected  that  article  3 
of  the  provisional  regulations,  ordering,  under  the  penalty  of 
confiscation,  the  production  of  consular  certificates,  includes 
not  only  the  government  of  consuls,  but  also  a  i)enal  provision 
which  should  emanate  from  the  legislative  power.    To  refute 
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tliat  objectioii  the  Mexican  commissioners  contend,  in  an 
extract  annexed  to  their  report  submitted  to  the  umpire,  that 
the  Mexican  constitution  authorizes  the  executive  power  to 
make  sach  rules,  decrees/and  ordinances  for  the  better  execu- 
tion of  the  constitution,  of  constitutional  acts,  and  the  general 
laws,  and  that  consequently  the  provision  of  article  3  of  said 
regalatioos  has  the  force  of  law.  It  is  necessary  that  the 
American  commissioners  should  understand  what  the  Mexican 
commissioners  have  to  say  on  that  i>oint,  and  it  is  also  neces- 
sary to  produce  the  Mexican  constitution  as  well  as  the  gen- 
eral laws  for  the  better  execution  of  which  the  said  provisional 
regulation  was  made.'' 

The  American  commissioners,  reviewing  the  various  meas- 
ures mentioned  in  the  ''  i)reparatory  judgment"  of  the  umpire, 
said  that  the  fourteenth  article  of  the  sovereign  decree  of 
September  4, 1823,  was  to  the  effect  that  all  officers  against 
whom  an  omission  should  be  proved  facilitating  smuggliug,  or 
obstructing  the  seizure  of  smuggled  goods,  should  be  tried  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  second  chapter  of  the 
law  of  March  24, 1823,  which  laid  down  the  mode  of  enforcing 
the  responsibility  of  public  officers;  that  the  ninth  article  of 
the  maritime  tariff"  provided  that  whenever,  in  the  export  of 
goods,  silver,  and  other  articles  subject  to  duty,  an  excess 
should  be  made  to  appear,  such  excess  should  be  subject  to 
seizure;  and  that  the  purport  of  the  twelfth  article  was  that 
when  a  captain  of  revenue  guards,  by  himself  or  his  subordi- 
nates, should,  in  visiting  a  vessel,  find  gold,  silver,  or  other 
articles  subject  to  duty,  shipped  without  leave  from  the  custom- 
house, he  should  unship  them  and  deiwsit  them  in  the  ware- 
houses, in  order  that  a  suit  for  such  penalty  as  might  be  proper 
should  be  instituted.  The  American  commissioners  could  see 
nothing  in  these  articles  to  sustain  or  even  to  palliate  the 
seizure  and  confiscation  of  the  cargo  of  the  Fair  American; 
and  they  contended  that  the  provisional  regulations  for  the 
control  of  consular  officers  were  beyond  the  power  of  the  exec- 
utive of  Mexico  under  the  constitution  of  that  country,  and 
were  therefore  invalid. 
April  23, 1841,  the  umpire  made  the  following  decision: 

"The  umpire  recognizes  the  justice  of  the  demand  for  an 
indemnity  for  the  confiscation  of  the  cargo  of  the  schooner 
Fair  American^  but  he  is  not  yet  ready  to  pronounce  on  the 
question  of  the  amount  of  the  indemnity,  that  question  not 
having  as  yet  been  discussed  by  the  mixed  commission." 

The  American  commissioners  then  submitted  an  argument 
on  the  subject  of  the  amount  of  the  indemnity  to  be  awarded. 
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Tbey  allowed  (1)  for  the  confiscation  of  tbe  cargo  the  sum  of 
$46,St»5.71,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  from  March  7, 1820:  (2) 
for  notarial  and  co^Lj^nate  expenses,  $117.80,  and  (3)  for  various 
other  expenses,  includinfj  those  involved  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  claim,  certain  other  sums. 

The  umpire,  June  2, 1841,  awarded  (1)  for  the  confiscation  of 
the  cargo  the  sum  of  $25,240.05,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent 
from  March  7, 1826,  to  the  time  of  payment,  and  (2)  for  notarial 
and  cognate  expenses,  the  sum  allowed  by  the  American  com- 
missioners. As  to  the  third  item  allowed  by  the  American 
commissioners,  he  reserved  his  decision,  and  further  argument 
on  the  subject  were  submitted  by  the  commissioners.  On  July 
10,  1841,  the  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision: 

"The  mixed  commission  having  submitted  anew  to  tbe 
umpire  the  decision  relative  to  certain  expenses  reserved  in 
his  decision  of  the  2d  of  June,  the  American  commissioners 
have  allowed  for  expenses  incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  tbe 
claim,  as  well  as  for  the  transportation  of  the  merchaudise  to 
the  custom-house,  and  for  the  detention  of  the  ship  by  the 
Mexican  authorities,  the  following  sums:  $1,517,  with  interest 
at  5  per  cent  from  February  27, 1827;  $l,6s4.rjO,  with  interest 
at  6  per  cent  from  the  same  date;  $128,  with  interest  at  6  per 
cent  from  the  same  date;  and  $25.18,  without  interest.  Not- 
withstanding that  the  Mexican  commissioners  have  rejected 
these  demands,  the  umpire  decides  that  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment is  bound  to  pay  the  claimant  for  the  said  expenses  the 
sum  of  $2,185.08,  without  interest,  except  as  to  the  sum  of 
$348,011  which  sum  the  umpire  allows  interest  at  5  per  cent 
from  March  7,  1S20,  to  the  day  of  payment.  The  umpire 
rejects  tiie  demand  so  far  as  it  exceeds  the  above." 

Thomas   IVihon  v.  Mexico:  Comuiission  under  the  conveution  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

In  January  1825  the  American  brig  Uxprm 

*^  °     ®       "    arrived  at  Alvarado,  Mexico,  from  Marseilles, 
press."  '  ' 

France,  with  a  cargo  of  brandy,  which,  wbile 
being  unloaded,  was  seized  and  libeled  by  the  subcommis- 
sioner  of  the  custom  house  on  the  charge  that  it  was  Spanish. 
Certificates  of  origin  were  exhibited,  but  they  failed  to  satisfy 
the  authorities;  and  the  purchaser  of  the  brandy  threw  up 
the  contract  on  the  ground  of  the  nondelivery  of  the  article. 
The  district  judge  decided  in  favor  of  the  owners  and  directed 
the  delivery  of  the  brandy,  but  the  authorities  took  an  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court  at  Jalapa.  In  February  1826  this  court 
directed  the  examination  of  the  brandy  by  8ami)les,  at  Mexico, 
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Oaxaca,  and  other  places,  at  all  of  which  it  was  prononnoed 
to  be  French,  and  the  decree  of  the  district  court  was  affirmed 
in  March  1826;  but  an  api)eal  was  taken  by  the  saboommis- 
doner  of  customs  at  Alvarado  to  the  supreme  court  of  Mexico. 
Finally  he  withdrew  his  appeal,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
brandy,  which  had  been  sold  by  order  of  court,  were  ordered 
to  be  paid  over,  less  the  duties  on  the  brandy,  to  the  original 
owner.  Part  of  the  proceeds,  however,  was  not  found  in  the 
public  treasury,  and  the  full  amount  of  the  remainder  was  not 
returned. 

Indemnity  for  the  losses  suffered  by  the  owner  of  the  brandy 
in  consequence  of  the  transaction  was  awarded. 

ScMbeu  M.  JFhiinejf  and  Charles  Cailaghan,  Assignees  of  John  Colter,  v. 
Mexico:  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

The  AmericaA  commissioners  awarded  the 
Kaxi^s  Omo.  sum  of  $1,093.12^,  with  interest  at  G  per  cent 
from  August  30,  1824,  as  indemnity  for  the 
confiscation  pronounced  by  a  court  of  justice  of  Alvarado, 
Mexico,  on  a  charge  of  violation  of  revenue  laws,  of  fifty  bar- 
rels of  beef  and  thirty  sacks  of  coffee.  The  umpire,  February 
25, 1842,  rejected  the  claim. 

LeonUne  Marie  v.  Mexico:  Commission  under  the  conyention  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 1839. 

The    Union    Insurance  Company  of  New 

««w  jBonen.  York  demanded  of  the  Mexican  Government 

Inlson.** 

the  sum  paid  by  the  company  to  the  proprie- 
tors of  the  brig  Robert  WUsoHj  in  consequence  of  its  seizure 
and  confiscation  by  the  Mexican  authorities.  The  American 
commissioners  contended  (1 )  that  the  Mexican  authorities  had, 
by  their  refusal  to  communicate  to  the  official  named  by  the 
superior  court  of  New  York,  a  copy  of  certain  proofs  in  the 
process  against  the  brig,  deprived  the  company  of  the  means 
of  showing  that  the  confiscation  had  been  pronounced  because 
the  commerce  in  which  she  was  engaged  was  prohibited,  and 
had  thus  brought  about  the  condemnation  of  the  company  to 
pay  the  insurance;  and  (2)  that  the  confiscation  of  the  vessel 
was  not  justified.  The  Mexican  commissioners,  on  the  other 
band,  contended  (1)  that  the  Mexican  tribunals  were  not  bound 
to  communicate  evidence  except  to  parties  to  the  pleadings 
before  them;  and  (2)  that  the  confiscation  was  pronounced 
according  to  Mexican  law. 
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The  umpire  rejected  the  claim.  The  violation  of  the  law  of 
M*.^xico  was  proved,  though  the  master  of  the  vessel  disclaimed 
knowledge  of  it.  It  appeared  that  certain  boxes  which  were 
entered  on  the  manifest  of  the  brig  as  containing  tin  platt, 
in  fact  contained  counterfeits  of  Mexican  copper  coin. 

Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
of  April  11,  1839. 

William  Massicott,  master  of  the  American 
Massicotfs  Case,  brig  Aspasiaj  sailed  from  Baltimore  to  Gibral- 
tar, and  from  the  latter  port  to  Vera  Cmi, 
having  on  board  some  specie  for  the  payment  of  the  crew  and 
oTlier  expenses.  On  arriving  at  Vera  Cruz  he  paid  diitjon 
a  part  of  the  specie  (Sl,500),  and  obtaining  a  permit  for  its 
exportation,  placed  it  in  a  chest  with  the  other  part,  wbicb 
amounted  to  $l,5l-*8.  After  sailing  from  Vera  Cruz  he  decided 
to  call  for  further  cargo  at  Sisal.  At  the  latter  place  the 
authorities  found  the  $1,528,  and  ordered  its  seizure.  Tlie 
ir^l,.">(>0,  as  to  which  the  master  had  a  certificate  of  the  custom 
house  at  Vera  Cruz,  the  authorities  released.  The  $1,528,  as 
to  which  he  had  no  certificate,  they  confiscated.  The  umpire, 
December  3, 1841,  rejected  the  claim. 

ComniisHion  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
of  April  11,  18H9. 

An  indemnity  was  claimed  on  account  of 
Caseof  Joseph  Smith,  the  seizure  by  the  Mexican  authorities  at  Sal 
tillo  of  a  quantity  of  merchandise  imported 
by  claimant  in  1832.  When  the  goods  were  seized  they  were 
not  proi)erly  protected,  and  were  left  exposed  to  depredations. 
The  judicial  proceedings  resulted  in  the  dissi])ation  of  the 
charge  on  which  the  seizure  was  made,  and  the  goods  were 
ordered  to  be  restored.  But  a  considerable  portion  of  them 
had  been  made  away  with,  and  it  was  for  the  value  of  this 
portion,  with  a  reasonable  mercantile  lU'ofit  thereon,  that  an 
award  was  made.  The  umpire,  February  23,  1842,  awarded 
.^18,7G2.G3. 

Joseph  iSmithv.  Mexico:  Commission  under  the  convention  between  thf 
I  'uibed  State's  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

In  1837  the  claimant,  a  merchant  of  Phila- 

Com  of  the  *'  Mary."  delphia,  Sent  the  brig  Mai^  from  Havana  to 

Tampico,  laden  with  merchandise.     A  part  oi 

the  cargo  was  seized  and  condemned  as  jirohibited,  but  as  to 

thirt  no  claim  was  made. 
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On  March  29, 1837,  the  brig  left  Tampico  for  Tabasco  with- 
ont  any  cargo,  except  a  few  hides  and  a  small  amoant  of 
specie,  together  with  thirteen  passengers.  On  her  way  to 
Tabasco  she  touched  at  Vera  Graz  for  provisions,  and  all  her 
passengers  bat  one  went  ashore.  She  passed  on  to  Tabasco 
and  arrived  at  that  i>ort  on  the  10th  of  April.  The  collector 
of  the  port  refused  to  permit  her  to  enter  and  ordered  her 
forthwith  to  proceed  to  sea,  on  the  ground  that  the  voyage 
from  Tampico  to  Tabasco  was  a  coastwise  trading  voyage, 
and  as  sach  prohibited  by  the  revenue  laws  of  Mexico.  The 
brig  then  sailed  from  Tampico  to  Campeachy,  and  after  some 
difficulty  was  admitted  at  the  latter  x>ort.  After  her  arrival, 
judicial  proceedings  were  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining whether  the  voyage  from  Tampico  to  another  port  in 
Mexico  was  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  that  country.  The 
decision  of  the  court  was  pronounced  in  favor  of  the  legality  of 
the  voyage  and  of  the  right  of  the  vessel  to  enter  at  Tabasco, 
where  her  object  was  to  take  on  a  load  of  logwood.  It  was 
alleged  that  the  refusal  to  permit  her  at  once  to  enter  that 
port  defeated  the  object  of  the  voyage  and  resulted  in  a  loss 
of  $4,822,  which  was  the  first  item  of  the  claim  in  the  case. 

The  brig  was  freighted  with  part  of  a  cargo  of  logwood  at 
Campeachy,  and  then  returned  to  Havana.  On  July  15, 1837, 
under  the  command  of  the  same  master,  she  sailed  again  from 
Havana  to  Tampico,  where  she  arrived  on  the  24th  of  the  same 
month.  The  manifest  and  other  documents  were  presented  to 
and  received  by  the  authorities,  but  when  on  the  21st  of  Au- 
gust the  brig  was  ready  to  depart,  the  authorities  refused  to 
clear  her  on  the  ground  that  the  manifest  of  the  inward  voy- 
age had  not  been  certified  by  the  collector  of  customs  at  the 
port  of  Havana  in  conformity  with  a  Mexican  customs  regu- 
lation of  October  4,  1836.  On  this  ground  the  vessel  was 
libeled  for  the  recovery  of  a  fine  of  $500,  though  it  was  alleged 
that  she  had  incurred  the  penalty  of  forfeiture.  The  penalty 
of  forfeiture,  however,  was  not  insisted  upon,  but  a  second  fine 
of  $500  was  exacted  for  the  absence  of  a  proper  certification  of 
the  manifest  on  the  first  voyage  from  Havana  to  Tampico. 
For  the  payment  of  these  two  fines  of  $500  each  the  brig  was 
sold.  A  claim  of  damages  was  made  by  the  owners  for  the 
loss  of  the  brig  and  for  the  loss  of  freight  which  she  might 
have  earned  if  she  had  not  been  seized. 

The  American  commissioners  argued  (1)  that  the  refusal  of 
the  captain  of  the  port  of  Tabasco  to  permit  the  Mary  to  enter 
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was  an  illegal  act,  for  which  the  claimant  was  entitled  to 
the  resolting  damages;  (2)  that  the  regulation  nuder  which  the 
proceedings  against  the  vessel  were  taken  did  not  emanate 
from  the  lawmaking  power  of  Mexico,  and  that,  being  a  mere 
executive  order,  it  was,  so  far  as  it  assumed  to  impose  penal- 
ties, void;  (3)  that,  as  the  Mexican  Grovemment  had  neglected 
to  place  at  Havana  a  consular  officer  to  give  the  required  cer- 
tificates, the  fault,  if  any,  of  not  complying  with  the  r^ulation 
(assuming  it  to  be  legal)  was  attributable  to  that  government; 
(4)  that  the  regulation  of  the  4th  of  October  1836  was  voider 
inoperative  as  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  since  it  was 
not  consonant  with  the  treaty  stipulations  then  existing  be- 
tween the  two  governments;  (5)  that,  even  assuming  that  the 
master  was  liable  to  the  penalties  exacted  of  him,  the  Mexican 
authorities  had  no  right  to  detain  the  vessel,  and  (6)  that  the 
neglect  to  enforce  the  law  on  the  first  voyage  or  then  to  give 
the  captain  notice  of  the  law  or  of  his  having  violated  it  in 
efiiect  released  him  from  the  penalty,  if  any,  incurred  on  that 
voyage,  and  constituted  a  defense  against  exacting  the  penalty 
on  the  second  voyage. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Mexican  commissioners  argned 
against  any  allowance  on  the  ground  (1)  that  when  the  brig  on 
March  12, 1837,  first  arrived  at  Tampico  from  Havana  she  had 
on  board  certain  contraband  or  prohibited  articles,  indading 
two  boxes  which  were  invoiced  as  cologne  water,  but  which 
were  found  to  contain  20,000  cigars  and  a  barrel  of  brandy; 
(2)  that  when  her  cargo  was  landed  the  master  asked  to  be 
cleared  for  Havana,  and  on  March  29  sailed  in  ballast  for  that 
port  with  thirteen  passengers ;  (3)  that  when  the  brig  had  been  at 
sea  five  days  she  put  into  Vera  Cruz  without  having  a  passport 
for  that  place  on  the  pretext  of  taking  in  water;  that  the  pas- 
sengers were  made  to  laud  there,  though  bound  to  another 
place,  and  that  a  bill  of  health  was  obtained  for  Havana;  (4) 
that  instead  of  sailing  for  Havana  the  brig  proceeded  to 
Tabasco,  but  being  forbidden  to  enter  there  went  to  Cam- 
peachy,  where  the  master,  the  captain  of  the  port  opposing  her 
entry,  obtained  from  the  judge  of  the  district,  though  the  law 
forbade  it,  permission  to  enter  and  load  with  logwood,  notwith- 
standing that  three  dozen  hides,  the  product  of  the  coontiy^ 
were  found  on  board  without  a  permit;  (5)  that  the  brig  did 
not,  either  on  her  first  or  her  second  entry  at  Tampico,  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  regulations  of  October  4, 1836,  an<l 
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that  a  fine  of  $500  was  properly  exacted  of  the  master  for  each 
omission;  (6)  that  the  master  refnsed  to  pay  the  fines,  aban- 
doned his  Teasel,  and  departed  the  coantry,  leaving  a  written 
protest  before  the  consal  of  his  nation,  in  which  he  estimated 
the  valne  of  what  he  had  abandoned  at  $15,000,  without  avail- 
ing himself  of  the  provisions  of  law  in  regard  to  the  appraisal 
of  vessels. 

The  commissioners  differing  in  opinion  as  to  the  allowance  of 
the  claim,  the  umpire  on  October  27, 1841,  dismissed  it. 

WWiam  Biehardmm  v.  Mexico:  CommlMioD  under  the  coDYention  between 
(he  United  Statee  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

In  an  analysis  of  the  awards  of  the  commission  made  by  Mr. 
Brackenridge,  one  of  the  American  commissioners,  there  is, 
with  reference  to  the  foregoing  case,  the  following  note: 

''Brig  Mary.  Seizure  and  sale  of  vessel  for  the  payment  of 
pretended  fines,  amounting  to  $1,000,  in  the  year  1836.  Pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  above  the  amount  retained  by 
Mexican  authorities.  This,  together  with  some  other  items  for 
damages,  etc.,  constitates  the  claim.  The  award  of  the  umpire 
was  afSrmed  by  the  board,  but  it  was  afterward  suggested 
that  the  balance  of  the  claim,  not  having  been  expressly 
referred  to  him,  remained  undecided;  in  consequence,  it  was 
moved  by  the  American  commissioners  to  take  the  subject  into 
consideration,  but  overruled  by  their  colleagues.  It  is  there- 
fore still  a  question  whether  this  case  has  been  finally  decided. 
The  claimant  contends  that  all  the  proceedings  in  the  case  are 
void  on  account  of  irregularity,  and  that  the  whole  claim 
stands  open  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  action  upon  it  by 
the  board  or  the  umpire." 

The  claim  for  damages  for  the  loss  of  the  vessel  and  for  loss 
of  unearned  freight  was  laid  before  the  commissioners,  Messrs. 
Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1849.  The 
commissioners  dismissed  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  dis- 
aQowed  by  the  umpire  under  the  convention  of  1839,  whose 
decision  was,  by  Article  X.  of  that  convention,  final  and  con- 
clusive. 

Another  claim,  growing  out  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  to  pay 
the  fines,  was,  however,  allowed  by  the  commissioners  under 
the  act  of  1849.    This  claim  they  described  as  follows: 

^^In  the  progress  of  the  cause  before  the  mixed  commission 
the  Mexican  commissioners,  though  totally  denying  the  justice 
of  the  claim  then  under  consideration,  admitted  that  the  claim- 
ant iras  entitled  to  the  amount  for  which  the  brig  was  sold, 
less  the  fines  to  pay  which  the  court  rendered  the  decree  of 
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sale,  and  that  this  snm  withoat  interest  was  all  that  the  claim- 
ant could  properly  demand.  •  *  *  The  board  is  of  opinion 
and  decides  (I)  that  the  present  claim  was  not  embraced  io 
the  claim  decided  by  the  mixed  commission  *  *  *,  and  (2) 
that  it  is  a  good  and  valid  claim  against  the  Government  oif 
Mexico." 

In  accordance  with  this  opinion  the  commissioners  awarded 
the  sum  of  $2,804. 

James  O'Flaherty,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
O'Flaiierty'i  Caie.  States,  master  and  owner  of  the  schooner  Wil- 
liam A.  Turner,  presented  a  claim  tothe  mixed 
commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  of  1839,  growing  out  of  certain  proceedings  against 
the  vessel  at  Sisal  in  1834  and  at  Matamoras  in  1836,  and  for 
his  own  imprisonment  and  ill  treatment  in  the  latter  year.  The 
commissioners  ditfering  in  opinion,  the  claim  was  referred  to 
the  umpire,  who  failed  to  decide  the  case,  and  it  was  afterward 
laid  before  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849. 

Taking  up,  as  first  in  order,  the  seizure  of  1834,  the  commis- 
sioners said  that  it  was  not  easy  from  the  proofs  in  the  case  to 
arrive  at  a  satisfactory  result  as  to  some  of  the  facts  necessary 
to  be  established  before  the  claim  could  be  admitted;  that  the 
validity  of  the  claim  depended  in  great  degree,  if  not  altogether, 
upon  whether  the  schooner  was  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  wiUiin 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  Mexico  and  amenable  to  Mexican 
laws.  She  had  on  board  at  the  time  a  small  quantity  of  rice 
and  soap,  both  being  prohibited  articles,  the  importation  of 
which  into  Mexico,  as  the  law  then  stood,  subjected  the  vessel 
importing  them,  as  well  as  the  articles  themselves,  to  confisca- 
tion. If,  said  the  commissioners,  the  vessel  with  these  articles 
on  board  had  actually  entered  the  port  of  Sisal,  not  being 
driven  in  by  distress,  she  was  undoubtedly  amenable  to  the 
laws  of  the  country;  but  if,  as  alleged  by  claimant,  she  was 
taken  possession  of  on  the  high  seas,  outside  the  jurisdiction 
of  Mexico,  and  brought  within  it,  she  could  not  be  held  answer- 
able for  any  violation  of  the  revenue  laws  of  that  country. 
The  commissioners  said  it  was  understood  that  by  an  ordinance 
of  Spain  the  territorial  limits  of  Mexico,  when  a  colony  of 
Spain,  extended  only  to  the  distance  of  ten  miles  from  the 
shore,  and  this  was  believed  to  be  considered  as  its  present 
extent.  In  this  relation  they  referred  to  an  opinion  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Louisiana  filed  in  the  claim  of  J.  H.  Cucullu  et 
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aL  The  commissioners  said  that  it  was  undoabtedly  compe- 
tent for  Mexico,  as  well  as  for  any  other  nation,  to  seize  ves- 
sels foand  hovering  on  its  coasts  with  the  evident  design  to 
embrace  an  opportunity  to  enter  its  ports  in  violation  of  its 
laws,  but  that  the  present  seizure  was  not  made  in  the  exercise 
of  such  right 

It  was  proved  that  the  vessel  sailed  from  New  Orleans  in 
March  1834  with  a  general  cargo  of  provisions,  including 
some  rice  and  soap,  for  the  bay  of  Honduras;  that  she  went 
to  several  ports  in  that  bay,  sold  part  of  her  cargo  and  landed 
the  residue,  and  made  one  voyage  on  freight  from  Truxillo 
to  Belize;  that  she  then  reshipped  the  portion  of  her  cargo 
which  had  been  landed,  including  a  small  quantity  of  rice  and 
soap,  and,  taking  two  cases  of  cotton  cloth,  received  in  pay- 
ment for  articles  sold,  set  sail  on  her  return  voyage,  intending 
to  stop  at  certain  Mexican  ports,  if  it  should  be  ascertained 
that  those  x>orts  had,  owing  to  the  prevalence  of  the  cholera 
there,  been  entirely  opened  for  all  descriptions  of  merchan- 
dise, as  had  been  reported  at  Truxillo.  If  he  should  learn 
otherwise,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  master,  as  he  declared, 
to  proceed  to  New  Orleans.  When  about  twelve  days  out,  off 
Sisal,  and  at  a  distance  of  more  than  four  miles  from  land. 
Captain  O'Flaherty  sent  his  boat  ashore  to  obtain  wood  and 
water,  and  not  having  hands  enough  to  manage  the  vessel,  came 
to  anchor  with  some  of  his  sails  flying.  Before  the  return  of 
his  boat  he  was  boarded  by  a  party  of  armed  men  from  the 
shore  under  the  command  of  an  officer  called  the  commandant 
of  the  revenue  guard,  who  demanded  his  manifests,  papers, 
and  other  documents  belonging  to  the  vessel.  In  addition  to 
the  general  manifest  the  laws  of  Mexico  required  vessels  en- 
tering their  x>orts  to  have  three  special  manifests  of  cargo, 
certified  by  the  Mexican  consul  nearest  the  x>ort  whence  the 
vessel  last  sailed.  Captain  OTlaherty  wa*  not  provided  with 
these  documents;  but,  declaring  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the 
laws  of  the  country,  and  that  he  did  not  know  that  the  Mex- 
ican authorities  could  demand  his  papers  at  that  distance  from 
the  port,  he  undertook  to  comply  with  their  requirements. 
Certain  manifests  were  made  out  and  delivered  to  the  revenue 
officer.  These  manifests  contained  the  rice  and  soap,  the  pro- 
hibited articles,  but  did  not  contain  the  two  cases  of  cotton 
cloth  taken  on  board  at  Truxillo,  which  were  not  prohibited, 
nor  did  they  accurately  state  the  quantity  of  flour  on  board. 
Upon  the  discovery  of  these  circumstances,  the  vessel  was 
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seized  and  towed  into  port.    The  whole  cargo  was  landed  by 
order  of  the  collector,  and  the  case  was  brought  before  the 
district  court  for  the  condemnation  of  the  vessel,  of  the  pro- 
hibited articles,  and  of  the  excess  of  flour  not  set  down  in  the 
manifests.   On  the  trial  certain  Mexican  witnesses  testified  that 
the  vessel  had  come  to  anchor  in  the  usual  place,  within  one 
mile  from  the  mole,  while  the  crew  and  the  supercargo  testified 
that  she  was  more  than  four  miles  from  the  mole,  and  that  the 
boat  was  sent  ashore  solely  for  wood  and  water.    The  district 
court  appointed  the  collector  of  the  port  of  Campeachy  to  be 
promotor  fiscal,  or  legal  adviser  and  prosecutor,  to  whom  all 
proofs  were  submitted ;  and  on  June  10,  1834,  he  made  a  full 
report  to  the  judge,  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  vessd 
and  cargo  were  not  liable  to  confiscation  for  violation  of  the 
revenue  laws,  and  recommending  that  they  be  declared  free 
and  be  delivered  up  to  the  claimant.    Thereupon  the  collector 
of  Sisal  interposed  an  appeal  to  the  circuit  court.    While  these 
proceedings  were  pending,  Captain  O'Flaherty  gave  bond  for 
$1,200,  the  appraised  value  of  the  schooner,  and  obtaining  her 
discharge,  sailed  away.    On  January  5,  1835,  a  decree  was 
pronounced  by  the  circuit  court  reversing  the  decision  of  the 
district  judge,  declaring  the  schooner  confiscated,  and  impos- 
ing a  penalty  upon  the  captain  the  nature  and  extent  of  which 
did  not  clearly  appear,  but  which  was  confirmed  in  March 
1836  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mexico.    The  bond  of  $1,200  was 
paid  immediately  after  the  condemnation. 

The  commissioners  said  that,  taking  into  consideration  that 
the  voyage  of  the  schooner  was  not  originally  projected  to  any 
Mexican  port,  and  consequently  that  the  captain  had  no  occa- 
sion for  triplicate  manifests;  that  the  larger  part  of  the  pro- 
hibited articles  was  actually  disposed  of  in  Honduras,  and 
that  the  master,  when  a  demand  was  made  upon  him,  actually 
entered  those  articles  on  the  manifests,  they  saw  no  sufficient 
evidence  of  design  on  his  part  to  violate  any  of  the  revenue 
laws  of  Mexico,  and  as,  notwithstanding  very  strong  Mexican 
testimony  to  the  contrary,  they  were  constrained  to  believe 
that  the  vessel  was  not  within  Mexican  jurisdiction  nor  amen- 
able to  Mexican  laws  at  the  time  she  was  taken  possession  of 
in  the  manner  stated,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  claim  for 
the  amount  paid  by  claimant  to  release  the  vessel  from  the 
illegal  restraint  imposed  upon  her  was  valid. 

The  commissioners  also  found  that  the  claim  of  Captain 
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OTlaherty  for  his  imprisonment  and  the  detention  of  his  yes- 
sel  in  1836  was  valid.  It  appeared  that  in  J  uly  1836  he  cleared 
from  New  Orleans  for  Matamoras,  and  on  the  17th  of  the  same 
month  arrived  at  the  iK)rt  of  Brazos,  where,  obtaining  the 
necessary  permit,  he  discharged  his  cargo  on  the  21st  and  22d 
of  Jaly.  On  the  23d  of  July,  however,  the  anthorities  of  the 
port  sent  an  armed  band  on  board,  and  arrested  the  schooner 
and  imprisoned  the  master.  The  master  was  liberated  on  the 
13Ui  of  Aagnst,  and  on  the  22d  of  Angast  the  schooner  was 
released  on  a  bond  of  $1,200.  Between  the  latter  day  and  the 
2dth  of  the  same  month  the  vessel  was  freighted  and  cleared 
at  the  costom-hoase,  and  was  prepared  for  sea.  On  the  morn- 
ing of  the  30th  of  August  orders  were  given  to  stop  the 
schooner,  and  her  master  was  again  imprisoned.  On  the  2l8t 
of  October  the  vessel  was  again  released,  but  the  master  was 
detained  for  some  time  longer.  It  appeared  that  his  first 
arrest  was  made  on  information  sent  by  the  authorities  (1) 
that  he  had  abstracted  and  run  away  with  his  vessel  in  1834, 
before  the  termination  of  the  judicial  proceedings;  (2)  that  he 
had  incurred  a  fine  pronounced  by  the  supreme  court  of  Mexico ; 
(3)  that  he  had  by  a  decree  of  the  same  court  been  banished 
from  the  country,  and  could  not  lawfully  enter  it  again.  Besides 
these  grounds,  derived  from  the  authorities  at  Sisal,  it  was 
alleged  (4)  that  Captain  O'Flaherty  had  been  guilty  of  gross 
misconduct  at  Brazos.  The  commissioners  said  that  the  first 
ground  of  complaint  was  wholly  unsupported,  since  it  was  en- 
tirely proper  for  Captain  O'Flaherty  to  take  his  vessel,  after  he 
had  given  a  bond  for  her  appraised  value,  which  was  ultimately 
paid.  As  to  the  second  ground,  it  was  shown  that  he  had  paid 
the  fine  demanded;  besides,  most  of  the  indignities  were  sub- 
sequent to  the  payment.  As  to  the  allegation  that  he  had  been 
interdicted  from  entering  the  country,  the  commissioners  said 
it  did  not  appear  that  by  the  laws  of  Mexico  the  court  hiul 
power  to  pronounce  such  a  penalty,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  it  had  done  so.  The  whole  proceeding  against  him  ap- 
peared to  be  illegal,  and  he  was  finally  released  without  having 
been  brought  to  trial  or  charged  before  any  tribunal  with  any 
oflense— which  was  strong  evidence  that  he  had  not  committed 
any  infraction  of  the  laws.  But  as  to  his  alleged  misconduct 
at  firazos,  the  commissioners  considered  it  wholly  probable; 
the  Mexican  authorities  complained  to  the  American  consul 
that  he  had  committed  faults  of  great  magnitude  in  that  port — 
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namely,  that  not  beiu^  discharged  on  the  day  he  wished  he  had 
loaded  two  cannon  which  he  had  on  board  with  grai)esbot,brmg- 
ing  one  to  bear  on  the  barracks  and  the  other  on  a  Mexican 
schooner;  that  he  ordered  these  cannon  to  be  fired,  but  that  it 
was  not  done  because  the  crew  were  opposed  to  it.    The  com- 
missioners said  that  so  far  as  these  proceedings  on  Captain 
O'Flaherty's  part  may  have  aggravated  the  personal  injuries 
of  which  he  complained,  he  must  be  content  to  bear  the  conse- 
quences, but  that  for  the  acts  of  the  Mexican  authorities  in  the 
seizare  and  detention  of  the  vessel  and  the  original  imprison- 
ment of  Captain  O'Flaherty,  being  for  the  most  part  illegal, 
and  being  authorized  and  directed  by  persons  for  whose  pro- 
ceedings the  Government  of  Mexico  was  responsible,  an  indem- 
nity should  be  allowed.    They  therefore  awarded  on  the  whole 
claim,  including  the  detention  of  the  vessel  in  1834  and  1836  and 
the  imprisonment  of  Captain  O'Flahertj',  the  sum  of  $8,221^.' 
The  ship  Henry  Thompson^  an  American  ves- 
^*"imiln^^  sel,  sailed  from  Gibraltar  December  8, 1833, 
with  a  cargo  a  part  of  which  was  destined  for 
Vera  Crnz,  Mexico,  and  a  part  for  New  Orleans,  in  the  United 
States.    The  goods  destined  for  those  ports,  respectively,  were 
entered  upon  the  manifest  and  the  place  of  destination  of  each 
article  was  i)roperly  specified.    On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at 
Vera  Cruz  the  master  delivered  to  the  collector  of  the  port  a 
copy  of  his  manifest,  and  received  permission  to  unload  that 
portion  of  his  cargo  which  was  consigned  to  that  port.    Shortly 
after  that  portion  was  landed  a  party  of  men,  ander  the  au- 
thority of  the  collector,  went  on  board  the  ship  and  forcibly 
took  possession  of  the  residue  of  the  cargo,  carried  it  on  shore, 
and  deposited  it  in  the  public  stores,  and  proceedings  were 

^  When  the  Hchoouer  was  seized  at  Matamoras,  on  August  30,  1836,  there 
were  among  the  articles  of  merchandise  on  board  182  bales  of  wool,  the 
property  of  Horace  Sonthmayd.  While  the  vessel  was  in  castody  the 
authorities  stored  this  wool  in  a  warehouse,  where  it  was  burned.  A  claim 
for  Its  loss  was  presented  to  the  mixed  commission  under  the  convention 
of  1839.  The  American  commissioners  awarded  for  the  wool  $3,7^5.60,  the 
sum  which  it  would  have  brought  at  the  time  of  its  probable  arrival  at 
New  York,  the  port  of  destination,  less  freight  and  charges,  together  with 
$375  expenses  incurred  in  protecting  tho  wool  at  Matamoras  after  it^  seiz- 
ure. On  these  two  sums  they  allowed  ruterest  at  7  per  cent  from  April  1. 
1837,  till  March  1, 1841,  the  dat«  of  the  linal  award,  together  with  $166.19 
for  costs  of  translating  and  preparing  paper* — making  in  all  $5,479.22. 
The  umpire  reduced  the  rate  of  interest  to  6  per  cent  and  awarded  $5,353.79. 
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instituted  by  the  collector  before  the  district  judge  with  a  view 
to  its  confLscatioD.    The  grouud  alleged  for  these  proceediugs 
was  that  a  law  of  Mexico  which  prohibited  foreign  vessels 
from  carrying  goods  to  two  or  more  ports  had  been  violated 
by  tbe  shipment  of  the  Cargo  to  Vera  Cruz  and  New  Orleans. 
The  district  judge  decided  that  the  law  in  question  was  in- 
tended only  to  prohibit  the  coasting  trade  of  Mexico  to  foreign 
vessels,  and  that  the  Henry  Thompson  did  not  come  within  its 
provisions.    He  refused,  however,  to  order  the  redelivery  of 
the  goods  to  the  master  without  payment  of  dutiiBS,  which  he 
held  to  be  obligatory  under  instructions  from  the  Vice-Presi- 
dent of  the  republic.    The  master  refused  to  pay  the  duties, 
and  after  entering  his  protest  before  the  United  states  consul, 
abandone<l  the  goods  and  sailed  for  New  Orleans.    A  claim 
for  indemnity  was  presented  to  the  mixed  commission  under 
the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April 
II,  1839,  but,  being  left  undecided,  was  afterward  submitted 
to  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 
1849.    The  commissioners  said : 

<<  The  right  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  to  indemnity  must 
be  determined  by  the  decision  of  the  question.  Were  these 
goods  subject  to  the  payment  of  duties  under  the  Mexican  tar- 
iff! The  right  of  the  Mexican  Government  to  enact  a  law 
requiring  foreign  vessels  voluntarily  coming  intx)  her  ports  to 
unload  the  whole  of  their  cargoes  and  pay  duties  upon  them, ' 
even  though  portions  of  such  cargoes  were  consigned  to  ports 
in  another  country,  will  not  be  questioned ;  and  if  it  were  made 
to  appear  that  such  a  law  existed  at  the  time  the  cargo  of  the 
ship  Henry  Thompson  was  seized,  the  board  would  leel  itself 
constrained  to  reject  the  claim.  Such  a  law,  however,  would 
be  extraordinary  in  its  character  and  in  contravention  of  those 
principles  of  liberality  by  which  the  commerce  of  civilized 
nations  is  governed.  The  board  can  not  in  the  absence  of  tes- 
timony presume  the  existence  of  such  a  law.  The  reasons 
assigned  by  the  Mexican  members  of  the  joint  commission  for 
their  refusal  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the  claim  are  not 
found  among  the  records  or  papers  belonging  to  that  commis- 
sion. •  •  *  A  letter  from  the  American  consul  at  Vera 
Cruz,  which  is  on  file  with  the  papers,  written  immediately 
after  the  decision  [of  the  Mexican  court]  was  made,  refers  to  a 
provision  in  the  Mexican  tariff  law  of  1827  which  provided 
that  the  reembarkation  of  foreign  goods,  imported  at  any  time, 
should  not  exempt  them  from  the  payment  of  import  duties. 
*  •  •  In  the  opinion  of  this  board  the  provision  in  the  law 
referred  to  could  only  be  applied  to  such  goods  as  had  been  vol- 
imtarily  imported  into  Mexico.    *    •    *    These  goods  were 
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not  imported  into  Mexico.  They  were  shipped  from  Gibraltar 
to  New  Orleans.  The  port  of  their  destination  was  entered 
upon  the  manifest.  They  were  never  intended  to  touch  opon 
Mexican  soil,  or  to  be  entered  at  a  Mexican  cnstom-hoase. 
They  were  only  taken  within  the  harbor  of  Vera  Oruz  because 
the  vessel  in  which  they  were  shipped  had  a  portion  of  her 
cargo  which  belonged  there.    •    •    • 

<<  Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  case  the  board  is  bronght 
to  the. conclusion  that  the  exaction  of  duties  was  illegal  aud 
unauthorized  and  constitutes  a  valid  claim  against  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  allowed." 

"  The  brig  Splefidid,  of  New  York,  was  in- 
"*  did""  ^ "*'  ®"^®^  ^y  *^®  Atlantic  Insurance  Company,  of 
Philadelphia,  on  the  20th  of  August  1S35, 
for  a  voyage  from  Norfolk,  Virginia,  to  Montego  Bay,  Jamaica, 
and  thence  on  her  return  to  the  United  States.  By  an  in- 
dorsement on  the  policy  dated  November  3,  in  consideration 
of  an  additional  premium,  permission  wa«  given  to  the  vessel 
to  proceed  from  Montego  Bay  to  Tabasco,  in  Mexico,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  policy.  The  Splendid  sailed  firom  New 
York  on  the  13tli  of  July  1835  to  Norfolk,  and  having  there 
taken  in  a  cargo  of  lumber,  and  three  boxes  containing  soda 
powders,  proceeded  to  Jamaica.  The  master,  on  his  arrival, 
finding  that  the  soda  powders  were  prohibited,  deposited 
them  in  the  custom-house,  to  be  reshipped  to  the  United 
States.  After  disposing  of  the  lumber  he  took  on  board 
twenty  tons  of  stone  ballast  and  the  three  boxes  of  soda 
powders,  which  he  had  deposited  and  which  were  entered  on 
the  manifest  for  the  United  States.  He  then  sailed  for  Tabasco 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  cargo  of  logwood. 

"'  On  the  arrival  of  the  brig  at  Tabasco,  on  the  28th  of  Sep- 
tember following,  her  papers  were  examined  by  the  custom- 
house officers,  who  informed  the  master  that  they  were  ail 
right.  A  few  days  afterward  the  vessel  was  seized  by  order 
of  the  district  judge,  and  without  even  the  formality  of  a  trial 
was  sold  at  auction  for  the  benefit  of  the  government.  The 
master  and  crew  were  at  the  time  imprisoned  and  kept  in  close 
confinement  several  days.  After  his  release  the  master  entered 
his  protest  before  the  consul  of  the  United  States,  abandoned 
the  vessel,  and  returned  home.  The  only  reason  assigned  to 
justify  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  was  the  fact  of  finding  on 
board  the  three  boxes  of  soda  powders,  which  it  is  alleged 
were  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  Mexico.    Whether  this  was  a 
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prohibited  article  it  is  not  material  to  iDquire  in  order  to  deter- 

^rfiine  whether  the  vessel  was  properly  seized.    It  is  clearly 

^^roved  that  the  soda  powders  were  manifested  for  the  United 

states,  and  that  no  attempt  was  made  to  introduce  them  into 

t^exico.    Nothing  occurred  which  could  jastify  a  suspicion  of 

3ny  intention  to  violate  the  laws  of  Mexico  or  to  defraud  the 

government.    The  seizure  and  sale  of  the  vessel  under  these 

circumstances  upon  the  mere  order  of  the  judge  was  wholly 

unjustifiable,  and  a  gross  violation  of  the  laws  of  nations,  for 

which  the  Govemmeut  of  Mexico  was  justly  responsible.    The 

insurance  company,  upon  a  compromise  with  the  owner  of  the 

vessel,  paid  the  sum  of  $2,375  in  discharge  of  the  policy." 

An  award  was  subsequently  made  in  favor  of  the  Atlantic 
Insurance  Company  for  $4,020.12 — ^principal  $2,375,  interest 
$1,645.12. 

Opinion  of  the  commisBionen  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 
1849. 

An  award  was  also  made  in  the  foregoing  case  in  favor  of  Daniel  Col- 
lins, owner  of  the  brig,  for  damages  resulting  from  the  seizure  and  sale, 
1668  the  amount  received  from  the  insurance  company.  The  award  to  Col- 
lins was  |8>434.37— principal  $3,625,  interest  $2,809.37. 

^^The  claimant  resided  iuMazatlan,  in  Mex- 
Piunti^i  Case,  ico,  in  1845  and  held  a  commission  as  consul 
of  the  United  States  for  that  port.  He  was 
also  extensively  engaged  in  mercantile  business,  and  was 
the  only  surviving  partner  of  Parrott  &  Co.  On  the  18th  of 
March  1845  Timoteo  Ganedo,  the  collector  of  the  port,  issued 
an  order  against  Parrott  &  Co.  for  the  payment  of  $4,772.25^, 
which  it  was  alleged  was  due  from  them  for  consumption  du- 
ties on  two  cargoes  of  goods  which  they  had  imported  in  1841. 
Upon  the  presentation  of  this  order  Parrott  refused  payment 
of  the  money  alleged  to  be  due,  on  the  ground  that  no  such 
duties  could  be  legally  demanded.  The  collector  then  referred 
the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  demand  to  a  lawyer,  who, 
after  an  examination  of  the  subject,  gave  an  opinion  in  writing 
that  there  was  no  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  goods  were  im- 
ported which  would  justify  the  exaction  of  the  duties  alleged 
to  be  due,  and  recommended  a  suspension  of  proceedings 
against  the  claimant.  Upon  tUis  opinion  the  proceedings  were 
suspended  and  the  demand  withdrawn. 

"On  the  14th  of  April,  by  order  of  the  collector,  the  demand 
of  payment  was  renewed,  and,  on  the  refusal  of  Parrott  again 
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to  pay  the  money,  an  embargo  was  issned  by  the  collector  against 
his  property.  The  real  estate  of  Parrott,  consisting  of  store 
honsesy  warehouse,  and  dwelling,  with  the  appartenanoefi, 
•  •  •  were  seized  under  this  order  and  placed  in  the  posses- 
sion of  a  Mexican  officer. 

^^The  claimant  then  appealed  to  the  supreme  Mexican  Got- 
ernment  for  relief  against  the  embargo,  through  Mr.  Black, 
consul  of  the  United  States  at  the  City  of  Mexico,  there  being 
then  no  minister  there  representing  the  United  States.  Mr. 
Black,  in  a  letter  to  the  State  Department,  dated  3rd  July 
1846,  stated :  '  I  have  as  yet  received  no  reply  to  my  note  to 
this  government  in  relation  to  the  illegal  embargo  of  the  house 
of  Parrott  &  Co.  of  Mazatlan,  referred  to  in  my  letter  to  the 
Department,  Ko.  335,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  orders  have 
been  given  to  have  the  embargo  raised.'  It  does  not  appear, 
however,  that  the  expectations  of  the  consul  were  realized. 
Commodore  Sloat,  who  was  in  command  of  the  Pacific  squadron 
in  1846,  addressed  a  letter  to  the  State  Department  13th  ^o- 
vember  of  that  year,  in  which  he  stated: 

"  *  On  my  arrival  at  the  port  of  Mazatlan  in  November  last  1 
found  a  large  amount  of  property  under  embargo  and  detention 
by  order  of  the  Mexican  Government  belonging  to  J.  Parrott, 
esq..  United  States  consul  at  that  place.  •  •  *  On  invesr 
tigatiug  the  case  duly,  and  procuring  from  other  sources  all  the 
information  I  could  acquire  and  enough  to  satisfy  me  that  the 
proceedings  agaiiist  Mr.  Parrott  and  his  property  were  palpably 
unjust,  on  the  25th  of  November  last  I  addressed  a  communica- 
tion to  the  minister  of  relations  and  government  of  Mexico  de- 
manding a  release  of  the  property  of  Mr.  Parrott,  and  a  suita- 
ble indemnitication  for  the  losses  and  wrongs  he  had  suffered. 
Notwithstanding  I  apprised  the  Mexican  Government  that  I 
should  await  on  the  coast  its  answer  to  my  letter,  daring  the 
whole  of  my  stay  at  Mazatlan,  near  seven  months,  I  never 
received  any  answer  from  it  on  the  subject.' 

^<  The  claimant  alleges  that  he  did  not  regain  the  possession 
of  his  property  until  January  1849.  Whether  he  was  kept 
out  of  the  possession  until  that  time  by  reason  of  the  embargo 
does  not  appear  from  the  testimony.  From  the  letter  of  Com- 
modore Sloat  it  may  be  inferred  that  when  he  left  Mazatlan, 
which  was  in  June  or  July  1846,  the  property  was  still  held 
under  the  embargo.  A  decision  was  made  by  the  Treasury 
Department  17th  November  1848,  that  the  consumption  duty 
could  not  be  legally  demanded  in  the  port  of  entry  in  which  the 
goods  were  entered.    This  decision  establishes  the  illegality  of 
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the  embargo,  and  it  is  very  probable  that  it  was  withdrawn 
immediately  afterward.  It  may  be  proper  to  remark  that  a 
similar  demand  for  consamption  duties  alleged  to  be  iu  arrears 
was  made  by  the  collector  &om  Messrs*  Scarboroagh  &  Co., 
English  merchants  residing  at  Mazatlan,  at  the  same  time  the 
demand  was  made  of  Mr.  Parrott.  Upon  their  refusal  to  pay 
an  embargo  was  issued  upon  their  property,  but  upon  their 
threatening  to  resist  its  execution  by  force  all  attempts  to 
eiecnte  it  were  abandoned,  and  it  was  subsequently  withdrawn. 

'^The  board  is  satisfied  from  the  evidence  before  them  that 
the  demand  made  upon  the  claimant  was  illegal,  and  that  the 
embargo  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  were  unjust  and  op- 
pressive and  constitute  a  valid  claim  for  indemnity. 

**An  additional  claim  is  presented  by  Mr.  Parrott,  growing 
oat  of  a  seizure  of  a  cargo  of  goods  imported  by  him  in  the 
Hamburg  brig  Matador  and  entered  at  the  port  of  Monterey. 
It  is  very  satisfactorily  proved  that  at  the  time  the  goods  were 
entered  at  Monterey  in  July  1845,  the  duties  were  fully  paid, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $67,873.32^.  The  greater  part  of  the 
cargo  of  the  Matador^  after  the  entry  at  Monterey  and  the 
payment  of  the  duties,  was  reshipped  on  the  Mexican  vessels 
Julia  and  Beptiblianay  and  sent  to  Mazatlan  and  San  Bias. 
Before  the  goods  shipped  on  the  Julia  were  landed  they  were 
seized  by  virtue  of  an  order  from  the  treasury  department  of 
the  Mexican  Government,  upon  the  allegation  that  the  duties 
had  not  been  paid  and  that  a  portion  of  the  goods  were  con- 
traband. Those  shipped  on  the  Republiana  were  seized  by 
Tirtue  of  the  same  order  after  they  had  been  transported  to 
the  interior  to  be  sold.  These  allegations  were  clearly  dis- 
proved on  investigation,  but  yet  the  goods  were  only  released 
upon  the  condition  that  Parrott,  the  owner,  should  give  bond 
with  security  to  pay  the  duties,  should  it  afterward  be  dis- 
covered that  they  were  due.  These  bonds  were  given  and  the 
goods  were  released.  The  claimant  alleges  that  he  was  com- 
pelled to  deposit  the  sum  of  $100,000  with  his  securities,  as  an 
indemnity  to  induce  them  to  execute  the  bonds— that  the  bonds 
have  never  been  surrendered  or  canceled,  and  that  therefore 
he  has  been  unable  to  procure  a  return  of  this  deposit.  This 
allegation  is  not  proved.  One  of  the  securities  has  given  a 
deposition  in  which  he  alleges  that  he  executed  the  bond  from 
motives  of  friendship  for  Parrott,  having  no  interest  in  the 
matter,  but  he  does  not  show  that  he  received  any  indenmity. 


1^' 
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"Tlie  seizure  of  the  goods  was  an  arbitrary  act,  without 
any  justifiable  cause,  and  must  have  resulted  in  injury  to  the 
claimant." 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smithy  and  Paine,  commissioners,  February 
1951,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

"  It  is  suflQciently  proved  that  the  claimunt 
Vanstavoren's  Case,  in  the  year  1839  shipped,  per  brig  Charles  Car- 
roll from  New  York,  17  boxes  of  Cavendish 
tobacco,  containing  2,125  pounds,  which  were  consigned  to  the 
Messrs.  Ilargous  &  Brothers,  at  Vera  Cruz,  and  that  on  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  and  delivery  of  the  manifesto  the  tobacco 
was  seized  by  the  custom-house  ofiBcer,  and  detained  as  a  pn>   • 
hibited  article  of  importation.    It  is  not  altogether  clciir  that 
the  seiznre  was  illegal,  because  the  tarift*  laws  of  Mexico  at  the 
time  are  not  so  distinct  upon  the  subject  of  the  importation  of 
tobacco  as  to  leave  the  question  of  the  prohibition  of  this  kind 
of  tobacco  without  doubt.    Yet  the  requirements  of  the  law 
affecting  articles  which  might  be  seized  as  prohibited  mer- 
cliandise  were  not  followed  by  tbe  authorities.     The  law  re- 
quired  that  the  legality  of  tbe  seizure  should  be  adjudicated 
within  a  certain  time;  but  the  public  authoiities  of  Mexico, 
although  n^peatedly  applied  to  by  the  consignee  of  the  tobacco 
to  bring  the  case  before  a  judicial  tribunal,  refused  or  ne- 
glected to  do  so,  and  the  tobacco  was  kept  in  the  hands  of  the 
seizors  for  several  years  and  until  the  same  was  abandoued  by 
the  owners.    From  the  evidence  the  board  is  satisfied  that  the 
<'ase  was  never  adjudicated  and  that  most  probably,  through 
this  willfulness  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  government  au- 
thorities of  IVIexico,  the  property  became  a  tot-al  loss  to  the 
claimant.     The  board  is  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  claim 
*     *     *     is  a  valid  claim  against  the  Government  of  ^lexico." 

Memorial  of  George  W.  Vavslaroren :  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith, 
and  Paine,  commissioners,  .January  8,  1851,  under  the  at"t  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1849. 

"The  claimant  alleges  in  his  memorial  that 
Scott's  Case.  in  September  1830  he  was  at  Chihuahua  with 
two  wagonloads  of  goods  from  the  Unital 
States;  that  he  paid  at  Santa  Fc  all  the  duties  which  were 
charged  upon  the  goods;  that  in  April  1831,  having  sold  out 
his  goods  at  Chihauhua,  he  prepared  to  return  to  the  United 
States  when  a  custom-house  othcer  of  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment with  a  number  of  armed  si)ldiers  entered  the  house 
occupied  by  him  and  seized  six  bags  of  silver,  each  containing 
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oQe  thousand  dollars,  the  officer  alleging  that  he  made  the 
seizure  for  duties  due  on  the  goods  which  he  had  imported. 
The  officer  alleged  that  other  duties  than  those  paid  at  Santa 
F^  were  due  for  the  payment  of  which  the  seizure  was  made. 
To  support  the  claim  the  deposition  of  John  Prewett  has  been 
filed.  Mr.  Prewett  states  that  <he  was  in  Ghihauhua  in  April 
1831,  and  resided  in  the  same  house  with  Scott,  and  was  pres- 
ent with  him  in  said  month,  when  a  Mexican  officer,  and  as 
this  affiant  believes,  an  officer  of  the  custom-house,  or  a  rev- 
enue officer  of  the  Groyernment  of  Mexico,  entered  the  house 
of  said  Scott  with  a  file  of  soldiers  in  the  Mexican  service  and 
seized  upon  and  took  away  from  said  Scott  six  bags  of  money 
in  sQver  coin,  containing,  as  this  affiant  believes,  one  thousand 
dollars  each;  the  said  officer  alleging  at  the  time,  as  well  as 
this  affiant  now  remembers,  that  said  seizure  was  made  for 
duties  due  ux>on  the  goods  of  said  Scott.' 

<^This  deposition  is  all  the  testimony  which  has  been  pre- 
sented to  the  board.  The  general  statements  which  it  presents 
are  not  sufficient  to  show  any  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the 
Mexican  Government  for  the  alleged  loss  of  the  claimant's 
money.  Twenty  years  have  elapsed  since  the  loss  complained 
of  occurred.  During  all  that  time  no  complaint  has  been 
made  either  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  to  the 
Mexican  (xovemment,  and  no  demand  for  indemnity  has  been 
presented.  No  claim  was  presented  to  the  commission  organ- 
ized under  the  convention  of  1839,  and  it  has  been  presented 
to  this  board  at  a  very  late  period.  This  long  delay  in  pre- 
senting any  claim  for  indemnity,  although  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence against  the  validity  of  the  claim,  may  well  excite  some 
suspicion  and  justify  a  demand  for  proof  more  definite  than 
that  which  has  been  i>resented.    •    •    • 

'^  If  the  facts  occurred  as  they  are  stated  by  the  witness,  the 
most  rational  inference  is  that  it  was  a  mere  robbery  perpe- 
trated by  a  lawless  band  of  soldiers,  or  by  ruffians  who,  for 
the  occasion,  assumed  their  character,  and  used  the  name  of  a 
custom-house  officer  to  cover  the  crime.  For  such  a  wrong 
the  government  can  not  be  held  responsible.  Upon  no  princi- 
ple of  national  law  can  a  government  be  held  responsible  for 
every  act  of  lawless  violence  which  may  be  perpetrated  within 
its  dominions*  If  an  illegal  exaction  of  duties  had  been  made 
by  an  officer  of  the  government  charged  with  the  duty  of  col- 
lecting its  revenue,  it  might  be  charged  that  the  government 
Bhonld  be  accountable;  but  in  this  case  that  is  neither  charged 
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nor  pn^ved.    The  mouey,  it  is  alleged,  was  taken  by  am^- 
house oflicer*    A  wei^jber,  gauger, or  a  clerk  in  thecustomlioase 
might  be  called  a  rustombouse  officer,  yet  the  go^eTwneiit 
could  not  be  beld  accountable  for  any  act  of  lawless  violence 
be  migbt  have  comiuitted.    A  remedy  might  have  been  aSSoiiA 
the  claimant  by  the  judicial  authorities  of  the  place,  but  it 
doea  not  seem  that  auy  application  was  made  to  tbem.  l^ew 
is  not  fiiifficient  i>rf>of  to  show  that  the  wrong,  if  auy  was  per- 
pctrat<?d,  was  done  by  an  officer  for  whose  acts  the  governmwi^ 
could  be  held  responsible/' 

M«niohj*l  of  Uilliam  L.  Scott:  Opinion  «f  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith, «* 
Paim-,  c^oiumiaftioiiew,  March  33, 1851,  nuiler  tlio  act  of  Congress  of  Mai" 
22,  1851, 

^*The  memorial  sets  forth  that  in  the  month 
caie  °JJ^^/'Ei-    ^^  j^jg^  ^^y,  ^j^^^  schooner  ErprcM  safteA  irom 
New  Orlearts  witli  a  cargo  on  board,  belong- 
ing u\  i)art  to  the  memorialist^  bound  for  Omoa,  in  the^^y 
of  rionduras,  intending  to  touch  at  Tnixillo  for  the  purpose 
of  bnicHi"^  jnisftengers   and   a  portion   of  the  cargo.    ^P>^ 
arrivin;:  at  this  latter  place  it  was  ascertained  that  the  port 
and  cistle  of  Oinoa  were  in  a  state  of  rebellion  and  weie 
then  bcsit^ged  by  the  troops  nf  Guatemala,  and  that  all  com- 
lucrcial  ititerconrwe  with  that  i»ort  was  interdicted.     Tbe cap- 
tain and  supercargo  of  the  vessel  thereupon  'resolved  to  seek 
another  market  lor  the  i-argo  and  set  sail  for  Sisal,  Yncatan/iu 
tlic  Republic  of  Mexico,' but  upon  arriving  there  found  that 
port   bloeiuidLnlj  and   thcnee  continued  the  voyage  to  Oam- 
pt*acliy,  where  they  arrived  the  ISth  of  June.    The  manifestof 
the  cargo  wiis  cvliiliittd  to  the  cu  a  toju- house  officer  by  whom 
tlie  vessel   was  boarded,  who   informed  the  captain    that  it 
shonld  have  been  cer titled  by  the  Mexican  consul  at  tbe  port 
of  departure.     On  tiie  tbl lowing  day  the  captain  and  super- 
cargo ai  tended  at  tlie  custom-house  and  delivered  tbe  mani- 
fest, upon  itjspcctiou  of  which  it  was  found  that  tbere  were 
several  proliibited  ai tides*  on  board,  which  by  the   Mexican 
laws  w<'re  liabh^  to  contist  atiori-     Pi oeeedings  were  tberelbre 
instituted  lie  fore  tlie  district  Jud;i:e,  before  whom  tbe  mast^ 
and  superiMrtro  iippeared,  when,  in  tbe  language  of  tbe  memo- 
rial,* tbe  whcde  matter  was  fally  explained  and  understood.' 
The  judge  however  decided  that  the  prohibited  articles  were 
liable  toconrisration  and  ^ave  judgment  accordingly,  &nd  also 
mulcted  the  veHsel  with  an  additional  penalty  of  $202.62,     The 
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memorialist  claims  indemnity  for  the  articles  thos  confiscated, 
and  for  the  penalty  imposed. 

^ISo  appeal  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  this  decision. 
The  claim  was  not  presented  to  the  joint  commission  under  the 
convention  of  11th  of  April  1839,  nor  does  it  appear  that  the 
interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  was  ever 
invoked  in  the  case.  These  are  circnmstauces  indicative  of  a 
conviction  on  the  part  of  the  memorialist  that  the  Mexican 
anthorities  were  justified  by  the  laws  of  Mexico  in  the  pro- 
ceedings which  t«x)k  place.  The  vessel  voluntarily  entered  a 
Mexican  x)ort  seeking  a  market  for  her  cargo,  a  part  of  which 
consisted  of  merchandise  not  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the  country 
to  be  imported.  Those  laws  imposed  a  penalty  for  such  impor- 
tation, and  it  is  not  alleged  and  does  not  appear  that  anything 
more  was  done  than  they  required.  No  complaint  is  made  that 
the  trial  before  the  district  judge  was  not  fairly  conducted,  nor 
that  his  judgment  was  unauthorized  by  the  laws  of  Mexico. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  board  the  memorial  does  not  set  forth  a 
valid  claim  against  Mexico,  and  it  is  therefore  rejected.^ 

Memorial  of  Jame9  F,  De^hois :  Opinion  of  Mesars.  Evans,  Smith,  and 
Paine,  commiiisioners,  January  17,  1850,  under  the  act  of  Congreee  of  March 
3,1849. 

"The  St.  Croix  sailed  from  New  York  to 
^j^^^„  Aransas  Bay,  in  Texas,  in  1834,  with  a  party 

of  colonists  and  their  efiects.    Alter  the  pas- 
sengers and  cargo  had  been  discharged  by  the  permission  of 
the  collector  of  the  port,  a  demand  was  made  by  the  captain 
[of  the  port]  for  tonnage  duties  alleged  to  be  dae,  amounting  to 
$210.    Captain  Ward,  alleging  that  he  had  understood  that 
vessels  arriving  with  colonists  were  not  liable  to  any  charge 
for  tonnage  duties,  and  had  not  therefore  provided  himself  with 
fnnds  to  meet  such  a  charge,  offered  to  pay  $100,  which  was  all 
the  money  he  had  at  the  time,  and  offered  to  draw  upon  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  for  the  residue,  or  to  procure  the  money 
there,  if  a  short  time  should  be  allowed  him  for  the  purj>ose. 
While  he  was  endeavoring  to  make  arrangements  to  raise  the 
money  he  was  finally  seized  by  order  of  the  collector  and  im- 
prisoned twenty-nine  days,  when  he  was  discharged.    In  the 
mean  time  the  vessel  had  been  dismantled,  her  sails  carried  oft', 
her  stores  destroyed  or  taken  away  by  the  order  of  the  collec- 
tor, and  the  captain  deprived  of  all  control  over  her.    He  then 
protested  and  abandoned  her  and  returned  to  the  United 
States.    •.    ♦    * 
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<<  The  forcible  seizure  of  the  vessel  under  the  circamstanoes, 
the  carrying  off  her  sails,  and  the  waste  and  destruction  of  her 
stores  for  the  nonpayment  of  tonnage  duties  sdleged  to  be  dne, 
without  any  judicial  proceedings  either  to  ascertain  the  amount 
of  the  duties,  or  to  direct  the  means  of  enforcing  their  pay- 
ment, appears  to  the  board  as  an  act  of  illegal  violence,  jasti- 
fied  by  no  law  of  Mexico  of  which  they  have  any  knowledge, 
and  constituting  a  valid  claim." 

Memorial  of  William  D.  MQCarty^  a»9ignee  of  John  WooUejf:  Opinion  of 
Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Jones,  commissioners,  November  28, 1849,  m^ 
the  act  oi  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

"  The  schooner  Patrick  B.  Hayes^  an  Amen- 
Cawof  tte'^atrick  ^^^  yessel  registered  at  Philadelphia,  sailed 
from  that  port  to  Vera  Cruz  on  the  2Mh  of 
September  1827  with  a  cargo  of  brandy,  sperm  candles,  and 
cigars.  The  vessel  and  cargo  were  owned  by  Patrick  Hayes, 
the  claimant,  who  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Two  of 
the  crew  being  disabled  by  sickness  when  the  vessel  reached 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Commodore  Porter,  who  was  in  command 
of  a  Mexican  vessel  of  war,  having  met  the  schooner  and  find- 
ing her  crew  insufficient  to  navigate  her,  took  the  sick  sailofs 
on  board  of  his  vessel  and  sent  two  of  his  own  crew  to  fill 
their  place.  On  the  night  of  the  12th  of  October,  one  of  to 
Mexican  sailors  furnished  by  Oommodore  Porter  being  at  the 
helm,  through  his  carelessness  or  treachery  the  vessel  was 
grounded  on  the  coast  of  Yucatan,  opposite  Telhaac.  The 
captain,  having  thrown  overboard  a  part  of  the  cargo  with 
out  getting  the  vessel  off,  on  the  morning  of  the  13th  inst 
went  on  shore  for  assistance.  The  inspector  of  the  port  sent 
out  a  boat,  which  took  oii'  a  part  of  the  cargo  and  also  picked 
up  a  portion  of  what  had  been  thrown  overboard  to  lighten  the 
vessel.  The  inspector  then  took  possession  of  the  vessel  and 
detained  the  captain  on  shore  several  days,  refusing  to  allot 
him  to  return  on  board.  The  captain  applied  to  the  judge  of 
the  district,  Juan  Jos^  Seal,  exhibited  to  him  his  papers,  and 
requested  the  restoration  of  the  vessel  and  cargo.  This  the 
judge  refused  to  do,  but  after  some  days'  delay  ordered  the 
cargo  to  be  reshipped,  and  sent  the  vessel  to  Sisal  for  the  pur- 
pose of  instituting  proceedings  to  procure  their  forfeiture. 
When  the  schooner  arrived  at  Sisal  the  cargo  was  landed  and 
deposited  in  the  custom-house.  Seal  then  instituted  proceed 
ings  before  the  circuit  court  at  Merida  upon  the  allegation  that 
the  brandy  which  constituted  the  larger  portion  of  the  cargo 
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wasof  Sikanish  manafactare  and  therefore  prohibited.  Captain 
HaoBton  made  every  effort  in  his  power  to  procure  a  decision 
of  the  court,  but  without  success,  and  finally,  about  the  latter 
part  of  December,  abandoned  the  vessel  and  cargo  and  returned 
to  the  United  States. 

<^  In  the  mean  time  the  claimant,  who  happened  to  be  at 
Havana,  hearing  that  his  vessel  had  been  seized,  proceeded 
to  Sisal  and  arrived  there  in  January  1828.  The  court  at 
length,  in  February,  decided  that  the  brandy  was  not  of  Span- 
ish manufacture  and  was  therefore  an  article  of  legitimate 
commerce,  and  that  the  vessel  was  not  liable  to  seizure;  but 
in  consequence  of  the  resemblance  of  the  brandy  to  Spanish 
brandy,  and  the  suspicions  attaching  to  the  vessel  from  her 
gronnding  at  Telhuac,  the  owner  was  subjected  to  the  payment 
of  all  the  costs  and  expenses  which  had  been  incurred.  An 
appeal  was  allowed  from  this  decision  to  the  claimant,  upon 
his  giving  bond  with  security  conditioned  to  comply  with  the 
final  decision.  Several  securities  were  offered  who  were  re- 
Aised,  upon  grounds  strongly  indicating  an  intention  to  com- 
pel the  claimant  to  abandon  the  appeal.  The  claimant  was 
finally  compeUed  to  consent  to  a  sale  of  the  vessel  and  cargo 
for  the  {payment  of  the  costs  and  charges  imposed  on  him  by 
the  court,  which  amounted  to  over  $1,500,  iu  addition  to  the 
duties  on  the  cargo,  which  were  about  $1,200.  The  vessel  and 
cargo  were  sold  at  public  sale,  and  out  of  the  entire  proceeds 
the  claimant,  after  paying  the  duties,  costs,  and  charges,  real- 
ized but  about  $1,700. 

'^The  proceedings  against  the  property  of  the  claimant  were 
Yexations  and  oppressive  in  the  highest  degree.  The  papers 
produced  in  evidence  satisfactorily  prove  that  the  voyage  was 
a  legal  one,  honestly  undertaken,  and  without  any  intention  of 
fraud.  The  brandy  had  been  imported  from  Marseilles  by  the 
claimant  but  a  few  days  before  it  was  shipped  for  Vera  Cruz. 
The  seizure  of  the  vessel  was  wauton  and  without  excuse.  The 
proceedings  were  unnecessarily  delayed,  occasioning  great 
expense  and  trouble  to  the  owner  and  captain.  And  when  at 
length  the  tardy  proceedings  of  the  court  were  brought  to  a 
close,  although  that  tribunal  was  forced  to  decide  that  the 
charges  upon  which  the  proceedings  were  instituted  were  false 
and  unfounded,  the  sentence  of  acquittal  was  accompanied  by 
an  order  for  the  payment  of  enormous  costs  and  charges  upon 
the  ground  that  an  intention  of  fraud  had  been  suspected. 
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"  If  the  existence  of  unfoauded  saspicions  should  he  regarded 
as  a  justification  of  the  seizure  and  detention  of  vessels  en- 
gaged in  lawful  commerce,  the  safeguards  which  drilised 
nations  have  thrown  around  the  commerce  of  the  world  irould 
be  wholly  unavailing  to  protect  it  against  the  cupidity  of 
revenue  officers  whose  suspicions  miglit  be  made  theexcoae 
and  apology  for  rapacity  and  extortion. 

^^The  seizure  and  detention  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and 
their  compulsory  sale  to  pay  the  costs  and  expense  incniFed 
after  a  decision  that  the  seizure  was  without  cause,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  board  present  a  good  claim  for  indemnity  against 
the  (Government  of  Mexico,  by  whose  authority  the  proceed- 
ings were  had.  It  is  therefore  decided  by  the  board  that  the 
claim  now  preferred  by  Patrick  Hayes  is  a  valid  claim  against 
the  Republic  of  Mexico." 

Opinion  of  Messra.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  Janaaiy SI, 
1850,  ander  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849. 

'<  The  brig  Harriett  sailed  from  New  Orlean* 

^"***ri2t""^""  ^^  ^^®  ™^^°*^  ^^  ^avch  1824  bound  for  Tarn 
pico,  in  Mexico.  When  near  the  latter  port 
the  brig  was  driven  on  shore  by  a  storm  and  bilged.  Some 
days  after  this  occurrence  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  sold 
at  public  auction  as  she  lay,  with  the  consent  of  the  master 
and  the  United  States  consul  at  Tampico.  The  claimant  be- 
came the  purchaser  for  the  sum  of  $2,000.  He  employed  a 
large  number  of  hands  and  proceeded  to  land  as  much  of  the 
cargo  as  could  be  got  from  the  wreck.  The  most  of  it,  consist- 
ing of  furniture,  dry  goods,  crockery,  wax,  wine,  and  quick- 
silver, was  carried  on  shore.  »  »  »  After  the  goods  were 
landed  a  x)ortion  of  tbem,  estimated  by  some  of  the  witnesses 
at  one-fourth  of  the  whole  amount,  were  pillaged  or  forcibly 
carried  off  by  the  natives  on  the  coast.  The  claimant,  fearing 
that  all  his  goods  would  be  lost,  appealed  to  an  alcalde  and  an 
officer  of  the  customs  at  the  village  of  Los  Pressas,  in  the 
neighborhood,  to  protect  them,  and  by  an  agreement  with  them 
the  residue  of  the  goods  was  deposited  in  the  public  buildings 
at  that  place.  The  custom-house  officer  soon  afterward  sold  a 
portion  of  the  goods  without  the  consent  of  the  claimant  and 
refused  to  i>ay  him  the  proceeds.  He  also  refused  to  deliver 
any  portion  of  the  cargo  still  left  in  his  possession. 

**  The  collector  of  customs  at  Tampico  finally  took  i)088ession 
of  the  goods  and,  refusing  to  deliver  tliem  to  the  claimant,  or 
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to  afford  him  any  other  redress,  referred  him  to  the  supreme 
governmeut  of  Mexico.  The  witnesses  state  that  the  claimant 
applied  to  the  supreme  government  through  Mr.  Wilcox,  the 
United  States  consul  at  the  City  of  Mexico,  for  redress,  but 
without  success.  The  board  is  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that 
the  property  was  wholly  lost  to  the  claimant  and  that  he  has 
Dever  obtained  any  indemnity.  The  pretext  upon  which  it  was 
detained  by  the  collector  at  Tampico  is  not  shown.  Whether 
it  was  for  duties  alleged  to  be  due  or  for  any  violation  of  law 
does  not  appear.  The  matter  appears  to  have  been  brought  to 
the  notice  of  the  supreme  government,  and  under  sdl  the  cir- 
cumstances disclosed  by  the  testimony  it  is  not  an  unreason- 
able presumption  that  the  proceeds  went  into  its  treasury. 

"The  property  has  been  traced  into  the  custody  of  the  col- 
lector of  customs,  and  as  nothing  has  been  shown  which  would 
justify  its  detention,  and  as  the  supreme  government  when  ap- 
pealed to  refused  to  order  a  restoration  or  afibrd  any  redress, 
it  should  be  held  responsible  for  the  loss  resulting  to  the 
claimant." 

Memorial  of  Joteph  Bosque;  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and 
Paine,  oommiasioners,  March  27, 1^1,  nnder  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
3,lS4a. 

^^The  schooner  Hylas  sailed  from  Ports- 
Cwe  of  the  "Hylas."  mouth,  New  Hampshire,  for  Tampico,  in  Mex- 
ico, in  February  1830  with  an  assorted  cargo. 
She  arrived  in  Tampico  in  March,  and  her  manifest  was  sent 
to  the  collector  immediately  after  her  arrival.  The  collector 
iu  a  few  hours  afterward  sent  on  board  an  officer  and  assist- 
ants, who  took  possession  of  the  vessel  and  closed  the  hatches 
upon  the  ground  that  the  cargo  consisted  of  articles  which 
were  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  Mexico.  After  some  delay 
the  vessel  was  unloaded,  and  all  the  cargo  except  the  pro- 
hibited articles  was  delivered  to  the  consignee,  and  by  him 
disposed  of.  The  prohibited  articles  were  stored  in  the  cus- 
tom-house and  probably  confiscated,  although  that  fact  is  not 
clearly  proved.  The  residue  of  the  cargo  and  the  vessel  were 
subjected  to  no  further  restraint  after  the  payment  of  duties. 
^^The  evidence  in  this  case  presents  no  facts  upon  which  the 
Government  of  Mexico  could  justly  be  held  responsible  for  the 
injuries  which  resulted  to  the  owners  from  the  seizure.  The  ves- 
sel arrived  at  a  Mexican  port  with  many  articles  which  the 
laws  of  the  country  expressly  prohibited,  under  the  penalty  of 
5627— VOL.  4 11 


3396  INTERNATIONAL   AEBITRATIONS. 

confiscation.  The  collector  had  an  undonbted  right  to  seize 
those  articles.  To  do  this  it  was  necessary  to  take  possessiou 
of  the  vessel.  It  was  his  daty  to  proceed  without  anreason- 
able  delay  in  the  manner  which  the  laws  of  the  coantry  pre- 
scribed to  enforce  the  penalty  which  had  been  incurred.  If 
any  just  claim  to  indemnity  exists  in  this  case  it  can  only  be 
based  upon  the  delay  which  occurred  before  the  part  of  the 
cargo  which  was  liable  to  confiscation  was  separated  from  the 
residue.  A  deposition  of  the  supercargo  states  that  the  vessel 
and  cargo  were  in  charge  of  the  custom-house  officers  forty  or 
fifty  days;  but  it  is  not  alleged  or  proved  that  under  the  laws 
of  Mexico  any  more  summary  proceedings  could  have  been 
adopted.  It  appears  from  a  letter  from  the  collector  to  the 
minister  of  finance,  quoted  in  a  letter  of  the  secretary  of  foreign 
affairs  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States,  that  during  that 
time  he  was  waiting  for  instructions  from  the  department.  In 
that  letter  he  stated: 

^'^In  my  dispatch  of  20th  of  March  last  I  informed  your 
excellency  of  these  occurrences,  sending  you  at  the  same  time 
documents  in  proof  of  them;  and  your  excellency  in  conse- 
quence was  pleased  to  direct  me,  by  your  sux>erior  order  of  the 
2Ist  of  the  same  month,  to  proceed  in  the  affair  agreeably  to 
the  law  of  May  2nd.  Upon  this  I  caused  the  vessel  to  be 
unladen,  the  part  of  the  cargo  which  was  admissible  to  be 
entered,  agreeably  to  the  existing  tariff'  and  to  the  said  law  of 
2nd  May,  leaving  only  in  the  public  stores  the  goods  prohib- 
ited by  the  thirty-sixth  article  of  the  3rd  chapter  of  the  said 
tariff,  comprehending  the  soap,  tallow,  candles,  morocco,  made 
clothing,  etc.' 

"A  letter  of  the  consul  of  the  United  States  dated  May  8th, 
1830,  stated :  *  The  collector  has  given  me  all  the  cargo  with  the 
exception  of  the  prohibited  articles,  such  as  soap,  candles, 
etc.' 

^*The  deposition  of  the  supercargo  states  that  when  he  dis- 
covered that  a  part  of  the  cargo  was  prohibited  he  requested 
permission  to  return  with  it  to  the  United  States,  which  was 
refused.  This  refusal  presents  no  ground  for  indemnity.  The 
vessel  sailed  direct  for  Tampico,  with  her  cargo  all  manifested 
for  that  port.  She  anchored  in  the  port  and  her  papers  were 
delivered  to  the  collector.  She  was  then  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  Mexico  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  country.  The 
penalties  incurred  could  not  be  avoided  by  a  voluntary  ofter  to 
depart  with  the  unlawful  cargo.  Nor  could  ignorance  of  the 
laws  of  Mexico  (which  is  alleged)  furnish  any  exemption  from 
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their  penalties.  It  was  the  duty  of  those  who  traded  in  her 
ports  to  inform  themselves  of  the  extent  to  which  the  laws 
permitted  their  commerce.  The  owner  undoubtedly  sustained 
a  loss  as  a  consequence  of  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  and  cargo, 
bat  as  the  same  was  clearly  warranted  by  the  laws  of  Mexico, 
and  it  is  not  proved  that  the  laws  were  perverted  or  violated 
to  tbe  injury  of  the  claimant,  he  is  without  redress.  His  loss 
most  be  regarded  as  the  consequence  of  an  attempt,  whether 
knowingly  or  ignorautly,  to  violate  the  laws  of  Mexico  by  the 
introduction  of  goods  which  were  prohibited.'^ 

Memorial  of  Nehemiah  Moses:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and 
Paine,  commissionors,  March  5, 1851,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
3,1849. 

The  schooner  EclipsCj  belonging  to  citizens 
^^!^^  of  the  United  States,  sailed  from  Mobile  in 
the  month  of  February  1836,  having  on  board 
a  frame  and  materials  for  a  house,  bound  to  Tabasco.  She 
arrived  at  the  bar  of  the  river  on  the  26th  of  that  month, 
where  she  was  boarded  by  a  custom-house  officer,  to  whom  the 
proper  manifests  were  duly  delivered.  The  captain  was  taken 
on  shore  in  tbe  custom-house  boat  and  detained  until  the 
next  day.  The  vessel  proceeded  up  the  river  to  a  place  called 
Frontera,  where,  on  the  28th,  she  was  visited  by  five  officers 
of  the  customs,  who  commenced  a  rigorous  search,  and  tore 
open  the  lockers  and  staterooms  under  the  pretense  that  pro- 
hibited articles  were  on  board.  She  was  afterward  subjected 
to  repeated  examinations  and  spoliations,  accompanied  with 
ill  treatment  of  the  master  and  crew.  The  consul  of  the  United 
States,  then  residing  at  Tabasco,  attributed  these  proceedings 
to  the  excited  state  of  popular  feeling  in  Mexico  against  the 
United  States,  growing  out  of  the  revolutionary  movements 
then  taking  place  in  Texas.  The  commissioners  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849,  to  whom  a  claim  growing  out  of 
the  transaction  was  presented,  said : 

''In  the  opinion  of  the  board  these  facts  constitute  a  valid 
claim  against  the  liepublic  of  Mexico.  They  were  the  acts  of 
pabhc  officers,  of  officers  of  the  customs,  of  the  military  and  of 
the  judicial  departments.  They  were  not  the  acts  of  unauthor- 
ized individuals,  but  were  shielded  and  sanctioued  by  those 
exercising  authority  in  the  name  of  Mexico,  and  undoubtedly 
had  their  origin  in  the  causes  assigned  by  the  vice-consul  of 
the  United  States." 
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^^The  claim  for  loss  on  goods  alleged  to  have 
Bdden'tCue.  been  detained  at  Dnrango  is  not  valid.  It 
rests  upon  a  general  declaration  of  the  rere- 
nae  officer  at  Zacatecas,  that  he  would  seize  all  goods  coming 
within  his  jurisdiction  that  proved  to  be  of  the  description 
prohibited  by  the  tariff  of  1837.  The  claimant  alleges  that 
in  consequence  of  this  declaration  (not  known  in  any  instance 
to  have  been  carried  out)  he  was  prevented  from  taking  his 
goods  from  the  warehouse  at  Durango  to  carry  them  into  other 
markets,  lest  they  might  be  seized.  If  this  (daim  coald  he 
valid  there  was  not  an  American  merchant  residing  in  Mexico 
that  might  not  say  he  was  injured  by  that  declaration.  It  is 
not  shown  that  the  threat  was  made  to  affect  any  particaiar 
individual  or  against  American  goods  merely." 

Memorial  of  John  Belden :  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
oommissiouers,  March  31,  1851,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 18^ 

^<The  claimant  in  this  case  seeks  to  obtain 

LoYsU's  Case,      indemnity  for  a  payment  of  $2,000,  made  by 

his  agent  in  Alamos,  in  Mexico,  in  the  year 

1829,  to  procure  the  release  of  certain  goods  belonging  to  him, 

which  had  been  seized  upon  a  charge  of  violating  the  rev^ae 

laws. 

"By  the  revenue  laws  then  in  force  in  Mexico,  all  goods 
imported  into  the  country  were  subject,  in  addition  to  the 
import  duties  which  were  paid  to  the  general  government,  to  a 
consumption  duty  to  be  paid  in  the  State  in  which  they  were 
sold.  Foreign  goods,  after  being  entered  at  a  custom-house, 
and  the  import  duties  being  paid,  if  carried  to  any  point  in  the 
interior  for  sale,  were  required  to  be  accompanied  with  a  man- 
ifest and  clearance  from  the  custom-house  at  which  they  wen 
entered,  and  the  consumption  duties  were  payable  upon  the 
goods  embraced  in  the  manifest  at  the  place  in  the  interior  at 
which  they  were  offered  for  sale.  The  collectors  of  the  interior 
custom-houses  were  authorized  to  confiscate  any  goods  upon 
which  it  was  shown  that  the  import  duties  had  not  been  paid. 
It  was  also  competent  for  the  importer,  after  carrying  his 
goods  to  any  particular  point  in  the  interior,  to  pay  the  con- 
sumption duties  upon  such  portion  of  his  goods  as  he  might 
sell  at  that  point  and  send  the  residue,  with  a  manifest  and 
clearance  from  the  custom-house^  to  any  other  place  in  the 
interior  where  he  might  wish  to  offer  them  for  sale.  By  this 
regulation  the  consumption  duties  were  paid  on  each  piece  of 
goods  at  the  place  where  it  was  sold. 
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"In  the  year  1829  the  firm  of  Lovell,  Tylor  &  Co.  (of  which 
claimant  was  a  member)  dispatched  from  Matamoras  to  the 
interior  a  quantity  of  goods  with  the  nsaal  maiiifent  and  clear- 
ances.   A  portion  of  them  being  sold  at  Saltillo,  the  cousamp- 
tion  daties  on  that  portion  were  paid  at  that  place,  and  the 
residue  were  sent  by  these  several  carriers  to  Alamos,  the 
quantity  taken  by  each  carrier  being  accompanied  with  a  new 
nianif^t  and  clearance  from  the  custom-house  at  Saltillo. 
After  remaining  at  Alamos  a  short  time,  Lovell  took  a  portion 
of  his  goods  in  the  manifest  and  clearance  to  a  town  called 
Jesus  Maria,  in  the  State  of  Chihuahua,  leaving  the  residue  in 
charge  of  Beuben  M.  Potter,  an  agent.    Shortly  after  Lovell 
left  Alamos  a  charge  was  made  in  legal  form  by  the  collector 
before  an  alcalde  that  a  portion  of  the  goods  which  were 
brought  to  Alamos  were  not  embraced  in  the  manifests,  and  a 
confiscation  of  all  the  goods  not  so  embraced  was  demanded. 
Two  persons  were  appointed  by  the  alcalde  to  examine  the 
goods  and  compare  them  with  the  manifests,  who,  after  the 
examination,  reported  that  the  goods  did  not  correspond  with 
the  manifests  and  specified  those  which  were  not  embraced  in 
them,  and  were  therefore  liable  to  confiscation.    Potter  then 
reqaested  that  time  might  be  afforded  him  to  show  that  the 
report  of  the  examiners  was  erroneous.    This  was  granted,  the 
alcalde  in  the  mean  time  closing  the  store  and  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  keys.    On  the  next  day  Potter  solicited  the  inter 
position  of  the  vice  governor  of  the  State,  who  was  then  at 
Alamos,  stating  that  he  ^wishes  to  have  the  matter  closed 
without  judicial,  proceedings,  and  that  he  would  conform  to  the 
dispositions  he  might  make  as  to  what  should  be  allowed  to 
the  implications  and  informers.'    The  vice-governor,  in  his 
certificate  of  the  transactions,  stated :  ^I  immediately  repaired 
to  Potter's  store  to  advise  him  of  the  result  and  ask  him  how 
much  it  would  be  well  to  guarantee  to  those  interested,  in 
place  of  their  legal  emoluments,  to  which  he  replied  that  1 
might  disx>08e  as  I  deemed  advisable,  observing  also  that  the 
amount  of  contraband  did  not  probably  exceed  three  or  four 
thousand  dollars.'    The  compromise  was  then  completed  by  the 
payment  by  Potter  of  $1,500  to  the  officers  interested  in  the 
seizure,  and  also  the  import  duties  on  the  goods  which  it  was 
alleged  were  not  embraced  in  the  manifests  from  Saltillo.    The 
duties  paid  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $533.87.    The  goods  were 
theu  released. 
"This  account  of  the  transaction  is  taken  from  the  expediente 
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whicli  is  presented  as  evidence  to  sustain  the  claim.    A  depo- 
sition of  Potter  accompanies  the  expediente  in  which  he  gives 
a  liistory  of  the  transaction,  which  so  far  as  regards  the  pro- 
ceed ings  corroborates  the  expediente.    He,  however,  denies  Aftt 
any  of  the  goods  were  liable  to  confiscation,  bat  admits  that 
some  of  the  goods  specified  in  the  manifest  taken  out  for  Jesos 
Maria  were  not  embraced  in  the  manifests  from  Saltillo.    The 
proceedings  he  alleged  were  based  on  these  discrepancies,  apart 
of  which  he  says  '  were  merely  verbal  and  the  rest  had  arisen 
from  inadvertence.'    He  admits  that  he  solicitiCd  the  interpo- 
sition of  the  governor  and  that  the  compromise  was  made 
through  him  as  stated  in  his  c-ertificate.    He  does  not  admit, 
however,  that  he  stated  to  the  governor  that  part  of  the  goods 
were  contraband.    He  says:  *He  (vice-governor)  expressed  a 
.willingness  to  intercede  and  inquired  of  me  what  amount  of 
contraband  goods  I  had  on  hand,  to  which  I  replied,  "None." 
He  then  inquired  what  amount  there  was,  though  not  contra- 
band, that  might  be  implicated  by  the  proceedings  then  pend- 
ing.  To  which  I  replied,  in  substance,  that  from  the  unjust 
and  illegal  manner  in  which  the  authorities  were  proceediug 
they  might   perhaps  contrive  'to  implicate  a  considerable 
amount,  naming  a  sum  which  I  do  not  now  recollect.' 

"The  money  was  paid  by  the  claimant's  agent  voluntarily 
upon  a  compromise  of  the  proceedings  instituted  against  the 
goods,  and  it  is  by  no  means  clear,  even  from  the  testimony  of 
the  agent,  that  a  portion  of  the  goods  was  not  liable  to  con- 
fiscation. In  his  deposition  he  states:  ^I  supposed  that  the 
goods  were  more  compromised  on  the  ground  of  technical 
informality  than  they  were.'  This  must  be  regarded  as  an 
admission  that  they  were  compromitted  to  some  extent  If 
any  portion  of  the  goods  was  liable  to  confiscation  the  officers 
had  a  right  to  institute  proceedings  to  ascertain  the  extent  to 
which  the  government  might  proceed  to  obtain  satisfaction 
for  the  violation  of  the  laws.  If  the  claimant  or  his  agent 
voluntarily  paid  a  sum  of  money  to  suppress  the  proceedings 
and  prevent  the  investigation,  the  board  can  perceive  no 
ground  upon  which  the  Government  of  Mexico  can  be  required 
to  refund  it.  The  board  therefore  decides  that  the  claim  pre- 
ferred by  Benjamin  D.  Lovell  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
is  not  valid  and  it  is  disallowed." 

Opinion  of  Moftsrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  Febrauy 
28,  1851,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 
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^^  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Go.  were  merchants  of 

Cue  of  irtade  ft  Go.  Matamoras,  where  they  had  resided  from  the 

year  184^,  carryiDg  on  trade  there,  having  a 

house  of  bnsiness  and  a  home  in  that  city.    They  continued 

to  reside  there  after  the  declaration  of  war  by  the  United 

States  against  Mexico  in  1846,  and  an  til  1851. 

According  to  the  interpretation  of  the  law  of  nations,  by 
the  highest  courts  in  Great  Britain,  it  is  a  i>oint  settled, 
'beyond  controversy,  that  where  a  neutral,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  hostilities,  continues  to  reside  in  the  enemy's 
country  for  the  purposes  of  trade  he  is  considered  as  adhering 
to  the  enemy,  and  as  disqualified  from  claiming  as  a  neutral 
altogether.'  (See  Dr.  Lushington's  judgment  in  the  case  of  the 
Aina^  reported  in  the  Jurist  of  July  1855.)  However  good 
the  claim  of  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Co.,  as  conquered  Mexicans, 
against  the  United  States,  by  the  interpretation  of  the  law 
of  nations  as  given  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Great 
Britain  may  be,  the  claim  ought  to  be  excluded  from  this  com- 
mission. The  Government  of  the  United  States  have,  how- 
ever, entertained  the  claim  in  the  correspondence  between  the  . 
diplomatic  agents  of  the  two  countries,  and  for  this  reason  we 
hold  it  should  be  considered  and  settled  without  further  delay. 

^I  shall  proceed,  therefore,  to  examine  and  decide  the  case 
on  its  merits.  The  case  is  as  follows :  On  war  being  declared 
by  the  United  States  against  Mexico  in  1846,  the  i>orts  of 
Mexico  were  declared  in  a  state  of  blockade;  but  several  ports 
(amongst  them  the  port  of  Matamoras,  on  the  Bio  Grande) 
having  fallen  into  the  possession  of  the  United  States  forces, 
the  government,  on  the  30th  of  June  of  that  year,  issued  a 
circular,  addressed  to  the  collectors  and  other  officers  of  the 
eastoms  in  the  United  States  in  regard  to  Matamoras,  to  the 
following-  effect,  viz: 

^'  'In  the  case  of  application  of  vessels  for  clearance  for  the 
port  of  Matamoras,  you  will  issue  them  under  the  following 
circumstances  : 
"*lst.  To  American  vessels  only. 

''*2d.  To  such  vessels  carrying  only  articles  of  the  growth, 
produce,  or  manufacture  of  the  United  States,  or  of  imports 
from  foreign  countries  to  our  oirn,  upon  which  duties  have  been 
ffiUypaid.  Ui>on  all  such  goods,  whether  of  our  own  or  for- 
eign countries,  no  duties  will  be  chargeable  at  Matamoras,  so 
long  as  it  is  in  the  possession  of  the  United  States  forces. 
Foreign  imports,  which  may  be  reexported  in  our  vessels  to 
Matamoras,  will  not  be  entitled  to  any  drawback  of  duty;  for 
if  this  were  permitted,  they  would  be  carried  from  that  port 
to  the  United  States,  and  thus  avoid  payment  of  all  duties.' 
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^^Of  this  circular,  which  was  published  in  the  newspapers 
at  the  time,  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Co.  must  have  been  aware.  They 
however  sent  to  New  Orleans  and  chartered  the  Americui 
schooner  Star  for  a  voyage  to  Havana,  to  load  a  cargo  of  ma- 
chandise  for  Matamoras,  if  open,  and  if  not  open  she  was  to 
proceed  to  New  Orleans  to  discharge.  The  circular  indicates 
that  no  foreign  goods  could  be  shipped  firom  the  United  States 
to  that  port  until  the  duties  had  been  fully  paid.  Messrs. 
Uhde  &  Co.  could  not,  therefore,  when  chartering  the  fitor, 
have  supposed  that  a  cargo  of  foreign  goods,  from  a  foreign 
port,  could  enter  without  paying  duty,  when  foreign  goods 
firom  the  United  States  were  chargeable  icith  full  duty  in  the 
United  States  in  order  to  their  admission  free  at  Matamora& 

<^It  is  stated  that  it  was  known  at  Havana,  when  the  Siar 
sailed,  that  the  port  of  Matamoras  was  blockaded;  but  it  is 
very  extraordinary  that  a  vessel  should  proceed  to  a  port 
known  to  be  blockaded  to  inquire  whether  it  is  so  or  not.  The 
Star  arrived  at  Brazos  the  6th  of  November  1846,  which  is  on 
the  Texan  bank  of  the  Rio  Grande.  The  captain  went  on  shore 
to  inquire  if  he  might  enter  his  vessel,  and  Mr.  G.  S.  Cook, 
who  was  or  assumed  to  be  deputy  collector,  informed  him  that 
he  might,  and  charged  him  $7.60  for  fees.  Captain  Merrill,  of 
the  Star^  exhibited  his  manifest,  etc.,  and  received  a  permit  to 
discharge  his  cargo  in  the  following  words: 

"  ^  The  roaster  of  the  schooner  Star^  from  Havana,  is  author- 
ized to  discharge  her  cargo  at  Barita  or  at  Matamoras. 

<  G.  S.  Cook, 
'  Ddputy  Collector^  Brazos  St,  JagOj  November  7, 1846? 

"The  schooner  was  then  brought  into  the  river,  and  the 
goods  were  landed  in  open  day  by  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Co.,  and 
placed  in  their  own  warehouses,  and  were,  two  days  afterward, 
seized  by  the  military  commander  of  the  place  on  the  charge 
of  being  fraudulently  introduced. 

"  The  whole  defense  of  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Co.  for  their  landing 
the  goods  rests  on  tlie  value  and  force  thej'^  attach  to  the  permit 
given  to  Captain  Merrill  to  discharge  his  cargo.  It  was  very 
well  known  to  everyone  conversant  with  foreign  tttide  that  it 
is  the  duty  of  every  shipmaster,  on  arrival  at  a  foreign  iwrt,  to 
proceed  to  the  custom-house,  enter  his  vessel,  and  pay  light  and 
port  dues;  until  he  has  done  so  he  is  not  allowed  to  commence 
discharging  his  cargo.    But  this  is  very  diii'erent  from  a  con- 
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si^ee's  permit  to  land  the  goods  whicli  are  entered  and  bonded, 
or  the  daties  paid  by  the  consignees  when  a  i>ermit  is  granted 
to  land  the  same.  The  seizure  was  therefore  justifiable,  as 
uo  inquiry  was  made  by  Messrs.  Uhde  &  Co.  if  any  duties  were 
payable. 

"After  the  seizure,  it  is  stated  that  the  claimants  offered  to 
pay  the  duties  of  the  American  tariff  ichich  teas  to  go  into  oper- 
ation an  the  1st  of  December  next.  This  was  refused  by  Colonel 
Clark,  the  commanding  military  officer,  who  seemed  determined 
to  wait  orders  from  a  higher  quarter. 

^<The  claimants  then  made  application  to  the  British  minister 
at  Washiugton,  who  applied  to  the  then  Secretary  of  State,  the 
Hon.  James  Buchanan.  The  case  was  referred  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  the  Hon.  B.  J.  Walker,  who  examined  the  mas- 
ter of  the  StAiVj  brought  to  Washington  by  the  claimants,  and 
other  evidence,  and  a  final  decision  was  come  to  that  the  seizure 
was  sustained ;  but  an  order  was  made,  directed  to  the  collector 
of  the  customs  at  Galveston,  that  the  claimants  might  have 
their  goods  on  payment  of  duty  according  to  the  tariff  of  1842, 
and  charges  and  expense  of  warehouse  rent,  and  interest  on 
the  daties  from  the  date  of  the  seizure  until  paid. 

"For  some  cause  the  settlement  was  never  carried  into  effect 
The  claimants  allege  that  no  person  ever  came  to  Matamoras, 
as  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  that  the 
goods  were  taken  to  Galveston,  condemned,  and  sold  in  a 
damaged  state  for  about  $8,800. 

"My  belief  is,  that  had  the  arrangement  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  United  States  Treasury  been  carried-  into  effect,  the 
result  would  have  been  that  the  claimants  would  have  realized 
near  the  cost  value  of  their  goods.  I  therefore  award  to  Messrs. 
Charles  Uhde  &  Co.,  or  their  legal  representatives,  in  full  of 
Baid  claim,  the  sum  of  $25,000,  this  15th  January  1855." 

Bates,  umpire,  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
of  Felimary  8,  1853.    (S.  Ex.  Doo.  103, 34  Cong.  1  seas.  pp.  430-453. ) 

"The  umpire  apx)ointed  agreeably  to  the 
CaM  of  Uw  <* Baron  provisions  of  the  convention  entered  into 
^"^"^ "  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
on  the  8th  of  February  1853  for  the  adjustment  of  claims  by 
a  mixed  commission,  having  been  duly  notified  by  the  com- 
ttiissioners  under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  unable 
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to  agree  npon  tbe  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to  tbe 
claim  of  Mr.  Duncan  Gibb,  of  Liverpool,  owner  of  the  ship 
Baron  Renfrew,  against  the  American  Gk)vernmeut;  andhaviog 
carefully  examined  and  considered  the  papers  and  evideDoe 
produced  on  tbe  hearing  of  the  said  claim,  and  having  ood- 
ferred  with  the  said  commissioners  thereon,  hereby  reporte 
that  this  vessel  was  seized  at  San  Francisco  on  a  charge  of 
smuggling,  and  was  libeled  in  the  district  court  of  the  Dmted 
States.  At  tbe  time  it  was  shown  that  the  merchandise  smug- 
gled (59  or  99  Bags  of  Rice)  had  been  entered  in  the  manifest 
of  the  ship  as  stores,  and  according  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  the  smuggling  of  stores  does  not  involve  the  forfeiture 
of  tbe  ship.  She  was  accordingly  cleared  and  restored  to  the 
claimants  by  decree  of  the  court.  The  district  attorney  held 
a  different  opinion  and  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  The  rice  was  condemned  as  forfeited,  and  the 
captain  of  the  ship  incurred  the  penalty  of  three  times  the  value 
(the  rice  sold  for  $2,200),  which  being  unable  to  pay,  he  was 
imprisoned.  At  Washington  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  confirmed  and  the  ship  finally  delivered  up.  Tbe 
ship  had  been  valued  for  bonding  at  923,000,  but  for  some 
reason  the  claimant's  agent  did  not  see  fit  to  give  bond. 

^^  The  vessel  was  seized  August  6th,  1852. 

"  The  libel  was  dismissed  September  2l8t,  1852. 

<^  In  custody  of  the  marshal  four  months  and  twenty-seven 
days,  deducting  the  time  from  the  6th  of  August  to  the  21st 
September,  for  which  no  reasonable  claim  for  detention  can  be 
made,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  detention  of  three  months 
and  a  half  for  which,  and  for  a  portion  of  legal  expenses,  I 
award  to  Duncan  Gibb,  esquire,  and  owners  of  the  ship  Baro* 
Renfrew y  or  their  legal  representatives,  the  sum  of  $6,000  (m 
the  15th  January  1855.^ 

Bates,  mnpire,  December  23, 1854,  conyentloD  between  the  United  Sttto* 
and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853.    (MSS.  Dept.  of  State.) 

Mr.  Bates,  umpire  of  the  mixed  commissioii 
***^Boil"  ^  nnder  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853, 
awarded  $1,000  to  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Only  Son  fcr 
the  wrongful  action  of  the  collector  of  customs  at  Halifex» 
Nova  Scotia,  in  compelling  the  master  of  the  schooner,  whose 
intention  was  merely  to  report  for  a  market  and  to  proceed 


REVENUE   CASES,  3405 

elsewhere  if  cii-camstances  rendered  it  desirable,  to  enter  his 
veBsel  and  pay  a  duty  of  5  shillings  a  barrel  on  825  Darrels  of 
flour,  oomposing  the  cargo,  which  the  master,  having  been 
compelled  to  enter  and  pay  dnty  on  it,  there  disposed  of.  It 
was  doubtful  how  macb  loss  was  sustained  by  the  sale.  But 
according  to  the  master's  protest,  made  at  Halifax,  he  intended 
to  proceed  to  a  port  in  the  United  States,  instead  of  paying 
duty  and  selling  the  cargo  at  Halifax,  and  the  umpire  under  the 
circumstances  made  the  award  above  stated,  which  was  about 
the  amount  of  the  duties.  The  claim  was  the  subject  of  much 
diplomatic  correspondence,  beginning  in  1829,  and  the  British 
Government  agreed  to  pay  any  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
act  of  the  collector,  but  on  examining  the  particulars  refused 
to  pay  anything,  on  the  ground  that  no  loss  was  sufiered. 

<^On  the  12th  day  of  September  ISTyS  the 
^^^"l^^  whale  ship  William  Lecj  of  310  tons,  was  l>nng 
in  the  i>ort  of  Tumbez  [Peru]  and  ready  to 
proceed  on  a  whaling  cruise.  The  captain  of  the  ship,  Lo- 
renzo Gruninger,  having  obtained  the  papers  necessary  from 
the  custom-house  and  from  the  governor,  proceeded  to  the 
oiBce  of  the  captain  of  the  port  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 
biB  clearance.  That  officer,  Don'  Cristobal  Oolona,  refused 
to  dear  the  ship,  on  the  ground  that  the  captain  of  the  same 
owed  a  sum  of  money  to  two  sailors  and  to  a  person  from 
Ecuador,  whose  names  were  not  given.  Captain  Gruninger 
proved  that  he  had  paid  all  just  demands  against  him,  but  of- 
fered security  in  910,000  that  he  would  satisfy  all  lawful  claims 
against  him. 

'^Notwithstanding  this,  the  captain  of  the  port  persisted  in 
refhsing  the  clearance,  nor  would  he  give  to  Captain  Gruninger 
a  passport  to  go  to  Lima.  It  was  not  until  the  22d  of  December 
of  the  same  year  that  the  captain  of  the  port  gave  the  proper 
clearance  of  the  ship. 

^'The  William  Lee  suffered  great  damage  in  its  hull  and 
masts  and  rigging  during  the  three  months  it  was  forced  to 
remain  in  Tumbez,  and  as  experts  declared  that  the  necessary 
repairs  could  not  be  made  at  sea,  the  captain  was  comi>elled 
to  take  his  ship  to  Paita  for  repairs,  where  he  expended  $4,000 
in  making  the  same. 

^^The  whaling  season  being  over,  and  it  also  being  found 
impossible  to  procure  a  suitable  crew  in  Paita,  Captain  Gru- 
iiinger  departed  with  his  ship  for  the  United  States.    The 
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owners  of  the  William  Lee  made  a  claim  apon  the  Pernmn 
Gk)vernmeut  throagh  the  Gtovernmeut  of  the  United  States  for 
$67,514.29  as  damages  in  conseqaeuce  of  the  detention  of  the 
ship. 

'^Upon  examining  the  claim,  the  United  States  Groveromeot 
rednced  it  to  $32,424.54,  and  on  the  22nd  March  1858  iustracted 
its  minister  in  Lima,  the  Hon.  J.  Randolph  Clay,  to  present  to 
the  Peruvian  Government  a  claim  for  that  amount. 

"The  Peruvian  Government  replied  on  the  19th  Janiwry 
1860  stating  that  the  owners  of  the  William  Lee  and  its  cargo 
were  entitled  to  damages,  but  could  not  agree  to  the  amomit 
claimed  by  the  United  States.  The  case  continued  iu  this 
state  till  the  negotiation  and  ratification  of  the  convention  of 
12th  January  1863,  between  the  two  governments  for  the  settle- 
ment of  claims,  when  two  commissioners  were  appointed  by 
each  government  to  adjust  the  claims  between  the  citizens  of 
the  two  governments. 

^^That  commission  in  session  in  Lima,  having  given  audience 
to  the  agents  of  the  two  governments  for  the  presentation  of 
arguments  in  the  case,  came  to  the  following  determination: 

"That  there  is  no  positive  proof  furnished  in  support  of  any 
of  the  items  presented  with  this  claim.  The  principal  de- 
ment of  damage  is  based  upon  the  loss  of  the  whaling  season 
during  the  detention  of  the  ship,  but  this  item  is  sustained  only 
by  presumptive  evidence,  namely,  the  declaration  of  the  ten 
shipmasters  in  the  whaling  service,  as  to  the  probable  catch  (rf 
such  a  ship  as  the  William  Lee  at  that  season  on  the  ^offshore 
ground.'  This  is  stated  at  800  to  1,200  barrels.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  evident  from  the  papers  presented  in  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  claimant  in  support  of  a  different  point 
namely,  the  illegality  of  his  detention,  that  during  the  eight 
een  months  of  the  cruise  actually  preceding  the  detention  of 
the  William  Lee,  as  well  as  during  the  anterior  period  she  had 
been  at  sea,  her  catch  was  only  730  barrels  of  oil.  The  com- 
missioners think  this  a  much  more  reasonable  and  equitable 
as  well  as  a  much  more  tangible  measure  of  damage  than  the 
opinion  of  the  shipmasters.  There  is  no  proof  found  in  respect 
to  the  whole  sum  of  $2,671.11  for  notarial,  consular,  and  other 
fees  and  expenses  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  in  consequence 
of  the  detention  of  the  ship.  The  Government  of  Peru  has 
already  admitted  in  their  correspondence  with  Mr.  Clay,  their 
liability  for  the  sum  of  $4,000  incurred  in  repairing  the  ship  at 
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Paita,  according  t4>  the  report  of  the  board  of  survey.  In- 
cluding, then,  in  the  determination  of  damages  the  loss  of  the 
whaling  season  to  the  Williafn  Lecj  the  $4,000  for  repairs,  $1,500 
for  all  expenses  daring  detention,  and  interest  on  all  losses 
from  the  release  of  the  ship  in  December  1855,  at  the  rate  of  6 
per  cent  per  annnm,  the  commissioners  award  to  the  owners 
of  the  whale  ship  William  Lee  twenty-two  thonsand  dollars 
($22,000)  in  the  current  money  of  Pern,  or  its  equivalent  in 
the  current  money  of  the  United  States." 

Opinion  of  the  commiasion  onder  the  convention  between  the  United 
SUtes  and  Pern  of  January  12, 1863. 


CHAPTER  LXII. 


FORCED  LOANS. 

^^The  board,  having  duly  considered  the 
Dnooiag'B  c^m.  case  of  Theodore  Docoing,  for  a  forced  loan 
exacted  from  him  in  the  months  of  September 
and  November  1836  by  the  Mexican  Government,  find  that  the 
amount  levied  upon  him  was  $1,000.  Bat  in  the  enforcement 
of  it  he  complains  that  money  and  property  to  the  value  of 
$2,000  were  taken  from  him  by  the  Mexican  anthorities.  This 
oomplaiut  he  has,  we  think,  satisfactorily  verified  by  proof. 
The  commissioners  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  Mex- 
ican Government  is  justly  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  $2,000; 
and  they  do  unanimously  award,  decree,  and  decide  that  the 
Mexican  Government  shall  pay  to  the  said  Theodore  Ducoing, 
the  claimant,  the  sum  of  $2,450,  being  the  $2,000  aforesaid, 
with  the  interest  included,  at  the  rate  of  5  per  centum  per 
annniD  thereon,  from  the  11th  day  of  November  1836  up  to 
this  time." 

Commiaeioii  under  the  conyention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
of  April  11, 1839. 

In  the  case  of  John  EhlerSf  before  the  same  board,  a  claim  was  made  for 
1^.75,  exacted  by  the  Mexican  authorities  as  a  forced  loan.  The  case 
WW  referred  to  the  nmpire,  Baron  Roenne,  on  the  qnestion  whether  the 
claim  had,  as  required  by  the  convention,  been  presented  to  the  Depart- 
mrnt  of  State  or  to  the  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States  at  Mexico 
prior  to  the  signature  of  the  conyention ;  and  the  umpire  decided  that  it 
had  not  been.  No  allowance  was  made.  The  same  claim,  apparently, 
WM  presented  to  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 
^,  and  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  Ehlers  was  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  at  the  time  when  his  claim  originated. 

^<  It  is  proved  in  this  ease  that  the  memori- 

BnnM'i  Case,     alist  [William  Homan]  and  one  James  H,  Far- 

ringtou  were  copartners  and  doing  basiness  as 

cabinetmakers  in  the  City  of  Mexico  in  the  year  1836,  both 

teing  citizens  of  the  United  States.    In  the  month  of  October 
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of  that  year  a  forced  loan  was  ordered  to  be  made  by  the  Mexi- 
can Government,  to  which  citizens  of  the  United  States,  as 
well  as  other  residents  of  Mexico,  were  required  to  subscribe. 
The  amount  assessed  upon  said  company  was  $100.  The  com- 
pany protested  against  this  exaction  and  refused  to  pay  it; 
and  in  consequence  their  property  of  the  value  of  $220  was 
seized  and  sold  at  auction  to  raise  tbe  required  amount  The 
board  is  of  opinion  tbat  this  constitutes  a  valid  claim  against 
the  Government  of  Mexico,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  Ae 
memorialist  is  entitled  to  more  than  a  moiety  of  the  amount 
The  copartner  is  equally  entitled,  and  may  hereafter  preto  a 
claim  for  his  share  of  the  indemnity." 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commisHionera,  Janojtfy22, 

1850,  ander  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849.    The  commissionen  sab- 
sequently  awarded  $187.75 — $110  principal,  $77.75  interest. 

"  It  is  clearly  proved  by  the  evidence  in  sop- 
Bohmson's  Case,  port  of  the  claim  in  this  case  that  the  memo- 
rialist [John  A.  Bobinson],  who  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  was  residing  at  Guaymas,  at  the  ontbieak 
of  the  late  war  with  Mexico,  and  was  consul  of  the  United 
States  for  that  port.  He  was  required  to  remove  to  the  dis- 
tance of  twenty  leagues  from  the  coast  about  the  1st  of  Octo- 
ber 1846,  and  accordingly  took  up  his  residence  at  Hennosville, 
where  he  remained  until  May  1848.  The  supreme  govemmeot 
of  Mexico,  on  the  17th  of  June  1847,  issued  a  decree  for  a 
forced  loan  of  $1,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the 
war  against  the  United  States.  The  proportion  of  this  loan 
assessed  upon  the  claimant  was  $660,  which  sum  he  wad  com- 
pelled to  pay,  but  against  which  he  entered  his  protest  In 
the  opinion  of  the  board  the  Mexican  Government  had  no  righl 
to  require  the  payment  of  this  sum  or  any  sum  of  the  mwno- 
rialist,  and  it  therefore  decides  that  the  claim  is  valid,  and 
allows  it  accordingly.'^ 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  Jannaij?* 

1851,  under  tbe  act  of  March  3,  1849. 

A.  B.  Thompson  and  John  C.  Jones  presented  a  claim  for  $2,843.50,  ti» 
amount  of  a  forced  loan  made  in  California  in  1836,  by  order  of  the  gov- 
ernment, from  funds  of  the  claimants.  The  claim  was  subsequently  teeog- 
nized  by  the  Mexican  Government,  and  was  allowed  by  the  commissiooere. 
A  claim  of  Sanforth  Kidder  for  a  '*  forced  loan  ''  made  in  January  1836  to 
the  commissary  department,  as  proved  by  the  original  certiticate  giv^ 
to  the  claimant  by  the  commissary -general,  was  also  allowed.  In  thecaie 
of  Benjamin  Lovell,  a  claim  for  a  forced  loan  was  rejected  for  want  of 
evidence.    In  the  case  of  William  S.  Parrott,  which  was  before  the  mix«d 
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eommission  under  the  convention  of  1839,  a  claim  was  made  for  $1,000,  the 
amoont  of  a  forced  loan  exacted  by  the  Mexican  Government  in  1836. 
The  commiasioners-nnder  the  act  of  1849  said :  ''  This  item  waa  allowed  by 
the  Mexican  members  of  the  mixed  commi/ision  to  be  valid.  The  board 
therofore  decide  that  this  item  of  the  claim  is  valid,  and  it  is  allowed 
accordingly." 

Moses  Moke  (No.  342,  Am.  docket)  made  a 
MokaPi  CaM.  claim  before  the  mixed  commission  under  the 
convention  of  July  4,  1868,  for  $1,000,  exacted 
as  a  <^ forced  loan"  December  21, 1864,  $500  as  damages  for  a 
day's  imprisonment  to  which  he  was  subjected  '^to  force  the 
loan,"  and  $300  exacted  at  a  << forced  loan''  April  2, 1865.  fie 
also  claimed  interest  on  each  of  the  '^  loans."  Mr.  Wadsworth, 
on  August  16,  1871,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  commission, 
said: 

"^The  forced  loans  were  illegal;  the  imprisonment  was  only 
for  oue  day,  and  resulted  in  no  actual  damage  to  claimant  or 
his  property ;  but  we  wish  to  condemn  the  practice  of  forcing 
loans  by  the  military,  and  think  an  award  of  $500  for  24  hours' 
imprisoDment  will  be  sufficient.  While  the  calamitous  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  officers  of  the  government  and  the 
people  of  Mexico  at  the  time  are  entitled  to  much  considera 
tion  on  the  question  of  damages,  nevertheless  we  can  not  too 
strongly  condemn  this  arbitrary,  illegal,  and  une<iual  way  of 
supplying  the  wants  of  the  military.  If  larger  sums  in  dam- 
ages, in  such  cases,  were  needed  to  vindicate  the  right  of  indi- 
vidnals  to  be  exempt  from  such  abuses,  we  would  undoubtedly 
feel  required  to  give  them.  The  loans  were  paid  in  Mexican 
coin,  but  considering  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  coins  of 
the  two  countries,  and  the  exchange  on  New  York  from  Mata- 
moras,  it  will  be  right  to  award  currency.  We  award  the  sum 
of  $2,425,  and  $100  as  costs,  etc.,  currency  of  the  United 
States." 

MS.  Op.  II.  165. 

After  Sir  Edward  Thornton  had  succeede<l 
Xeiianii^t  CaM.  I>r.  Lieber  as  umpire,  and  Mr.  Zamacona  had 
become  Mexican  commissioner,  the  case  of 
McManus  Brothers  (Francis  McManus  et  al.  v.  Mexico,  No. 
348,  Am.  docket)  came  on  for  decision.  Mr.  Wadsworth,  the 
American  commissioner,  rendered  (MS.  Op.  III.  359)  the  fol- 
lowing opinion : 

"One  of  the  claimants  has  fnrnished  us  with  the  several 

decrees  under  which  the  special  contributions  levied  on  his 

firm  were  made.    It  appears  from  these  decrees,  very  plainly, 

that  the  contributions  were  either  levied  upon  all  the  property 
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of  all  the  iuliabitants  of  the  republic,  or  upon  all  the  cantons 
of  the  State  of  Chihnahaa.  The  levy  thus  being  upon  aU 
equally,  is  certainly  lawful,  and  foreigners  having  property  in 
the  country  were  equally  bound  with  citizens  to  pay  the  con- 
tribution, which  was  in  fact  only  an  extraordinary  war  tax. 
Claimants  are  in  error  in  supposing  that  as  the  levy  was  made 
to  resist  the  French  invasion,  they  were  therefore,  as  ahens, 
exempt  from  the  imposition.  Aliens  residing  in  the  United 
States  during  the  late  war  were  bound  to  pay  the  same  taxes 
as  the  citizens  of  that  country,  whether  ordinary  or  extraor- 
dinary. Nothing  can  be  more  just  than  that  aliens  residing 
in  the  country,  and  accumulating  property  there,  by  traffic  or 
otherwise,  should  contribute  equally  tvith  all  others  to  its 
defense  against  its  armed  invader. 

<^  It  is  my  opinion  that  claimants,  then,  can  only  recover  here 
for  the  forced  loans  imposed  upon  them  and  collected.  TheBe 
are  not  only  unlawful,  but  the  government  undertakes  in  terms 
to  repay  the  money.  They  are  contrary  to  the  treaty  of  1831 
and  to  right,  because  they  are  not  imposed  upon  all  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  state  in  same,  equal,  and  uniform  manner,  and 
do  not  profess  to  be  taxes  or  contributions  to  the  public  neces- 
sities, but  only  temporary  loans,  wrung  out  of  the  unhappy 
wretches  at  the  point  of  the  bayonet.  They  are  deplorably  fre- 
quent in  Mexico  and  are  wicked  beyond  the  power  of  expression, 
and  cast  a  reproach  upon  all  engaged  in  levying  or  sustaining 
them.  Surely  nations  that  submit  to  them  are  entitled  to  tbe 
praise  due  to  patience  and  forbearance.  Claimants  shonM 
have  an  award  for  the  forced  loans  with  12  per  cent  interest 
In  my  opinion  the  sums  of  money  obtained  by  force  are  tiie fol- 
lowing, viz:  July  11,  1865,  $2,000;  August  4,  1865,  $1,000; 
March  28,  1866,  $1,000;  July  17, 1866,  $1,000;  August  1, 1866, 
$1,000. 

The  loan  of  May  15, 1866,  is  subject  to  a  credit  of  $539.64, 
repaid.  I  understand  the  sum  of  $2,400  exacted  of  Francis 
McManus  to  be  included  in  the  sum  of  $6,000,  which  the 
*  mint  property '  was  compelled  to  pay  (see  affidavit  of  Francis 
McManus,  paper  No.  20)  and  which  is  embraced  in  another 
cLaim  pending  before  this  commission.  I  can  not  doubt  my 
duty  to  award  the  foregoing  sums  with  interest." 

Mr.  Zamaeona  (MS.  Op.  III.  361)  said : 

<<Upon  a  close  examination  it  [the  claim]  appears  to  consist 
of  various  elements — pecuniary  loans  made  at  times  to  tbe 
government  of  the  State  and  at  others  to  the  governmentof  the 
republic;  at  times  in  the  nature  of  taxes,  at  others  as  forced 
loans;  some  in  their  own  name  and  some  in  the  name  of  other 
people.  It  is  perceivable  from  this  that  some  of  the  allega- 
tions, as,  for  example,  the  payment  of  general  taxes,  c«n  not 
be  the  subject  of  a  claim. 

"  But  even  taking  the  grounds  of  the  claim  altogether,  there 
are  other  principles  which,  taken  in  connection  with  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  do  not  permit  the  claimants^  preten- 
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sious  to  be  admitted.  Foreigners,  with  regard  to  their  local 
property,  are  sabject  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they 
may  reside.  The  acts  of  the  aathorities  are  presumably  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  until  it  is  proven  that  they  are  other- 
wise. A  diplomatic  claim  may  be  made  when  the  claimant 
has  been  the  victim  of  a  palpable  injustice  when  making  use  of 
his  ordinary  or  usual  remedies.  When  he  fails  to  make  use  of 
SQchas  are  furnished  him  by  the  local  laws,  there  is  no  ground 
for  complaint.  Now,  with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  payments 
such  as  those  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  claimants,  and 
with  regard  to  such  as  from  their  nature  demand  repayment, 
recent  provisions  of  the  Mexican  legislation  show  no  int>ention 
on  the  part  of  the  public  authorities  to  ignore  such,  but  on  the 
contrary  a  desire  to  facilitate  and  methodize  the  exercise  of 
snch  a  right.  The  holders  of  claims  contracted  during  the  last 
war  for  which  the  government  is  responsible  have  been  con- 
voked; an  institution  has  been  established  for  the  examination 
of  their  vouchers;  the  time  granted  for  their  presentation  has 
been  extended  several  times,  with  a  prospect  that  payment 
would  follow  an  adjustment  according  to  its  means.  Snch 
creditors  as  have  not  responded  to  the  call  can  complain  of  no 
injustice.  Their  ground  of  complaint  would  arise  when,  upon 
making  use  of  the  legal  remedy,  they  should  meet  with  any 
palpable  act  of  injustice  either  in  their  adjustment  or  payment. 
''The  difficulties  of  discussing  questions  such  as  the  present 
before  our  commission  and  not  before  the  board  of  audit  estab- 
lished in  Mexico  can  be  seen  in  the  present  case.  The  com- 
mission, as  it  is  easy  to  observe  by  Order  No.  10,  is  even  em- 
barrassed for  the  want  of  legal  data,  and  as  to  the  facts  which 
the  board  of  audit  of  the ''  Contadnria  Mayor  Mexicaua  "  abun- 
dantly possesses.  •  *  *  if  our  commission  should  attempt 
to  disentangle  and  classify  the  heterogeneous  mass  of  claims 
embraced  in  this  expediente  in  addition  to  admitting  a  prema- 
ture daim  and  assuming  powers  which  belong  to  a  domestic 
institution,  it  would  expose  itself  to  err  for  the  want  of  means 
of  investigating  which  are  not  within  its  reach.  I  should  here 
repeat  the  considerations  upon  this  same  subject  stated  in  my 
opinion  of  this  date  in  case.  No.  101,  of  Patrick  Francis  Ryder. 
I  refer  to  them  and  hope  that  the  umpire  of  the  commission 
wiU  take  them  into  consideration.  My  opinion,  therefore,  is 
that,  leaving  the  claimants'  rights  intact,  to  be  made  use  of  by 
them  in  the  ordinary  way,  the  claim  in  its  diplomatic  char- 
acter be  dismissed." 

After  these  opinions  were  delivered  Mr. 
^^^Ti^taiL         Ashton,  the  agent  and  counsel  of  the  United 
States,  in  a  printed  argument  before  the  um- 
pire in  Francis  Ease  v.  Mexico,  No.  344,  maintained : 

1.  That  great  weight  should  be  given  to  the  fact  that  claims 
on  account  of  forced  loans  were  allowed  by  the  commission 
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nuder  the  conveutiou  of  April  11, 1839,  the  Mexican  commis- 
sioners coucarring  with  the  American  iu  the  awards,  and  by 
the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1S49. 
The  forced  loans  allowed  by  those  commissions  ^^would  appear 
to  have  been  levied,"  said  Mr.  Ashton,  **  without  discrimina- 
tion, upon  Mexicans  and  Americans  alike,  in  the  particular 
localities." 

2.  That  while  there  was  no  <^  special  clause"  in  the  treaty  of 
1831  ''in  reference  to  forced  loans  nominatim,'^  such  loans 
came  within  the  eighth  article  "upon  a  proper  interi>ret»tioii 
of  it."  If,  said  Mr.  Ashton,  money  did  not  come  within  the 
literal  signification  of  the  word  "effects"  in  that  article,  that 
word  should  be  "extended  by  construction"  so  as  to  include 
it.  (Vattel,  Book  II.  Ch.  XVII.  sec.  290;  Grotius,  Book  11. 
Oh.  XVI.  sec.  25;  2  Phillimore,96;  2  Austin  on  Jurisprudent-e, 
1025.)  While  private  property  might  be  taken  for  public  use, 
compensation  should  be  made  to  the  individual  owner.  (Grotius, 
Book  VIII.  Ch.  XIV.  sec.  7;  Pufendorf,  Book  VIII.  Ch.V. 
sec.  7;  Byukershoek,  Quaest.  Jur.  Pub.  Book  II.  Ch.  XV.f 
2  Johns.  Ch.  165;  Consyt.  of  Mexico,  1857,  lit  I.  Art  27: 
Blackstone's  Gomm.  139;  Grant  v.  U.  S.,  1  Ct.  of  Claims,  50.) 
But  it  was  unnecessary  to  resort  to  extensive  interpretation. 
All  kinds  of  personal  property  were  comprehended  by  the 
"natural  signification''  of  the  eighth  article.  The  word  "ef- 
fects" had  been  held  in  a  will  to  be  equivalent  to  property  or 
worldly  substance,  (Hogan  v.  Jackson^  1  Cowper,  304;  HtarM 
V.  Wiggmgt07ij  2  Maddock's,  Ch.  120;  Campbell  v.  Pre»cott,15 
Ves.  499.) 

3.  That  if  money  was  within  the  eighth  article,  the  govern- 
ment, when  it  appropriated  money,  became  "  immediately  and 
absolutely  liable  '^  to  repay  it,  and  the  individual  might  bring  an 
action  to  recover  it  without  a  prior  "express  demand  or  applica- 
tion for  repayment."  (8  Johns.  Rep.  374;  5  Cowen,  516;  13 
Peters,  136;  12  Geo.  IV.  c.  78;  Grant  v.  U.  S.,  1  Ct  of  CL  50; 
Johnson  v.  17.  /S\,  2  id.  415;  U.  S.  v.  Klein^  13  Wall.  136;  Smoot's 
Case,  15  Wall.  15;   U.  8.  v.  O'Keefe,  11  Wall.  179.) 

4.  That  if  forced  loans  were  not  within  the  eighth  article, 
the  Mexican  Government  would  be  liable  for  their  repayment 
"under  the  settled  principles  of  universal  law  applicable'' to 
"  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain."  {Sinneckson'^* 
John8on^2  Harrison  (N.  J.),  129;  Gardner  y.  Village  of  NewhurgK 
2  Johns,  ch.  165;  Mitchell  v.  Harmony y  13  Howard,  134,) 
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6.  That  a  "forced  loan"  was  "  a  taking  of  money  for  pablic 
nse  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  not  in 
the  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation,  (Cooley,  Oonstit.  Lim. 
527,  note;  6  Cranch,  145.)  Even  if  the  treaty  of  1831  were 
coDStnied,  as  it  was  understood  that  the  ampire  had  construed 
it,  as  gaaranteeing  against  a  discrimination  in  the  matter  of 
forced  loans  as  between  citizens  and  foreigners,  this  fact  would 
Dot  release  the  state  from  the  obligation  to  repay  where  no 
SQch  discrimination  was  made.  If  this  view  was  correct,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  words  '^  charges  or  con- 
tributions or  taxes  ^  in  the  ninth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1831 
included  "forced  loans."  The  words  "charges  or  contribu- 
tions"  should,  however,  be  construed  as  describing  such  as 
were  "levied  under  the  power  of  taxation,  and  not  under  the 
right  of  eminent  domain."  (26  111.  367;  12  111.  406;  10  Wis. 
242;  4  N.  Y.  419;  3  Scam.  111.  130;  29  111.  494.) 

The  umpire,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  Novem- 
AwtfdoftheUmpire.  ber  26,  1874,  delivered  (MS.  Op.  IV.  178)  the 
following  opinion : 

"The  case  of  McManv^  Brothers  v.  Mexico^  No.  348,  involves 
two  claims,  one  for  what  are  called  in  the  memorial  ^  involun- 
tary'  contributions,  and  the  other  for  forced  loans,  levied  upon 
the  claimants  by  Mexican  authorities.  With  regard  to  the 
first  of  these  the  two  commissioners  appear  to  be  agreed  that 
the  claimants  are  not  entitled  to  compensation,  and  no  obser- 
vations are  therefore  needed  from  the  umpire. 

"The  second  question  is  whether  forced  loans  could  properly 
he  exacted  from  citizens  of  the  United  States  by  the  Mexican 
anthoritie.s.  The  principal  argument  of  the  claimant  is  that 
treaty  stipulations  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
exempt  them  from  the  payment  of  forced  loans.  The  umpire, 
after  examination  of  the  treaties  between  the  two  countries, 
can  find  no  mention  of  forced  loans  and  no  stipulation  which 
accords  or  implies  the  exemption  of  tJnited  States  citizens 
from  their  payment. 

"Article  VIII.  of  the  treaty  of  1831  stipulates  that  the  <  citi- 
zens of  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  liable  to  any 
embargo.'  This  can  not  imply  the  nonpayment  of  forced  loans ; 
and  further,  ^  nor  8hall  their  vessels,  cargoes,  merchandise,  or 
effects  be  detained  for  any  military  expedition,  nor  for  any 
public  or  private  purpose  whatsoever,  without  corresponding 
compensation.'  If  it  were  possible  to  imagine  that  *  the  deten- 
tion of  effects'  implied  the  payment  of  forced  loans,  these 
<»Qld  not  be  exacted  without  corresponding  compensation. 
Bnt  the  compensation  could  only  be  either  the  immediate 
retom  of  the  money,  which  would  be  absurd,  or  its  repayment 
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at  some  future  date.  Now,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  claim- 
ants ever  made  any  application  to  the  Mexican  Government 
or  were  refused  repayment.  The  defensive  evidence  asserts  that 
those  who  applied  were  repaid,  and  the  claimants  do  not  lebnt 
this  assertion. 

<^ Article  IX.  of  the  same  treaty  stipulates  that  <the  dtizens 
of  both  countries,  respectively,  shall  be  exempt  firom  con 
pulsory  service  in  the  army  or  navy;  nor  shall  they  be  suIk 
jected  to  any  other  charges,  or  contributions,  or  taxes,  tban 
such  as  are  paid  by  the  citizens  of  the  States  in  which  th^ 
reside.'  Forced  loans  may  well  be  included  in  *  charges,  w 
contributions,  or  taxes,'  and  the  clear  inference  is  that  if  the 
citizens  of  the  State  were  subjected  to  forced  loans,  hard  and 
impolitic  as  they  might  be,  citizens  of  the  United  States  vere 
not  exempt  from  them. 

"For  it  appears  by  the  evidence,  and  the  claimants  do  not 
deny,  that  these  forced  loans  were  distributed  amongst  the 
whole  of  the  inhabitants,  whether  native  or  foreign,  of  the 
republic  or  of  the  particular  State. 

"  In  the  treaties,  then,  between  Mexico  and  the  United  Stat^ 
there  seems  to  be  no  mention  of  forced  loans.  But  in  oertaiD 
treaties  made  by  the  former  with  some  other  nations  there  is 
a  stipulation  with  regard  to  them.  If,  however,  this  stipulation 
implies  an  exemption  from  their  payment,  it  is  a  qualified  ex- 
emption. In  the  treaty  with  Great  Britain  it  is  stipulated  that 
'  no  forced  loans  shall  be  levied  upon  them,'  whilst  the  Spanish 
version  is  that  '  no  forced  loans  shall  be  levied  specially  apon 
them.'  A  stipulation  precisely  similar  to  the  treaty  with 
Great  Britain  is  to  be  found  in  the  treaties  with  the  Nether- 
lands, Denmark,  Chile,  Peru,  Prussia,  the  Hanse  towns,  and 
Austria.  The  umpire  considers  that  it  implies  that  forced 
loans  may  be  levied  upon  the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  provided  they  be  not  levied  especially  upon 
them  without  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  proporti<)n 
being  levied  upon  all  the  other  inhabitants  of  the  respective 
countries,  whether  natives  or  foreigners. 

^<  The  umpire  also  observes  that  the  claimants  made  contann- 
ous  payment  on  account  of  forced  loans  for  several  years;  y^ 
there  is  no  evidence  that  during  that  time  they  made  any  repre- 
sentation upon  the  subject  to  their  government,  or,  if  they  did 
so,  that  the  United  States  Government  addressed  any  remon 
strance  to  the  Mexican  Government  against  the  exaction  of 
these  forced  loans ;  it  possibly  felt  that  the  terms  of  its  treaties 
with  Mexico  would  not  justify  such  a  remonstrance. 

"  The  agent  of  the  United  States  in  his  argument  before  the 
umpire  in  the  case  of  Francis  Rose  v.  Mexico^  ISo,  344,  has 
stated  that  the  liability  of  Mexico  for  the  forced  loans  must  be 
regarded  as  settled  by  the  old  precedents  of  decision  in  this 
commission,  and,  «n8  he  thinks,  by  the  case  of  Geo.  Pen  John 
son  V.  Mexico,  No.  357.     With  regard  to  his  own  opinion  in 
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that  case,  the  umpire  must  be  allowed  to  observe  that  he  ex- 
pressed none  as  to  the  right  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  im- 
pose forced  loans  upon  United  States  citizens.  He  did  not 
enter  into  tiiat  question,  because  in  that  case  he  found  that 
there  was  not  sufficient  proof  tbat  the  ^forced  loans'  were  actu- 
ally paid,  or  if  so  paid,  that  they  were  not  refunded  afterward. 

^^In  the  memorial  in  the  case  now  before  the  umpire,  it  is 
stated  that  one  of  the  claimants,  George  L.  McManus,  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  because  he  refused  to  pay  a  forced 
loan.  The  umpire  does  not  consider  that  this  is  the  proper 
way  of  enforcing  the  payment  of  any  tax,  and  it  might  have 
entitled  the  claimant  to  compensation,  but  of  this  fact  there  is 
no  evidence  but  that  of  the  claimant,  which  the  umpire  does 
not  consider  sufficient. 

^^The  umpire  is  therefore  of  opinion  that  in  the  case  of 
McMantM  Brothers  v.  MejcicOj  No.  348,  the  claim  on  account 
of  forced  loans  and  of  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  G.  W. 
McManus  must  be  disallowed." 

After  the  foregoing  decision  was  made,  the 
csueoiBoia:  Opinion  question  was  reargued  by  the  commissioners  in 

of  ifr.  Wadfworth.  the  case  of  Francis  Rose,  No.  344,  in  which  Mr. 
Wadsworth  delivered  an  extended  opinion. 

Mr.  Wadsworth  began  by  saying  that  "on  several  occasions 
the  money  of  claimant  [Hose]  was  forced  from  him  for  public 
ase:  that  on  one  occasion  he  was  imprisoned  and  treated 
badly  until  he  procured  his  release  by  paying  $500  as  a  loan 
to  the  government;"  and  that  the  commission  had  "never 
donbted  its  x>ower  or  its  duty  to  award  the  return  of  the  money 
thas  taken  by  force  for  the  public  use,  with  interest,  until  the 
third  commissioner  nominated  by  Mexico  to  the  board  raised 
the  objection."  Mr.  Wadsworth  here  referred  to  the  cases  of 
Moses  Moke,  No.  342;  Robert  Wulfing,  No.  346;  Rudolph 
Dressel,  No.  450;  Starr  &  Merritt,  No.  516,  and  D.  D.  Brainard 
&  Co.,  No.  672.  These  "  decisions  by  the  commissioners  "  were, 
said  Mr.  Wadsworth,  "  approved  by  the  umpire,  Dr.  Lieber, 
in  Miller  v.  Mexico.^  In  making  them  the  commissioners  fol- 
lowed the  precedents  under  the  convention  of  1839  and  the  act 
of  1849,  and  thus  the  matter  stood  till  the  umpire's  decision  in 
the  case  of  McManus.    Continuing,  Mr.  Wadsworth  said :  ^ 

'  The  case  here  referred  to  by  Mr.  Wadsworth  waa  that  of  Bafael  M. 
Miller  y.  Mexico,  No.  490,  Am.  docket,  MS.  Op.  1. 599.  Dr.  Lieber  awarded 
August  2, 1871,  $14,649  United  States  gold  and  $100  United  States  car- 
Tency,  stating  the  case  thus : 

''Rafael  M.  Miller,  a  native  citizen  of  the  United  StAtes,  settled  tempo- 
rarily at  Matamoras,  Mexico,  as  a  merchant.    In  1866  the  Mexican  troops 
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"As  well  as  I  understand  the  grounds  of  that  decision, it w 
based  on  the  consideration  that  no  demand  for  oompensatioD 
had  been  made  on  the  government  by  claimant  before  bring- 
ing his  claim  here.    •    *    ♦    This  is  a  matter  of  grave  impor- 
tance, and  I  would  not  willingly  misunderstand  it   *   *  * 
If  a  demand  must  be  made  upon  the  government  for  a  retarn 
of  the  property  or  for  compensation  before  this  commissioii 
can  take  jurisdiction  of  such  cases,    ♦    ♦    •    it  will  practi- 
cally dismiss  a  large  proportion  of  the  claims  on  oar  dockets. 
I  am  resting  this  on  the  conclusion  that  no  distinction  can  be 
drawn  between  claims  here  for  money  taken  by  force  and  other 
property  impressed  for  the  public  use.    ♦    *    •    Heretofore 
in  granting  awards  for  money  taken  by  force  as  a  loan  (a  loan 
to  which  the  consent  of  the  owner  is  never  asked),  the  com- 
mission had  been  in  the  habit  of  awarding  the  money  and 
interest  without  regard  to  the  fact  of  demand  or  no  demand, 
before  presenting  the  claim  to  our  notice.    In  none  of  the  cases 
was  any  such  demand  shown.    Similarly,  in  regard  to  claims 
made  for  other  kinds  of  property  taken  by  force  for  the  public 
use,  the  commissioners  have  never  required  that  a  previous 
demand  or  request  for  payment  should  have  been  made  and 
proved.    In  no  such  case  has  either  of  our  umpires  required 
that  such  previous  request  for  return  or  payment  should  be 
shown.    •    ♦    •    In  point  of  fact,  by  the  convention  the  gov 
ernments  have  waived  any  presentation  of  claims  to  them,  and 
sent  them  all  here  for  investigation  and  decision.    Accord- 
ingly it  will  be  seen  that  the  Mexican  Government  (in  cases 
already  familiar  to  the  umpire  and  commission)  has  referred 
claimants  here  who  were  knocking  there  for  admission.    •   ♦  • 

"  But  when  and  where  was  the  victim  of  a  forced  loan  to 
apply  for  his  money  f  He  was  surely  willing  to  take  it.  There 
is  in  point  of  fact  no  system  in  Mexico  pursued  in  the  forcible 
seizure  of  money  or  in  returning  it.  It  is  a  proceeding  not 
regulated  by  law.  It  rests  in  the  arbitrary  discretion  of  a 
military  chief,  with  hungry,  unpaid  troops  under  his  command. 

nnder  the  command  of  Colonel  or  General  Canales,  having  made  himself 
governor  of  the  State  of  Tamaulipas,  and  in  a  great  civil  and  military  con- 
fusion, *  a  forced  loan '  (as  it  is  almost  ironically  called  in  the  terminology 
of  absolutism,  whether  this  be  monarchical  or  democratic  or  of  anyotiier 
character) — a  forced  loan  was  raised,  presenting  itself  in  the  shape  of  a 
pillage,  in  which  Miller  lost  a  certain  amonnt  of  merchandise,  for  which 
he  now  claims  a  snm  of  money  equal  in  value  to  the  property  lost.? 

To  this  claim,  said  Dr.  Lieber,  it  was  objected  (1)  that  Miller  was  doni- 
ciled  in  Mexico,  (2)  that  he  suffered  by  the  "fortunes  of  war,*' and  (3) 
that  "the  officer  who  exacted  the  '  forced  loan '  or  pillaged  the  town  of 
Matamoras  was  no  Mexican  authority/'  He  held  (1)  that  the  question  of 
domicil  was  not  material,  (2)  that  the  case  did  not  depend  upon  the  ^'for- 
tunes of  war,"  and  (3)  that  the  government  was  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
Cauales  im  a  Mexican  authority. 
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The  prestamo  is  a  pestilence  to  trade  and  industry  which 
breaks  out  sometimes  in  a  city,  sometimes  in  a  district,  and  is 
never  laid  on  the  whole  country.    •    •    • 

^^  Promises  of  repayment  are  profuse,  but  no  time  is  fixed,  no 
place  is  fixed,  and  years  go  by,  a  lifetime,  without  any  effort 
at  compeusation  on  the  part  of  the  authorities.    •    •    • 

'<It  is  possible  that  I  may  misconceive  the  point  in  the  um- 
pire's decision  in  the  McManus  case.  He  there  decides  that 
these  forced  loans  are  legal  indeed,  but  I  do  not  understand  by 
that  that  it  is  intended  to  decide  that  the  authorities  are  not 
bound  to  return  the  money  Moaned'  at  the  point  of  the  bayo- 
Det-,  or  from  behind  the  bars  of  a  very  dirty  prison.  This  does 
not  follow.  The  forcible  seizure  of  horses,  wagons,  provisions, 
etc,  for  public  use,  is  just  as  legal  as  the  forcible  seizure  of 
money,  and  in  such  cases  the  umpire  awards  indemnity.  He 
awards  for  the  taking  of  real  estate  by  the  troops  for  a  ban^ack ; 
yet  the  right  of  the  sovereign  to  appropriate  real  estate  to 
public  use  can  not  be  doubted ;  it  is  one  of  the  most  usual  eases 
of  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain;  it  is  legal.  It 
should  be  regulated  by  law,  and  it  is  so  regulated  in  every 
coantry  where  there  is  any  respect  for  law.  But  it  is  no  moie 
legal  to  take  money  by  force  than  land,  even  where  by  his 
mere  pleasure  some  chief  vests  in  himself  ^  ample  faculties.' 
In  all  these  cases  of  the  legal  exercise  of  the  right  of  forcible 
seizure  of  private  property  for  public  use,  there  is  a  legal  and 
moral  duty  to  make  compensation.    *    •     • 

^^  Admitting  the  premises,  then  (for  the  sake  of  argument, 
however),  that  loans  of  money  obtained  by  force  are  legal,  is 
Dot  the  injured  party  entitled  to  indemnity!  Undoubtedly. 
Why  need  we  inquire  whether  the  forced  loan  is  a  tax,  ordinary 
or  extraordinary,  when  the  authorities  take  the  money  under 
a  promise  to  return  it  and  give  a  voucher  to  this  effect  and 
admit  the  obligation  to  do  so!  It  has  none  of  the  features  of 
a  tax  or  contribution  (which  is  an  extraordinary  tax),  •  •  • 
levied  upon  all  the  inhabitants  and  for  which  no  other  compen- 
sation is  promised  or  given  than  the  blessing  of  a  good  gov- 
ernment. A  tax  is  always  known  by  these  features,  uniformity 
in  its  operation  upon  the  inhabitants,  and  the  absence  of  any 
promise  or  duty  to  make  compensation  in  money  to  the  tax- 
payer. Hundreds  of  times  the  judges  in  civilized  and  free 
countries  have  decided  that  unless  the  levy  is  uniform,  it  is  a 
taking  of  private  property  for  public  use,  and  that  compensa- 
tion must  be  made.  Even  in  Mexico  the  law  is  sound  euough. 
The  constitution  of  1857,  article  27,  forbids  the  taking  of  private 
properly  for  public  use  without  compensation.  The  treaty  of 
1831  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  is  to  the  same  effect 
(article  8).  It  won't  do  to  argue  that  the  word  '  property '  in  the 
Mexican  constitution  and  the  word '  effects '  in  the  treaty  do  not 
embrace  money,  and  that  therefore  the  government  has  a  right 
to  take  all  the  money  it  pleases  without  respon  sibility .    *    *    • 
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*' Forced  loans,  anknown  in  all  wellgoverued  coantries,  are 
of  frequent  occurrence  in  Mexico.  They  multiply  in  modem 
times.  The  commissioners  of  1839  and  1848  had  but  few  cases 
before  them,  compared  with  this  commission,  although  the 
period  of  their  investigation  covered  a  longer  time.  The  fact 
does  not  encourage  us  to  hope  for  an  abatement  of  a  practice 
so  scandalous  and  so  wicked.  I  have  no  sympathy  with  it. 
The  money  is  only  taken  to  feed  perpetual  riots  and  increase 
the  flow  of  blood.  Not  a  solitary  benefit  to  the  unhappy  peo- 
ple results  from  this  waste  of  treasure,  and  I  shall  do  what  I 
can  in  the  exercise  of  my  functions  to  restrain  the  evil. 

"This  man  was  put  in  prison  and  treated  shamefully  to 
compel  him  to  surrender  the  loan.  It  will  be  difficult,  by  any 
process  of  reasoning  known  to  me,  to  prove  that  the  govern- 
ment authorities  hs^  no  right  to  use  force  to  compel  the  loan 
of  the  money,  if  they  had  a  legal  right  to  force  a  loan.  And 
if  they  had  a  legal  right  to  force  a  loan,  they  had  the  right  to 
employ  enough  force  to  make  the  rebellious  foreigner  bring  out 
his  money  bag.  I  can't  deny  that.  •  ♦  ♦  If  he  will  not 
give  up  the  money  which  is  legally  demanded  of  him,  why  may 
they  not  (the  authorities  demanding)  shoot  him  if  it  becomes 
necessary  to  enforce  compliance?  Is  a  whole  army  to  starve 
or  disband  because  the  persons  ordered  legally  to  pay  out  the 
needful  funds  refuse  to  do  it!  I  see  no  way  to  limit  the 
employment  of  force,  in  forcing  a  legal  loan,  but  the  measure — 
no  more  than  is  necessary.  Well,  this  stubborn  claimant  would 
not  pay,  do  what  ill  thing  they  might  to  him,  until  they  put 
him  in  prison  and  gave  him  so  many  minutes  in  which  to  pay 
or  be  shot.  In  my  humble  judgment  that  is  good  law  in  cases 
of  forced  loans.     •     •    » 

'*  I  regret  that  the  commission  should  decide  the  same  ques- 
tion in  two  contrary  ways,  because  both  can't  be  right,  and  I 
hope  that  such  a  result  may  be  avoided.  I  am  still  of  opinion 
that  we  fell  into  an  error  in  adopting  6  per  cent  as  a  proper 
rate  of  interest  for  money  borrowed  by  force.  It  offers  an 
inducement  to  weak  and  disorderly  governments  to  resort  to 
such  disreputable  means  to  live,  rather  than  to  rely  upon  a 
credit  cherished  by  good  faith  and  punctuality,  and  fed  by  the 
perennial  stream  of  national  order  and  industry.  Mexico  can't 
borrow  money  in  the  market  at  12  per  cent.  It  is  also  a  com- 
mon rate  of  interest  there  for  money,  and  the  claimant  from 
whom  the  authorities  took  it  by  violence  and  imprisonment 
could  have  loaned  it  at  that  rate.  For  reasons  of  this  nature 
I  think  the  interest  should  be  12  per  cent." 

Mr.  Zamacona  said : 
Opinion  of  ICr.  Zama- 
cona. "  ^^^'  interlocutory  question  in  this  case,  as 
to  the  claimant's  citizenship,  having  been 
settled,  the  time  has  arrived  for  considering  tne  claim  on  its 
merits.  The  difference  of  opinion  between  the  United  States 
commissioners  and  the  undersigned  concerning  the  resx>onsl- 
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bilily  (international)  of  the  Mexican  Government  for  the  im- 
position of  fored  loans  became  apparent  at  the  time  of  the 
difference  of  their  opinions  as  to  the  preliminary  question  of 
citizenship.  Fortunately,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  re- 
vive the  question  in  the  present  case  or  in  any  other,  it  having 
been  finally  decided  in  the  case  of  McManus,  No.  348,  by  the 
umpire.  We  may  therefore  accept  it  as  legally  settled  in  mat- 
ters of  this  nature  that  the  Mexican  Government  did  not  vio- 
late her  own  laws  nor  her  treaty  obligations  with  the  United 
States  by  imx>osing  forced  loans  on  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States." 

Mr.  Zamacona  then  reviewed  the  evidence  in  the  case,  con- 
eluding  that  the  claim  did  not  '*x>ossess  those  features  of  truth 
about  it  which  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  decide  that  it  is 
a  good  claim  upon  the  strength  of  the  evidence  on  which  it 
rests." 

Sir  Edward  Thornton,  September  13, 1875, 
Vrnpire'tDeeinoii.  rendered  (MS.  Op.  VII.  418)  the  following 
decision : 

"With  regard  to  the  case  of  Francis  Rose  v.  Mexico ^  No.  344, 
as  the  question  of  forced  loans  has  been  so  earnestly  discussed 
the  umpire  thinks  it  right  to  make  some  further  observations. 
But  he  can  not  see  that  there  is  any  force  in  the  argument  that 
his  predecessor  has  given  different  decisions  upon  such  <iues- 
tions.  He  regrets  that  it  should  be  so,  but  if  these  matters 
are  to  be  settled  entirely  by  such  precedents  the  umpire  does 
not  understand  why,  where  there  has  been  a  decision  upon  the 
matter  by  a  previous  umpire,  the  question  should  be  referred 
to  the  present  umpire  at  all.  It  can  only  be  with  the  intention 
that  he  should  express  his  unbiased  opinion  upon  the  matter. 

^^The  umpire  has  already  expressed  his  opinion  in  other 
cases  that  United  States  citizens  residing  in  Mexico  are  not 
by  treaty  exempt  from  forced  loans.  This  opinion  he  main- 
tains. But  he  must  explain  his  understanding  of  a  forced  loan. 
A  forced  loan  is  a  loan  levied  in  accordance  with  law.  It  is 
equally  distributed  amongst  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  country, 
whether  natives  or  foreigners.  It  is  a  tax  which  becomes 
smaller  or  greater  according  as  it  is  repaid  sooner  or  later,  par- 
tially or  not  at  all.  If  the  foreigner  is  reimbursed  at  the  same 
time  as  the  native,  or  if  neither  of  them  are  reimbursed  at  all, 
the  foreigner  has  no  ground  for  remonstrance.  As  long  as  the 
foreigner  is  placed  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  native  he  can 
not  complain.  But  if  there  be  unfairness  in  the  distributing 
of  the  loan  or  in  its  repayment,  and  if  any  preference  be  shown 
to  the  native,  the  foreigner  has  good  ground  for  complaint.  A 
forced  loan  equitably  proportioned  amongst  all  the  inhabitants 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  the  seizure  of  property  from  a 
particular  individual. 
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"  In  the  case  now  under  consideration  it  is  not  shown  that 
there  was  any  partiality  shown  against  the  claimant  or  that 
Mexicans  were  not  in  as  bad  a  position  as  hiniself.  Indeed, 
although  witnesses  alleged  that  the  claimant  was  made  to  pay 
a  forced  loan  of  $550,  no  receipt  is  shown  for  that  amount,  and 
there  is  no  proof  that  he  was  not  reimbursed. 

"  With  regard  to  the  other  sums  which  are  stated  to  have 
been  exacted  as  forced  loans,  and  for  a  portion  of  which  re- 
ceipts are  shown,  no  proof  is  even  given  that  they  were  really 
forced  loans,  the  receipts  themselves  purporting  that  the  money 
was  freely  given. 

"  But  the  mode  employed  by  the  authorities  of  enforcing  the 
payment  of  the  fore>ed  loan  of  $550  the  umpire  does  not  think 
justifiable.  If  the  forced  loan  was  legally  imposed,  there  most 
have  been  means  of  enforcing  its  payment  by  judicial  proceed- 
ings, and  the  arrest  and  subsequent  detention  of  the  claimant, 
though  it  is  not  proved  that  the  latter  was  of  long  duration, 
and  the  menaces  to  which  he  was  subjected,  were  not  justifi- 
able and  entitled  him,  in  the  opinion  of  the  umpire,  to  some 
small  compensation. 

"  The  umpire  therefore  awards  that  there  be  paid  by  the 
Mexican  Government  on  account  of  the  above  claim  the  sum 
of  five  hundred  Mexican  gold  dollars  ($500)." 

In  the  case  of  George  L.  McManus  v.  Mexico^  No.  488,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  claimant  was  arrested  and  imprisoned  on  the 
night  of  August  4,  1865,  at  Chihuahua  for  failure  to  pay  a 
forced  loan  of  $1,000  levied  on  the  firm  of  McManus  Brothers, 
of  which  he  was  a  member,  in  aid  of  the  constitutional  gov- 
ernment of  Mexico,  whose  chief  executive,  Jaurez,  was  at  the 
time  in  Chihuahua  with  his  cabinet.  Claimant,  after  a  few 
hours'  detention,  was  released  by  order  of  Senor  Lerdo  de 
Tejada,  then  secretary  for  foreign  affairs,  on  condition  that 
one  Creel,  who  had  offered  himself  as  surety,  should  make 
himself  responsible  for  McManus's  appearance  to  answer  the 
demand  for  the  loan.  In  this  case,  as  in  that  of  Rose,  Sir 
Edward  Thornton  allowed  $500,  without  interest  (the  claimant 
asked  $50,000),  for  tiie  arrest  and  imprisonment.  He  made  the 
same  allowance  for  about  a  day's  imprisonment  in  the  case  of 
Bartolo  Hicks  v.  Mexico,  No.  487. 

"  The  umpire  has  frequently  expressed  his 
Coitfi  Case.       opinion  that  United  States  citizens  in  Mexico 
are  not  exempt  from  forced  loans,  where  these 
are  universally  and  impartially  imposed  and  levied  both  upon 
natives  and  foreigners.    In  this  case  it  is  proved  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  claimant's  witnesses  that  they  were  universal, 
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and  it  is  not  shown  that  any  partiality  was  exercised  as  against 
the  cMmant." 

Thornton,  ampire,  July  15, 1876,  John  Cole  v.  Mexico),  No.  ifiS,  Am.  docket, 
convention  of  J  aly  4,  ISGS,  6  MS.  Op.  497.  S.  P.,  Thornton,  umpire,  Rudolph 
Brack  v.  Mexico,  No.  462,  Am.  docket,  Gonvention  of  Jnly  4, 1868,  7  MS.  Op. 
456;  FrancU  Xolan  v.  Maneo,  No.  337,  Am.  docket,  7  MS.  Op.  411;  Patrick 
F,  Ryder  v.  Mejcieo,  No.  101,  Am.  Docket,  MS.  Op.  VII.  365.  In  the  case  of 
JamcB  P.  Hickman  v.  Mexico ,  No.  545,  Am.  docket,  Mr.  Wads  worth,  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  commiBsioners  (MS.  Op.  V.  21)  said :  ''All  the 
items  of  the  claimant's  demand  are  extrordinary  hnt  general  taxes.  They 
are  not  individual  levies,  but  were  shared  by  the  whole  State  in  a  fixed 
proportion.  They  do  not  constitute  'wrongs'  within  the  sense  of  our 
convention,  and  the  claim  is  accordingly  dismissed."  In  the  case  of 
JulioM  Pdlacio9  ▼.  Mexico j  No.  444,  Am.  docket,  Sir  Edward  Thornton  (MS. 
Op.  VII.  444)  said :  "  In  this  case  it  appears  from  the  tenor  of  the  receipts 
that  the  sums  paid  by  the  claimant  were  really  for  forced  loans,  and  each 
of  the  receipts  conveys  that  the  sum  therein  stated  was  the  claimant's 
share  of  the  loan,  showing  that  it  was  also  levied  upon  the  other  inhab- 
itants of  Montemorelos.  The  umpire  therefore  awards  that  the  above- 
mentioned  claim  be  dismissed.''  In  the  case  of  Manuel  7.  de  la  Vega  v. 
Mexico,  No.  746,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion  (MS. 
Op.  IV.  621),  said :  "  He  [the  umpire]  does  not  consider  that  this  [forced 
loan]  is  a  matter  with  regard  to  which  the  commission  has  power  to 
order  compensation ;  although  the  right  of  the  claimant  to  ask  from  the 
Mexican  Government  reimbursement  of  forced  loans  is  not  prejudiced  on 
that  account."  In  this  case  it  was  contended  that  the  claimant  had  a 
remedy  before  the  commission  appointed  by  the  Mexican  Government  to 
consider  such  cases.  Mr.  Wadsworth  referred  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
decided  by  Dr.  Lieber,  umpire,  in  Manaeeee  4"  Co,  v.  Mexico,  No.  432  (MS. 
Op.  II.  485),  that  this  Mexican  tribunal,  organized  under  a  law  of  Novem- 
ber 19,  1867,  was  no  bar  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission.  Sir 
£dward  Thornton  did  not  take  up  the  point,  but  in  Heire  of  John  Young 
T.  Ifftdoo,  No.  59  (MS.  Op.  IV.  618),  he  intimated  that  such  claims  must 
be  presented  to  the  Mexican  tribunal.  In  the  case  of  John  D,  Pradel  v. 
iffteico.  No.  813,  in  which  a  claim  was  made  on  account  of  forced  rontri- 
bations  of  various  supplies  taken  by  the  republican  army  from  March  to 
Jane  1867,  during  its  siege  of  the  City  of  Mexico,  Sir  Edward  Thornton 
observed,  in  dismissing  the  claim,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  claim- 
ant availed  himself  of  his  right  to  present  his  claim  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, or  that  if  he  did  so  he  was  refused  payment.  It  could  not  be 
maintained  that  an  injury  had  been  done  to  the  claimant  until  the  Mexi- 
can Government  had  been  made  aware  of  the  debt  and  refused  to  cancel 
it.  In  the  present  case,  continued  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  there  could  be 
no  excuse  for  the  failure,  since  the  claimant  lived  almost  at  the  gates  of 
the  City  of  Mexico,  and  might  have  presented  his  claim  in  person.  If  he 
had  lived  in  a  remote  part  of  the  country,  distant  from  any  authorities 
to  whom  an  appeal  could  be  made,  there  might  be  some  excuse  for  his 
omission;  hut  in  fact  he  was  perfectly  conversant  with  the  language,  was 
married  to  a  Mexican  woman,  and  had  resided  in  the  country  for  many 
yeais. 
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"It  further  appears  that  in  April  1867  Colo- 
Weire  Cue.  nel  Gonreco  called  upon  the  claimant  to  pay  a 
forced  loan  of  $2U0,  and  that,  on  his  neglecting 
to  pay  this  sum,  he  was  imprisoned  for  two  days  and  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  not  only  the  loan  but  a  fine  of  $250.  The  umpire 
is  of  opinion  that  the  plea  of  the  claimant  that  he  was  doC 
liable  to  the  loan  because  he  was  not  resident  in  the  district, 
but  was  merely  passing  through,  was  a  just  one  and  that  the 
levying  of  the  loan  was  illegal.  The  fine  was  therefore  unjus- 
tifiable, and  still  more  so  was  the  imprisonment.  •  •  •  He 
therefore  awards  that  there  be  paid  by  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment on  account  of  the  above-mentioned  claim  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  Mexican  gold  dollars  ($250),  with  interest 
at  6  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  15th  of  April  1867  to  the 
date  of  the  final  award,  and  further  five  hundred  Mexican  gold 
dollars  ($500),  without  interest,  as  compensation  for  the  claim 
ant's  imprisonment." 

Thornton,  umpire,  April  8,  1875,  Letcis   JVeil  v.  Mexico,  No.  792,  Am. 
docket,  convention  of  July  4,  1868. 
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1.  Oasbs  xjwdeb  the  Convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  op  Apeil  11, 1839. 

''  The  undersigned,  commissioners  under  the 
CMeeftlia^Haniioii-  convention  of  the  11th  of  April  1839  between 
B^^  a'^!  the  United  States  and  the  Mexican  Republic, 
Qf.,,„  having  in  full  board  considered  the  case  of  the 

brig  Rermonj  Chas.  E.  Hawkius,  captain,  are 
of  opinion  that  the  Mexican  Government  is  justly  indebted  to 
Hetty  Green,  administratrix  of  Pardon  C.  Green,  who  was  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a  resident  at  Key  West,  in 
the  Territory  of  Florida,  the  sum  of  $9,653.55,  advanced  by  the 
said  Green  in  the  year  1828  to  the  brig  Hermon,  a  vessel  of  war 
beloDging  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  at  the  instance  of  Chas. 
E.  Hawkins,  captain  thereof,  for  repairs  of  that  vessel  and  for 
naval  stores  and  supplies,  the  said  vessel  having,  while  engaged 
in  a  cruise  against  the  commerce  of  Spain  off  the  Island  of  Cuba, 
pnt  into  Key  West  in  distress,  and  the  said  Pardon  C.  Green 
having,  at  the  instance  and  solicitation  of  Captain  Hawkins,  in 
faith  of  the  Mexican  Government,  advanced  that  sum  to  repair 
and  supply  her.  And  they  do  unanimously  award,  determine, 
and  decide  that  the  Government  of  Meiico  shall  pay  to  the  said 
Hetty  Green,  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  $16,941.89, 
being  the  amount  advanced  by  the  said  Pardon  C.  Green  to 
the  brig  JRermoUj  as  above  stated,  with  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  of  6  i>er  centum  per  annum  (that  being  the  legal  rate  of 
interest  in  Florida  at  the  time  of  the  advances)  from  the  1st 
day  of  July  1828  till  this  date. 

"Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this  5th  day  of  February 
1841." 

Mixed  commiflaion,  nnder  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  of  April  11, 1899. 
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<^The  claims  of  the  American  cit]za[is,  regi- 

Caie    of   Aivarei:  dents  of  Santa  Fd,  coming  np  next  iu  order, 

Loans  to  Perwmi  in  ^^  ^j^^  ^p^^,,  discnssion  thereof,  agreed  by  the 

Service  of  Govern-  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  Government  of  Mexico  is  not 

nent. 

liable  for  said  claim.    Thereupon  the  said 

board  unanimously  adopted  a  decree  on  said  claim  iu  the 
words  following,  to  wit: 

^*-  The  case  of  Manuel  Alvarez  and  other  citizens  of  the  United 
States^  hereinafter  mentioned,  residents  of  Santa  Fe,  in  New 
Mexico. 

'<  Having  duly  examined  the  claim  of  •  •  •  citizens  of 
the  United  States  residing  in  Santa  F6,  Kew  Mexico,  which 
claim  relates  to  sundry  advances  in  money  and  goods  which 
they  allege  to  have  been  made  up  till  the  year  1837  to  certain 
individuals,  now  deceased,  and  late  in  the  service  of  the  Mexi- 
can Eepublic,  and  having  also  examined  the  documeuts  exhib- 
ited in  proof  thereof; 

''We,  the  undersigned  commissioners  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  and  of  Mexico,  do  unanimously  award  and  de- 
cide that  there  is  nothing  due  in  this  case  by  the  govemmeit 
of  said  republic  to  the  *  *  ♦  claimants,  and  that  conse- 
quently their  claim  aforesaid  is  rejected." 

Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexieo 
of  April  11,  1839. 

In  a  series  of  cases  before  the  mixed  com- 
Cases  of  Hunter,  ihm-  mission  under  the  convention  between  the 

can,  and  othen.  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 1839, 
awards  were  made  in  favor  of  certain  persons, 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  furnished  various  mihtary 
supplies  to  the  Mexican  Government  while  it  was  engaged  in 
its  revolt  against  Spain  and  before  its  independence  had  been 
recognized  by  any  power.  In  these  cases  no  question  was 
raised  by  the  Mexican  or  the  American  commissioners  as  to 
the  competency  of  the  commission  to  entertain  such  claims. 
The  Mexican  commissioners  concurred  in  the  allowance  of  the 
claims  without  discussion,  except  so  far  as  questions  of  evi- 
dence gave  rise  to  differences  of  view.  The  following  awards 
of  the  class  in  question  were  made : 

In  July  1816  Don  Jos^  Manuel  de  Herrera,  the  authorized 
agent  of  the  so-called  independent  government  of  Mexico, 
then  engaged  in  an  armed  revolt  against  the  Spanish  crown, 
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porehased  at  ISew  Orleans,  in  Louisiana,  from  Dr.  George 
Htmter,  70  kegs  of  gunpowder  at  $1.25  a  pound,  amounting 
to  $2,187.50.  The  powder  was  shipped  by  the  vendor  on  the 
schooner  Bebe€€€tj  a  vessel  which  had  been  purchased  by  Senor 
Herrera  for  the  service  of  the  Mexican  Government,  and  was 
delivered  to  the  Mexican  authorities  at  the  -port  of  Boquilla  de 
Piedra.  Dr.  Hunter  then  sought  payment  for  the  powder 
from  the  Mexican  general,  Victoria,  but  the  entire  sum  he  ob- 
tained, either  from  him  or  from  Senor  Herrera,  was  $25.  A 
elaim  for  the  rest  of  what  was  due  him  was  presented  to  the 
mixed  commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 1839.  The  Mexican  commis- 
sioners did  not  deny  the  competency  of  the  commission  to 
entertain  the  claim,  but  contended  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  (1)  of  the  contract  with  the  claimant,  or  (2)  of 
the  powder  having  been  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  the 
Mexican  authorities.  On  this  question  of  evidence  the  umpire 
decided  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  and  awarded  $5,509.94,  the 
amount  found  by  the  American  commissioners  to  be  due. 

John  Nicholson,  executor  of  Abner  L.  Duncan,  of  Louisiana, 
who,  to  employ  the  language  of  the  commissioners,  frimished 
^^ moneys,  vessels,  and  munitions  of  war"  to  ^^ divers  Mexican 
patriots  engaged  in  the  years  1815,  1816,  and  1817  in  the 
struggle  of  Mexico  against  Spain  for  the  independence  and 
self-government  of  the  former,''  presented  a  claim  for  $90,013.98. 
The  commissioners  concurred  in  allowing  it,  with  interest  at 
6  per  cent,  the  legal  rate  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  ^^  where  the 
parties  lived  and  the  advances  were  made." 

The  commissioners  made  a  similar  decision  in  almost  the 
same  language  in  the  case  of  Louisa  Livingston,  widow  of 
Edward  Livingston,  who  held  as  assignee  a  claim  for  advances 
precisely  the  same  as  that  of  Duncan. 

So  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Sims,  also  of  Louisiana. 

In  each  case  the  commissioners  referred  to  the  supplies  as 
having  been  famished  for  <Hhe  promotion  of  the  great  object 
aforesaid,"  viz,  the  independence  and  self-government  of 
Mexico. 

On  the  same  principle  the  commissioners  made  awards  in 

what  was  known  as  the  Oliver  case,  which  comprehended  the 

claims  of  Dennis  A.  Smith,  amounting  to  $84,230.72,  and  of 

the  Mexican  Company  of  Baltimore,  amounting  to  $160,563.72, 
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both  claims  being  for  arms,  vessels,  munitions  of  war,  goods, 
and  money  fdmished  by  Smith  and  the  Mexican  Company,  re- 
spectively, to  General  Mina  for  the  service  of  Mexico  in  tbe 
years  1816  and  1817. 

An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  James  Hepburn  and  Bob^ 
M.  Welman  for  the  equipment  of  the  ship  CUopaira  and  her 
sale  to  General  Mina  in  1817,  certain  questions  of  evideoee 
being  referred  to  the  umpire. 

Thomas  Tenant,  Henry  Didier,  John  Sullivan,  Michad 
McBlalr,  and  John  Laborde  received  an  award  for  militaiy 
supplies  furnished  to  the  Mexican  schooner  Highflyer  in  1817, 
under  a  contract  with  Don  Jos6  Villetjunta,  a  Mexican  agent 
Certain  questions  of  evidence  were  referred  to  the  umpire. 

Nathan  W.  Wheeler  and  James  B.  Murray  sold  muskets  in 
1816  to  General  Victoria,  as  the  agent  of  the  Mexican  GoTent- 
ment.  An  award  was  made  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  last 
preceding  case. 

Acting  in  the  same  spirit,  the  commissioners  made  an  awaid 
in  favor  of  Samuel  Chew  for  furnishing  a  war  vessel  to  the 
Mexican  Government  in  1830,  when  that  government,  thoagli 
its  independence  had  been  acknowledged  by  the  Fnited  States 
and  other  powers,  was  still  in  a  state  of  war  with  Spain.  The 
record  of  the  award  in  this  case  is  as  follows: 

"The  board  having  considered  the  claim  of  Samuel  Chew,» 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  resident  of  Philadelphia,  in 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  are  of  opinion  that  the  Mexican 
Government  is  justly  indebted  to  the  said  Chew  in  the  snmof 
$11,236.82;  that  sum  being  a  balance  due  to  him  for  the  cor 
vette,  a  vessel  of  war,  called  the  Tepeyacj  built  in  Peunsylvani* 
by  his  procurement,  and  at  his  expense,  under  an  agreemoit 
to  that  effect  between  the  Mexican  Government  and  himself; 
and  they  do  hereby  unanimously  award  and  decide  that  tiie 
Government  of  Mexico  shall  pay  to  the  said  Samuel  Chew  the 
sum  of  $18,291.98,  with  interest  included  thereon,  at  the  rate 
of  6  per  centum  per  annum,  that  being  the  rate  of  interest  in 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  where  the  parties  contracted,  from 
the  10th  day  of  September  1830  up  till  this  date,  namely,  the 
2nd  day  of  March  1841." 

This  decision  is  followed  in  the  record  by  this  note: 

^<And  at  the  time  of  signing  and  sealing  the  above  the 
Mexican  commissioners  stated  that  they  did  so  because  they 
considered  the  payment  to  be  just,  it  not  appearing  that  since 
the  24th  of  February  1834,  the  date  the  last  communication 
addressed  to  Mr.  Chew  by  the  Mexican  minister  in  the  United 
States,  any  settlement  had  taken  place  between  the  interested 
party  and  the  Government  of  Mexico." 
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2.  G0]ID[ISSION  UNDER  THB  ACT  OF  MaBCH  3,  1849. 

A  claim  was  presented  to  the  board  under 
iddtard*!  Csm.     the  treaty  of  1S39  by  the  Mercantile  Insurance 
Company  of  New  York  against  the  Oovem- 
ment  of  Mexico,  growing  out  of  a  contract  with  Henry  Eckford  • 
for  the  building  of  the  man-of-war  Ouerrero  for  that  government 
in  1826.    It  appeared  that  Eckford,  having  completed  the  ves- 
sel, received  as  security  therefor  the  promissory  note  of  Eugenie 
Cortez  for  $20,000,  payable  in  four  months  from  April  25, 1820, 
with  interest;  and  the  payment  of  this  sum  to  Eckford  was 
also  gnaranteed  by  Senor  Don  Pablo  Obregon,  Mexican  minis- 
ter in  the  United  States.    The  note,  having  arrived  at  matu- 
rity, was  protested  for  nonpayment.     Subsequently  various 
sams  were  paid  on  the  contract  by  authorized  agents  of  Mex- 
ico, bat  a  considerable  sum  still  remained  due.    The  claim  for 
this  sum  the  board  refused  to  consider,  on  the  ground  that  it 
liad  not  been  the  subject  of  reclamation  by  the  United  States 
on  Mexico.    In  1842,  however,  it  was,  at  the  instance  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico,  who 
in  1844  reported  that  the  claim  was  acknowledged  by  Mexico, 
and  that  the  mode  of  payment  was  to  be  adjusted.    On  these 
facts  the  commissioners,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March 
3, 1849,  to  whom  the  claim,  which  still  remained  unpaid,  was 
presented,  said: 

^'  This  claim  therefore  has  been  recognized  both  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and  that  of  Mexico  as  a  claim 
which  the  latter  ought  to  pay;  and  this  board  is  consequently 
of  the  opinion  and  does  decide  that  the  aforesaid  claim  of  the 
Mercantile  Insurance  Oompany  of  the  city  of  New  York,  of 
which  William  B.  Thurston  is  president,  is  a  valid  claim  against 
the  Government  of  Mexico;  and  the  same  is  allowed  accord- 

U|gly.» 

William  S.  Parrott,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Panottfi  Ctee.  States,  presented  to  the  conmiissioners  under 
the  act  of  March  3,  1849,  a  claim  against 
Mexico  for  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  Jos6 
Mannel  Herrera  on  Gen.  Guadalupe  Victoria  on  April  27, 1816, 
m  iavor  of  John  Delarme,  for  $0,000,  payable  three  months 
after  date.    The  commissioners  said: 

"At  the  time  this  bill  was  drawn  by  General  Herrera  he  was 
the  agent  of  the  Mexican  patriots  to  obtain  supplies  to  aid  them 
in  their  struggle  for  independence,  and  this  bill,  with  others  of 
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a  similar  character,  was  given  to  cover  advances  which  were 
made  to  him  for  the  patriot  cause.  The  Government  of  Mexico, 
after  the  independence  of  the  country  was  established,  recog- 
nized the  contracts  of  Oeneral  Herrera  as  binding  upon  it. 
The  board  has  no  difficulty  in  determining  that  Uie  bill  of 
exchange  creates  a  valid  claim  against  Mexico.'' 

In  the  cases  of  Ann  B.  Cox,  executrix  of 
^^m^""*  Nathaniel  Cox,  and  Calvin  J.  Keith,  admin- 
istrator  of  Samuel  Elkins,  both  decedents 
being  merchants  of  New  Orleans  who  had  furnished  supplies 
to  General  Herrera,  but  who  had  never  secured  the  adjust- 
ment of  their  claims  by  the  issuance  of  a  bill,  or  in  any  other 
manner,  the  same  commissioners  said : 

<^  It  does  not  appear  that  Mexico,  though  often  and  strongly 
pressed  to  pay  them  [the  claims],  ever  denied  her  liability. 
Her  inability  to  make  payment  appears  to  be  the  reason  why 
the  amount  for  which  she  should  be  responsible  was  never 
adjusted  with  that  government.  •  •  •  One  object,  and  per- 
haps a  leading  one,  of  the  treaty  of  1848,  under  which  this 
board  is  constituted,  was  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  these 
claims  which  were  submitted  to  the  former  commission,  but 
upon  which  no  decision  was  had.  It  was  well  known  to  this 
government  that  many  claims  of  this  character,  for  the  ancient 
debts  of  Mexico,  had  been  allowed  by  the  former  board,  and  it 
must  therefore  be  taken  as  tlie  deliberate  purpose  of  both  gov- 
ernments, in  negotiating  the  treaty  of  1848,  to  provide  for  the 
adjustment  of  any  similar  outstanding  claims,  and  especially 
of  those  which  had  been  acted  on  by  the  former  commission, 
but  had  failed  to  receive  the  decision  of  the  umpire.  The  prin- 
ciple upon  which  these  claims  rest  having  been  thus  recognized 
and  established  by  the  governments  of  the  two  countries,  and 
the  board  being  satisfied  by  the  proofs  exhibited  in  the  case 
that  the  supplies  were  famished  and  the  moneys  advanced  by 
the  claimants  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  stated,  for  the  use 
of  Mexico,  is  of  opinion,  and  does  decide,  that  the  said  claims, 
severally,  are  valid." 

The  reason  given  by  the  conunissioners  for 
Xeade^i  Case,  their  decision  in  the  cases  of  Cox  and  Elkins 
was  elaborated  by  them  in  the  case  of  Mar- 
garet C.  Meade,  executrix  of  Eichard  W.  Meade,  in  which  a 
claim  was  made,  among  other  things,  for  commissions  charged 
by  Meade  for  receiving  and  delivering  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment certain  vessels  of  war  which  were  fitted  out  in  the 
United  States  for  that  government  about  1825.  The  commis- 
sioners, in  an  opinion  of  December  21, 1851,  said : 

"The  vessels  were  sent  by  Meade,  under  the  American  flag, 
to  protect  them  from  the  armed  vessels  of  Spain,  with  whom 
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Mexico  was  then  at  war.  This  was  done  at  the  request  of  the 
Mexican  Government  and  solely  for  its  benefit.  The  expense 
incorred  in  thas  sending  them  ont  could  not,  with  propriety, 
be  chargeable  to  Mr.  Meade.  The  money  thus  paid  by  him 
Mexico  was  in  good  faith  bound  to  refund. 

"An  objection  to  this  claim,  however,  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact 
that  the  services  rendered  by  Mr.  Meaide  for  the  Mexican  Gov- 
eminent  in  thus  fitting  out  armed  vessels  to  be  used  by  that 
government  in  a  contest  with  Spain,  with  whom  the  United 
States  were  then  at  peace,  was  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  20th  April  1818,  which  declares 
it  a  penal  offense,  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  *  know- 
ingly to  be  concerned  in  the  furnishing,  fitting:  out,  or  arming 
of  any  ship  or  vessel  with  intent  that  such  ship  or  vessel  shaU 
be  employed  in  the  service  of  any  foreign  prince  or  state,  or  of 
any  colony,  district,  or  people  with  whom  the  United  States 
are  at  peace.'  The  United  States  could  not  with  propriety 
interpose  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  claim  to  any  one  of  its 
citizens  created  by  services  which  were  rendered  in  violation 
of  its  own  laws.  If  this  claim  were  now  presented  for  the 
decision  of  the  board,  upon  the  principles  of  national  law, 
without  reference  to  the  past  action  of  the  two  governments, 
it  would  be  rejected  without  hesitation. 

'^  The  board,  however,  is  bound  to  look  at  the  several  treaties 
heretofore  made  with  Mexico  providing  for  the  settlement  of 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  the  Mexican 
Government,  and  to  respect  the  construction  which  the  two 
governments  have  placed  upon  these  treaties.  The  convention 
of  2nd  February  1848,  under  which  this  is  organized,  provides 
that  Hhe  board  shall  be  guided  and  governed  by  the  principles 
and  rules  of  decision  prescribed  by  the  first  and  fifth  articles  of 
the  unratified  convention,  concluded  at  the  City  of  Mexico  on 
the  20th  day  of  November  1843.*  The  unratified  convention 
referred  to  was  intended  to  provide  for  the  settlement  of  ^  all 
claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  the  government 
of  the  Mexican  Republic,  which,  for  whatever  cause,  were  not 
submitted  to,  nor  considered,  nor  finally  decided  by  the  com- 
missioners, nor  by  the  arbiter  appointed  by  the  convention  of 
1839.'  The  first  article  of  the  unratified  convention  required 
the  board  therein  provided  for  to  decide  the  claims  which  should 
be  presented  to  them '  according  to  the  proofs  which  shall  be  pre- 
sented, the  principles  of  right  and  justice,  the  laws  of  nations, 
and  the  treaties  l^tween  the  two  republics.'  In  conforming  to 
the  rules  of  decision  thus  prescribed,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at 
the  construction  which  has  been  placed  upon  the  treaties  re- 
ferred to  by  the  two  governments,  respectively,  as  well  as  to 
their  letter. 

"  The  records  of  the  joint  commission,  created  by  the  con ven- 
tionof  nth  of  April  1839,  show  that  several  claims,  involving 
the  same  principles  as  those  embraced  in  •  •  •  Mrs. 
Meade's  claim,  were  considered  and  allowed  by  both  the  Ameri- 
can and  Mexican  commissioners,  as  well  as  by  the  umpire,  thus 
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receiving  the  deliberate  sanction  of  every  member  of  that  com- 
mission. The  construction  thus  given  to  that  convention  has 
received  at  least  the  tacit  sanction  of  both  governments. 

*'  Although  the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  not  be 
justified,  under  the  law  of  nations,  in  interposing  its  anthority 
to  enforce  a  claim  of  one  of  its  citizens  growing  out  of  service* 
rendered  in  violation  of  its  own  laws,  and  its  duties  as  a  neutral 
nation,  yet  if  the  nation  against  whom  such  claim  exists  sees 
proper  to  waive  the  objection,  and  agrees  to  recognize  the  claiin 
as  valid  and  binding  against  it,  the  tribunal  to  which  it  is  re- 
ferred for  settlement  can  not  assume  for  it  a  defense  which  it 
has  expressly  waived. 

'<If  the  commission  contemplated  in  the  unratified  oonyen- 
tion  of  1843  had  been  created.  It  could  not,  under  the  Yiew 
taken  by  this  board,  have  rejected  this  claim.  The  United 
States  having  releas^  the  Government  of  Mexico  and  assumed 
her  entire  liability  under  the  principles  and  rules  of  decision 
prescribed  by  the  unratified  convention,  she  is  bound  to  admit 
as  valid  any  claim  embraced  by  the  rules  of  decision  thus  pre- 
scribed. They  therefore  decide  that  the  •  •  •  claim  of 
Margaret  C.  Meade,  as  executrix  of  Bichard  W.  Meade,  is  a 
valid  claim  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  and  award 
accordingly." 

^^The  memorialist  alleges  that  James  John- 

ZaadeT*!  Case,  ston,  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
<in  the  years  1812  and  1813  advanced  goods, 
arms,  and  money  for  the  use  of  the  Mexican  patriots  in  the 
district  under  the  command  of  Don  Josd  Bernardo  Gitting.' 
♦  ♦  ♦  The  supplies  appear  to  have  been  furnished  for  the 
use  of  the  Mexican  patriots  shortly  after  the  earliest  attempts 
were  made  to  resist  the  authority  of  Spain,  and  before  even  a 
provisional  government  had  been  organized  by  the  Mexicans. 
The  claim  differs  materially  from  that  of  Duncan's  heirs, 
which  was  allowed  by  the  mixed  commission,  and  those  of 
Cox  and  Elkins,  which  have  been  allowed  by  this  board. 
[Supra^  3430.)  The  supplies  upon  which  those  claims  were 
based  were  furnished  by  express  contract  with  an  agent  dnly 
appointed  by  the  leaders  of  the  revolution,  and  who  was  sent 
by  them  to  the  United  States  to  procure  aid,  with  a  promise 
that  all  obligations  contracted  by  him  should  be  ratified. 
In  addition  to  this  obligation  the  Government  of  Mexico,  after 
the  independence  of  the  country  had  been  fully  established, 
recognized  and  sanctioned  his  acts,  and  assumed  the  responsi- 
bility of  his  contracts. 

"  In  this  case,  neither  the  original  authority  of  Gutierrez  as 
an  agent  of  the  patriots,  nor  a  subsequent  ratification  of  his 
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oontraets  by  the  Mexican  Gk>yemment,  is  shown.  It  is  not 
shown  that  the  claim  was  ever  presented  to  the  Mexican  Qov- 
onment,  or  that  a  right  to  demand  payment  from  it  has  eyer 
been  asserted  before  the  daim  was  presented  to  this  board. 
The  memorial  alleges  that  <  the  claim  was  prepared  for  presen- 
tation to  the  board  of  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  nnder  the  conven- 
tion of  11th  of  April  1839,  and  was  sent,  bnt  fiuled  to  arrive 
in  time  for  the  commissioners  to  act  npon  it.'  No  notice  of  the 
claim  appears  npon  the  records  of  that  commission.  The 
report  of  the  American  members  embraces  a  list  of  all  the 
claims  which  were  received  too  late  for  action;  bnt  this  claim 
is  not  found  in  the  list. 

'^  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  memorial,  nor  is  it  shown  by  the 
prooft,  that  Johnston  was  natoralized  at  the  time  that  it  is 
alleged  the  supplies  were  famished.  This  would  be  indispen- 
sable to  an  award,  if  the  claim  were  in  other  respects  proved. 

'<  In  the  opinion  of  the  board  it  is  not  a  valid  claim  against 
the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  it  is  accordingly  disallowed." 

Case  of  John  A.  Zamder :  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Eyans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
oommissionen,  Febniary  26, 1861,  nnder  the  aot  of  March  3, 1849. 

<<  The  memorialist  and  one  William  McEinley 
Undsrhiir  •  Case:  ^^  ^he  1st  day  of  June  1843  were  the  owners  of 
totbeeernuBM^  the  brig  jSJpy,  then  lying  at  Lerma;  within  the 
territories  of  Mexico,  under  the  command  of 
Capt  Charles  Lander.  The  State  of  Yucatan  was  at  that  time 
in  insurrection  against  Mexico,  and  a  division  of  the  Mexican 
army  was  then  at  Lerma  for  the  purpose  of  subduing  the 
insurgents.  A  contract  was  entered  into  on  that  day  between 
Captain  Lander  and  the  paymaster-general  of  the  Mexican 
army,  who  was  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  general  in  chief, 
whereby  the  said  brig  was  chartered  for  the  use  of  the  Mexican 
army,  at  the  rate  of  $40  per  day,  for  the  period  of  16  days. 
The  service  stipulated  was  duly  performed,  but  the  amount 
agreed  upon  was  never  paid.  •  •  •  The  dervice  was  i)er- 
formed  for  the  Mexican  Oovernment  under  the  express  agree- 
ment of  its  principal  military  commander.  The  board  is  of 
opinion  and  decides  that  the  claim  is  valid  and  allows  the 
same  accordingly.'' 

Memorial  of  William  8.  Underhill:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith, 
ud  Paine,  oonunissionerB,  January  13, 1851;  aot  of  Congress  of  Maroh  8, 
1849. 


3434  INTEBNilTIONAL  ARBITRATIONS, 

^<  XJ-pon  the  denth  of  Mr.  Martinez,  miniater 
uirifik't  Case:  leaaa  plenipotentiary  from  Mexico  to  the  United 
of  HoMoforaLe-g^^^g^  which  took  place  in  Washington  in 
Febraary  1840,  all  the  archives,  books,  papers, 
office  fnrnitnre,  etc.,  belonging  to  the  Mexican  legation  were 
placed  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Alvear,  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Argentine  Confederation,  by  one  of  the 
attaches  of  the  legation.  Mr.  Alvear,  on  behalf  of  the  Mexican 
Oovernment,  rented  of  the  claimant  certain  rooms  in  her  house 
for  the  storage  and  safe-keeping  of  these  articles,  at  the  rate  of 
$25  per  month.  Under  this  agreement  the  apartments  were 
occupied  until  Mr.  Almonte,  the  successor  of  Mr.  Martinez, 
arrived  in  Washington,  when  all  the  property  thus  kept  was 
delivered  to  him.  The  claimant  presented  her  demand  tor  the 
stipulated  compensation,  but  it  was  not  paid  by  Mr.  Almonte, 
he  not  finding  it  convenient  to  do  so,  or  not  feeling  authorized 
without  orders  from  his  government.  Mr.  Alvear  testifies 
that  Mr.  Almonte  said  he  would  forward  the  bill  to  his  gov- 
ernment and  ^he  had  no  doubt  it  would  be  paid.'  Tbe  board 
is  of  opinion  and  decides  that  the  claim  is  valid  and  allows 
the  ^ame  accordingly." 

Case  of  Hannah  Vlrick:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine, 
commissioners;  Febraary  7,  1851,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 
1849. 

Eichard  8.  Coxe,  trustee  of  the  Union  Land 

^*^  fc^^t^^^^  Company,  presented  to  the  mixed  commission 
^^  ^^^"*'*' under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839,  a  claim 
against  Mexico  growing  out  of  the  alleged  violation  by  that 
government  of  certain  colonization  contracts  entered  into  by 
the  Mexican  authorities  with  Lorenzo  de  Zavala,  Joseph  Veh- 
lein,  and  David  G.  Burnet,  as  empresarios.^  The  American  and 
Mexican  commissioners,  differing  upon  the  claim,  reported  to 
the  umpire  upon  it,  but  the  latter,  owing  to  want  of  time,  if  not 
to  other  causes,  at  the  close  of  the  commission  returned  it  unde- 
cided. In  a  synopsis  of  all  the  claims  before  the  commission 
subsequently  prepared  by  Mr.  Brackenridge,  one  of  the  Ameri- 
can commissioners,  it  was  stated  that  Mr.  Brackenridge  drew  up 
the  report  of  those  commissioners  to  the  umpire  upon  the  claim 
in  question,  and  that  he  considered  the  measure  of  damages  to 
be  ^'  the  lowest  sworn  estimate  of  the  value  of  tbe  land,  at  the 
time  of  the  forcible  interruption,  without  interest." 


^ "  Empresario,    *     »    *    The  person  who  undertakes  to  do  or  perform, 
on  his  own  account,  some  business  of  great  importance.''    Velazquez. 
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Theclaini  of  the  Union  Land  Company,  together  with  varions 
other  claims  growing  ont  of  or  related  to  the  same  transaction, 
was  presented  to  Messrs.  Eyans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  the  com- 
missioners under  the  act  of  Ck>ngress  of  March  3,  1849,  and 
among  the  representations  submitted  in  behalf  of  the  Union 
Land  Company  were  arguments  prepared  by  Mr.  Webster  and 
Mr,  Thomas  Corwin. 

The  claims  in  question  all  grew  out  of  the  alleged  interru])- 
tion  by  Mexico  of  the  performance  of  certain  contracts  for  the 
settlement  of  vacant  lands  in  Texas,  which  had  been  entered 
into  by  Messrs.  Zavala,  Yehlein,  and  Burnet,  with  the  State 
of  Goahuila  and. Texas,  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  that 
State  and  of  the  republic  of  Mexico.  The  parties  before  the 
commissioners  derived  their  interests  in  the  contracts  by  as- 
signments, either  direct  or  intermediate,  from  the  original 
empresarios;  and  the  claims,  though  differing  in  some  of  their 
circnmstanoes,  all  had  a  common  origin  and  were  supported 
in  essential  matters  by  the  same  proof.  The  commissioners 
therefore  discussed  and  decided  them  together. 

The  laws  under  which  the  original  contracts  were  made  were 
(1)  the  colonization  law  of  Mexico  of  August  18, 1824,  and  (2) 
the  colonization  law  of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  of 
March  24, 1825,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  former.  Taking  up 
the  national  law,  the  commissioners  observed  that  the  first 
article  declared:  "The  Mexican  nation  offers  to  foreigners 
who  come  to  establish  themselves  within  its  territory  security 
for  their  persons  and  projierty,  provided  they  subject  them- 
selves to  the  laws  of  the  country."  The  second  authorized  the 
State  legislatures  ^'to  form  colonization  laws  or  regulations 
for  their  respective  States,"  conformably  to  the  national  law 
and  the  constitution.  The  fourth  forbade  the  States  to  "colo- 
nize any  lands  comprehended  within  twenty  leagues  of  the 
hmits  of  any  foreign  nation,"  or  "within  ten  leagues  of  the 
coast,"  without  "the  approbation  of  the  supreme  executive 
power."  The  seventh  declared  that  after  1840  "the  general 
congress  shall  not  prohibit  the  entrance  of  any  foreigner  as  a 
colonist  unless  imperious  circumstances  shall  require  it  with 
respect  to  the  individuals  of  a  particular  nation."  The  eighth, 
notwithstanding  this  prohibition,  reserved  to  the  government 
the  power,  "without  prejudicing  the  objects  of  this  law,"  to 
'^take  such  precautionary  measures  as  it  may  deem  expedient 
for  the  security  of  the  confederation  as  respects  the  foreigners 
who  come  to  colonize."    The  ninth  required  a  preference,  in 


3436        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

the  distributioD  of  the  lands,  to  be  given  to  Mexican  citizens. 
The  twelfth  forbade  the  noiting  in  the  hands  of  one  person, 
with  the  right  of  property,  of  more  than  one  square  leagne 
suitable  for  irrigation,  four  square  leagues  of  arable  land  with- 
out the  facility  of  irrigation,  and  six  square  leagues  of  gra^ 
ing  land.  The  fourteenth  guaranteed  ^^the  contracts  which 
the  empresarios  may  make  with  the  families  which  they  bring 
at  their  own  expense,  provided  they  are  not  contrary  to  law.^ 
The  fifteenth  article  was  as  follows:  "No  person  who  by  Tir- 
tue  of  this  law  acquires  a  title  to  lands  shall  hold  th^n  if  he 
is  domiciliated  out  of  the  limits  of  the  republic." 

The  provisions  of  the  State  law  were  harmonious  with  tiie 
foregoing.  It  offered  to  persons,  already  in  the  State,  lands 
for  settlement  upon  application  to  become  an  inhabitant  and 
taking  an  oath  to  obey  the  State  and  Federal  constitutions, 
and  to  observe  tbe  religion  which  the  latter  prescribed.  The 
sixth  article  was  substantially  the  same  as  the  seventh  and 
eighth  articles  of  the  national  law,  requiring  all  who  should 
be  admitted  to  subject  themselves  to  such  precautionary  meas- 
ures of  national  security  as  the  national  government,  without 
prejudicing  the  objects  of  this  law,  may  think  proper  to  adopt 
relative  to  them.  The  eighth,  ninth,  twelfth,  thirteenth,  and 
fourteenth  articles  related  particularly  to  the  system  of  colo- 
nization by  contract.  The  eighth  provided  that  projects  for 
new  settlements,  into  which  one  or  more  persons  offered  to 
bring  at  their  own  expense  one  hundred  or  more  families? 
should  be  presented  to  the  government,  and,  if  found  conform- 
able with  the  law,  should  be  admitted;  that  the  government 
would  immediately  designate  the  lands  which  were  to  be  set- 
tled, and  allow  the  contractors  six  years  within  which  to  intro- 
duce the  number  of  families  contracted  for,  under  penalty  of 
losing  their  rights  and  privileges  in  proportion  to  the  number 
of  families  which  they  should  fail  to  introduce,  the  contract 
to  be  wholly  annulled  if  they  should  not  bring  at  least  one 
hundred  families.  The  ninth  article  guaranteed  the  contracts 
which  the  empresarios  should  make  with  the  families  brought 
at  their  expense,  so  far  as  such  contracts  were  conformable  to 
the  law.  The  eleventh  established  the  standard  of  measoie, 
referring  to  which  the  twelfth  article  provided: 

"  Taking  the  above  unity  as  a  basis,  and  observing  the  distme- 
tion  which  must  be  made  between  grazing  land,  or  that  which 
is  proper  for  raising  stock,  and  farming  land  with  or  without 
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tbe  facSity  of  irrigation,  this  law  grants  to  the  contractor  or 
eontractors  for  the  establishment  of  a  new  settlement  for  each 
hundred  families  which  he  may  introdace  and  establish  in  the 
State,  five  Htios  of  grazing  land  and  five  labors  at  least,  the 
one-balf  of  which  shall  be  without  the  facility  of  irrigation, 
bat  they  can  only  receive  premium  for  800  families,  although  a 
greater  number  should  be  introduced,  and  no  portion  whatever 
less  than  one  hundred  shall  entitle  them  to  any  permission,  not 
even  proportionally.^ 

The  thirteenth  article  provided  that  if  any  contractor  should, 
on  sccountof  the  families  which  he  should  have  introduced,  be 
entitled,  according  to  the  foregoing  article,  to  more  than  eleven 
square  leagues  of  land,  he  should  be  obliged  to  alienate  the 
excess  within  twelve  years,  and  that  if  he  should  fail  to  do  so 
the  aUenation  should  be  effected  by  the  proper  political  author- 
ity at  public  sale,  the  proceeds  to  be  delivered  to  the  owners  of 
the  land  after  deducting  the  costs  of  sale.  The  fourteenth  article 
provided  that  to  each  head  of  a  family  whose  sole  occupation 
was  cultivation  of  the  soil,  one  labor  should  be  given;  that 
if  he  should  also  be  a  stock  raiser,  grazing  land  shall  be  added 
to  complete  a  sitio;  and  that  if  his  only  occupation  was  the 
raising  of  stock  he  should  receive  only  a  superficies  of  grazing 
land  equal  to  24,000,000  square  varas.  The  twenty-second  article 
required  the  settler,  as  an  acknowledgment  to  the  State,  to  pay 
for  eadi  sitio  of  pasture  land  $10,  and  for  other  quantities  and 
descriptions  of  land  other  sums,  one  third  in  four  years,  one  in 
five,  and  the  remainder  in  six  years,  under  i>enalty  of  losing  the 
land  for  a  failure  in  any  of  the  payments.  From  these  provis- 
ions the  premium  land  was  exempt.  The  twenty-fourth  article 
aothorized  the  government  to  sell  lands  to  Mexicans  and  to  them 
only,  fixing  the  price  and  the  quantity  which  any  person  might 
hold.  The  twenty-fifth  prohibited  the  legislature  for  a  term  of 
six  years  fix)m  altering  the  law  touching  the  acknowledgment 
and  price  to  be  paid  for  the  land  in  respect  of  ^Hhe  quantity 
and  quality  to  be  distributed  to  the  new  settlers  or  sold  to 
the  Mexicans."    Article  26  read  as  follows : 

"The  new  settiers  who,  within  six  years  ftom  the  date  of 
possession,  have  not  cultivated  or  occupied  the  lands  granted 
to  them,  according  to  their  quality,  shall  be  considered  to  have 
renounced  them,  and  the  respective  political  authorities  shall 
immediately  proceed  to  take  possession  of  them  and  recall  the 
titles." 

It  was  under  these  provisions  of  law  that  the  contracts  with 
Zavala  and  others  were  made.    The  first  in  order  of  time  was 
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that  of  Yehlein,  who  presented  his  petition  to  the  governor  of 
the  State  November  23,  1826,  offering  to  colonize  certain 
described  lands  ^'with  300  Catholic  families,  of  good  moral 
and  religious  habits,  partly  Germans  or  Swiss  and  partly 
North  Americans."  The  proposal  was  accepted  December  21, 
1826,  and  <^  in  compliance  with  the  eighth  article  of  the  law" 
the  land  was  designated. 

Burnet's  petition  was  presented  June  15,  1826,  offering  to 
introduce  500  families,  and  as  many  more  as  the  land  which 
the  government  might  put  under  his  charge  would  accommo- 
date. This  proposal  the  government  accepted  December  22, 
1826. 

A  second  proposal  was  made  by  Vehlein  October  13, 1828, 
<<to  colonize  with  100  families  of  German,  Swiss,  and  English 
origin,''  a  small  tract  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  near  the  bay  of 
Galveston.  This  proposal  was  accepted  by  the  supreme  gov- 
ernment November  17, 1825,  but  for  less  land  than  was  stated 
in  the  petition. 

Burnet's  petition  was  presented  June  15,  1826,  offering  to 
introduce  500  families,  and  as  many  more  as  the  land  which 
should  be  put  under  his  charge  might  accommodate.  The 
government  accepted  his  proposal  December  22, 1826,  '^  so  £eur 
as'^  it  was  "conformable  to  the  law  of  colonization  of  the 
State  of  March  24, 1825,"  and  assigned  to  him  "in  fcdfillment 
of  the  eighth  article,  for  the  purpose  of  colonizing  with  300 
families  having  the  qualifications  and  conditions  stated  in  his 
petition,"  a  certain  described  tract  of  land,  which  was  a  part 
only  of  that  designated  in  the  petition. 

Zavala's  proposal  was  made  on  March  6, 1829,  for  the  intro- 
duction of  500  families  on  lands  bordering  upon  "the  United 
States  of  the  North;"  and  he  promised  to  do  everything  "in 
his  power  to  introduce  the  greatest  possible  number  of  Mexi- 
cans," who  would  form  "  a  rampart  for  the  security  and  integ- 
rity of  the  country."  The  proposal  was  accepted  on  the  12th 
of  the  same  month,  on  condition  that  a  certain  part  of  the 
families  should  be  of  Mexican  origin. 

Each  of  these  contracts  was  to  be  performed  within  the  term 
of  six  years  from  its  date.  It  was  also  provided  that  the  fami- 
lies already  residing  within  the  territories,  and  having  the 
qualifications  required  by  law,  should  be  permitted  to  remain, 
and  that  their  titles  should  be  respected;  and  that  the  surplus 
lands  within  the  allotted  districts  should  remain  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  State, "  to  sell  tlie  same  to  any  Mexican  subject,  to 
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reward  military  men  who  shall  obtain  grants  from  thesnpreme 
goyemment,  or  to  grant  to  any  individual  paying  due  regard 
to  and  respecting  the  private  property  of  settlers  established 
according  to  law  under  this  contract,  or  the  instructions  of  the 
commissioner.'' 

Having  thus  set  forth  the  pertinent  provisions  of  the  laws 
and  contracts  involved  in  the  cases  before  them,  the  commis- 
sioners proceeded  to  consider  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
rights  granted  to  the  empreaarios  ;  and  as  to  the  interpretation 
of  the  laws  they  said: 

<<In  construing  these  laws  the  objects  and  policy  of  Mexico 
in  adopting  them  mast  be  kept  in  view.  And  undoubtedly 
ttie  peopling  of  her  vast  tracts  of  unoccupied  land  by  emigra- 
tion from  abroad  was  the  leading  purpose  to  be  accomplished. 
The  appeal  was  made  to  foreigners  to  occupy  and  improve  her 
wastes,  and  she  promised  security  and  protection  and  held  out 
liberal  inducements.  But  at  the  same  time  she  appears  not  to 
have  been  without  some  apprehension  that  some  degree  of 
danger  to  her  supremacy  might  arise  from  an  indiscriminate 
admission  or  an  undue  preponderance  of  foreign  i)opulatiou 
within  her  territories,  and  especially  upon  the  borders  of  other 
nations.  Her  laws,  therefore,  while  offering  large  inducements 
to  emigration  from  other  countries,  contain  provisions  reserving 
to  the  government  the  right  of  control  and  interference  when- 
ever it  was  deemed  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  its  su- 
premacy on  the  colonized  territories.  They  must  therefore  be 
oonstmed  as  well  with  reference  to  the  general  objects  to  be 
accomplished  as  to  the  rights  of  Mexico,  intended  to  be  secured 
by  some  of  these  provisions.'' 

The  lands  embraced  in  the  contracts  with  the  empresarios 
aggregated  about  14,000,000  acres,  much  more,  as  the  commis- 
sioners observed,  than  was  required  for  the  families  to  be  intro- 
duced and  the  premiums  to  the  contractors,  since  if  each  family 
had  received  one  sitioj  the  largest  quantity  allowable,  little  more 
than  5,000,000  acres  would  have  been  needed  for  the  colonists 
and  empresarios  together.  But  it  was  argued  that  the  whole 
described  territory  was  in  effect  granted  to  the  empresarios; 
that  they  had  exclusive  control  over  and  virtual  possession  of 
it;  that  their  title  to  the  whole  could  be  forfeited  only  by  non- 
performance of  the  conditions  of  the  grant.  Pursuing  this 
idea^  and  deducing  from  it  a  right  to  sell,  the  argument  as- 
serted that  the  empresarios  by  their  attorneys  ''sold  to  the 
Union  Land  Company  twenty-eight  leagues  of  land  within  the 
assigned  grants,"  and  that  ''the purchase  thus  made,  when  re- 
duced to  acres,  would  amount  to  123,924  acres."  The  commis- 
sioners,  however,  declared  that  they  could  find  no  ground  upon 


3440        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

which  this  argament  coald  be  maintained.  There  was,  they 
said,  no  language  in  the  contract,  or  concession,  imparting  a 
grant  of  land.  All  that  was  granted  was  a  concession  or  per- 
mission to  the  empresario  to  introdace,  under  certain  condi- 
tions, the  stipulated  number  of  families  upon  the  described 
lands,  with  the  understanding  that  when  this  was  done  he 
should  then  be  entitled  to  a  grant  in  absolute  property  within 
the  allotted  limits.  At  most  he  had  an  inchoate  or  inceptive 
title  to  the  premium  lands  promised  by  the  laws,  and  such  a 
degree  of  control  and  possession  over  the  whole  tract  as  might 
be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  perform  the  conditions  of  the 
contract  on  his  part.^ 

It  was  contended  by  some  of  the  claimants  that  the  empre- 
sario j  having  exclusive  power  and  control  over  the  whole  terri- 
tory described  in  his  concession,  had  the  right  to  colonize  the 
whole  of  it;  that  he  was  not  restricted  to  the  number  of  £Eun- 
ilies  stipulated  for,  but  might  introduce  as  many  as  the 
allotted  district  would  accommodate,  although  he  could  not 
receive  premium  for  a  greater  number  than  800.  One  of  the 
claimants  (General  Sumuer)  said:  <<  What  we  designed  to  do, 
if  we  had  been  permitted,  was  not  to  settle  that  part  only  for 
which  premium  was  allowed  to  us,  but  the  whole  tract,  disre- 
garding the  premium,  which  was  but  a  trifle."  The  commis- 
sioners were  of  opinion  that  this  interpretation  of  the  contract 
could  not  be  maintained.  In  each  of  the  contracts  the  right 
of  the  State  to  dispose  of  "the  surplus  land"  was  expressly 
reserved.    By  "the  surplus  land"  could  only  be  understood 

^  At  this  point  the  commissioners  discussed  certain  cases  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  reported  in  3  Howard,  773,  and  8 
Howard,  833.  These  cases  involved  the  laws  of  Spain  in  regard  to  grants 
to  empre$ario8.    The  commissioners  said : 

''We  think  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in  these  cases  entirely  applicable 
to  the  cases  before  us.  It  can  make  no  difference  that  the  contractors 
there  were  to  be  remunerated  in  some  other  mode  than  by  land  within  the 
allotted  district.  How  they  were  bo  be  compensated  does  not  appear,  nor 
in  our  opinion  is  it  important.  The  question  there,  as  here,  was  one  of 
construction  and  interpretation  of  the  words  of  a  contract.  If  there  be 
any  distinction  between  the  cases  we  should  incline  to  the  opinion  that 
those  before  the  court  stood  upon  stronger  grounds  as  grants  than  these 
before  us,  for  the  reason  that  they  appear  to  have  conferred  exclusive 
rights  upon  the  contractors  of  introducing  settlers  within  the  district. 
'As  colonizer  the  baron  had  a  monopoly  within  the  district  to  introduce 
settlers.'  Whether  such,  was  the  nature  of  the  contracts  under  the  laws 
of  Mexico  will  now  be  considered." 
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the  excess  beyond  what  would  be  required  for  the  number  of 
funilies  stipulated  for,  and  for  premiums  according  to  law. 
The  twelfth  and  thirteenth  articles  of  the  law  of  Goahuila  and 
Texas,  which  was  8upiM>sed  to  give  the  authority  contended 
for,  could  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  commissioners,  be  so 
construed.    Those  articles  limited  the  amount  of  premium  to 
which  the  contractor  might  be  entitled,  but  did  not  profess  to 
limit  or  fix  the  number  of  families,  except  that  it  could  not  be 
leas  than  100.    His  right,  said  the  commissioners,  to  introduce 
any  number,  depended  upon  the  acceptance  of  his  proposals  by 
the  government,  and  when  the  law  spoke  of  a  greater  number 
than  800  fomilies  having  been  introduced,  it  could  only  mean 
rightfully  introduced,  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  the 
concession.    The  limitation  was  to  be  found  in  the  contract, 
which  in  some  instances  specified  a  smaller  number  than  the 
contractor  prox>osed,  as  in  the  case  of  Burnet,  who  proposed 
to  colonize  with  500  families  and  as  many  more  as  the  limits 
assigned  to  him  would  accommodate,  but  whose  proposal  was 
accepted  for  300  only.    Gould  it  be  contended  that  he  never- 
theless had  the  right  to  introduce  500,  and  any  greater  number 
that  the  limits  would  allow  t    The  commissioners  thought  not ; 
and  such,  they  said,  was  the  construction  of  the  contracts  by 
the  (Government  of  Mexico  before  the  present  claimants  had 
obtained  any  interest  in  them,  and  even  before  anything  had 
heen  done  by  the  original  empresarioa  in  fulfillment  of  them,  as 
was  shown  by  a  report  made  by  Mr.  Alaman,  the  Mexican 
secretary  of  state,  to  the  Mexican  Congress,  on  March  4, 1830, 
upon  the  subject  of  Texas  and  the  practices  which  had  pre- 
vailed under  the  colonization  contracts,  copies  of  which  were 
delivered  to  Mr.  Butler,  the  American  charg6  d'affaires  in 
Mexico,  and  transmitted  by  him  to  his  government.    There 
was,  the  commissioners  further  said,  among  the  proofe  far- 
Bished  by  some  of  the  claimants,  evidence  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Goahuila  and  Texas  had  given  an  explanation  of  the 
law  of  colonization  in  the  same  sense,  and  that  this  explana- 
tion was  communicated  at  an  early  day  to  the  agents  and 
attorneys  of  the  empresariosj  who  must  therefore  be  considered 
w  granting  only  such  rights  as  by  the  explanations  they  were 
aotiiorized  to  grant. 

The  empresarioj  said  the  conunissioners,  could  under  the 
law  give  neither  possession  nor  title  to  the  colonist  whom  he 
ahoold  introduce.    This  was  to  be  done  by  a  commissioner. 
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appointed  by  and  actipg  under  instructions  from  the  goTern* 
ment,  who  was  to  judge  of  the  moral  qualifications  aud  fitness 
of  the  emigrant,  to  refuse  admission  to  such  as  he  deeioed 
unsuitable,  to  issue,  in  the  name  of  the  State,  titles  to  the  kDtl, 
and  to  put  the  new  colonists  in  possession  with  all  legal  for- 
mality. The  whole  business  of  surveying,  allotting,  and  giving 
possession  and  title  was  reserved  to  the  govemment  iipd  wiis 
to  be  performed  by  an  officer  of  the  government,  who  was  in 
other  particulars  also  to  keep  a  supervision  over  the  colouy. 

The  result  to  which  the  commissioners  came  was  *'  that  the 
empresario  was  limited  to  the  number  of  families  named  in  liis 
contract,  and  could  obtain  no  right  by  the  introduction  of  & 
larger  number;  that  these  contracts  or  interests  in  them  were 
assignable,  and  might  be  performed  so  far  as  obtainit]^  and 
transplanting  families  were  to  be  done,  by  agents,  attorneys, 
or  assignees;"  that  "Mexico  could  not  rightfully  annul  or 
intercept  the  performance  of  them  merely  for  that  iiause;" 
and  that  "foreigners  or  citizens  of  other  countries  could  la\r 
fully  become  such  agents  or  assignees,  and  thereby  obtafn 
valuable  rights  and  interests  in  these  contracts,  for  the  viola^ 
tion  of  which  Mexico  would  be  justly  responsible."  They  bail, 
they  declared,  "come  to  this  conclusion,  not  without  hesitation, 
principally  from  the  fact  which  appears  in  proof,  that  the  con- 
tracts in  question  were  renewed  or  prolonged,  after  full  infor- 
mation had  been  communicated  as  well  to  the  Government  of 
Mexico  as  to  that  of  Goahuila  and  Texas,  that  they  had  been 
assigned,  in  a  manner  to  be  hereafter  stated,  to  certatD  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  it  was  intended  to  perform  them 
by  such  assignees  or  trustees,  under  certain  articles  of  ^so- 
ciation,  which  were  also  fully  made  known  to  both  these 
governments." 

The  prolongation  or  extension  of  the  contracts,  under  such 
circumstances,  must,  said  the  commissioners,  be  regarded  ^^s  a 
ratification  and  sanction  of  the  proceedings  which  hail  taken 
place  so  far  as  they  were  communicated  to  the  proper  authori- 
ties  of  Mexico.  But  the  rights  which  could  thus  be  obtaine^l 
by  assignment  from  the  empresario  were  such  only  iis  he  him 
self  possessed.  He  was  undoubtedly  entitled,  upon  tlie  jwr 
formance  of  his  contract,  to  the  premium  offered  by  the  law; 
and  this  they  thought  him  justly  and  equitably  entitled  to* 
even  though  the  contract  was  not  performed,  proviiled  that 
the  failure  was  occasioned  by  the  aets  of  Mexico,     Bat  the 
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cbums  before  the  board  did  not  rest  on  that  basis.  There  was 
DoevideDce  that  the  premiums  had  not  been  allowed.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  Bamet's  had  been 
claimed  and  admitted,  and  that  the  other  parties  might  with 
equal  sncoess  claim  theirs.  Bat  the  claims  before  the  board 
were  for  the  value  of  the  colonists'  or  settlers'  lands,  which 
the  parties  alleged  that  they  were  entitled  to,  by  virtne  of 
arraDgements  actually  made,  or  which  could  have  been  made, 
with  the  emigrants,  but  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  Mexico. 
They  therefore  rested  upon  the  ground  that  the  empresario 
was  entitled  to  any  portion  of-  the  land  set  apart  for  the  col- 
onist which  the  latter  should  relinquish  to  him.  Before  enter- 
ing upon  the  consideration  of  this  question,  it  was,  said  the 
commissioners,  necessary  particularly  to  state  what  proceed- 
ing had  been  taken  under  the  contracts,  and  the  manner  in 
which  the  claimants  deduced  their  right  to  indemnity  for  the 
alleged  wrongfid  interruption  of  their  performance  by  Mexico. 
It  did  not  appear,  continued  the  commissioners,  that  any- 
thing was  done  by  either  of  the  original  empresarios  toward 
the  fulfillment  of  their  several  concessions  till  October  1830, 
when  a  "tripartite"  agreement  was  entered  into  in  Kew 
York  City  between  the  empresarws  of  the  first  part,  Messrs. 
Dey,  Sumner,  and  Curtis  of  the  second  part,  and  such  other 
persons  as  should  become  parties  to  the  agreement  of  the  third 
part,  whereby  the  empresarios  sold  and  conveyed  to  "the  par- 
ties of  the  second  part,  and  their  successors  irrevocably," 
'^all  the  right,  title,  interest,  property  and  estate"  which  they 
had  "  in  and  to  the  contracts  and  grants  before  referred  to," 
and  "to  the  lands  in  said  grants  described  and  contained,  in 
an  absolute  and  perfect  possession  and  property,"  and  to  all 
the  privileges  and  advantages  arising  therefrom  "  or  in  any 
way  incident  thereto,"  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  parties  of  the 
first,  second,  and  third  parts,  "  in  the  proportions  and  accord- 
ing to  the  number  of  shares  respectively  held  by  each  of  them 
therein."  Under  this  arrangement  an  association  was  formed 
by  the  name  of  "  The  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Com- 
pany," the  capital  stock  of  which  consisted  of  the  contracts  or 
lands  assigned  by  the  empresarios  to  the  trustees,  and  such 
snms  as  were  paid  by  the  persons  admitted  as  shareholders. 
The  concerns  of  the  company  were  to  be  managed  by  the 
trustees  named  in  the  "tripartite"  agreement  and  their  sue- 
feasors,  and  all  the  power  and  authority  which  the  empresarios 
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had  nnder  the  contracts  was  vested  in  them.  The  stock  or 
property  of  the  company  was  divided  into  1,000  shares,  the 
whole  of  which  appears  to  have  been  subscribed  for;  and  it 
was  provided  in  the  articles  of  association  that  <^  scrip"  shoald 
be  issued  by  the  company,  divided  into  ^^  sitios  and  l&bon,'' 
which  should  be  transferable  by  indorsement  and  deliveiy. 
The  trustees  were  authorized  to  sell  or  mortgage  the  scrip 
thus  issued,  and  to  distribute  it  as  dividends  among  the  stock- 
holders in  proportion  to  the  number  of  shares  held  by  them. 
In  form,  the  scrip  was  merely  a  certificate  of  the  trustees  that 
the  holder  of  it  had  the  consent  of  the  empresarias  to  locate 
and  hold  '<in  severalty"  the  quantity  of  land  which  it  specified, 
anywhere  within  the  four  allotted  districts.  The  trustees  of 
the  company  were  each  to  receive  500,000  acres  of  land,  being 
about  113  sitios  or  leagues,  for  his  personal  services,  and  for 
this  quantity  scrip  was  issued  to  them.  Dividends  were 
made  among  the  shareholders,  and  some  certificates  were  sold; 
and  a  considerable  amount  appeared  to  have  been  deposited 
with  different  persons  upon  certain  conditions,^  generally  tiial 
the  depositary  should  obtain  a  certain  number  of  fiftmilies  to 
settle  upon  the  land,  under  agreements  that  would  secure  to 
the  company  a  considerable  proportion  of  the  land  to  whieh 
they  should  obtain  title.  The  whole  quantity  of  land  for 
which  scrip  was  thus  issued  was  10,216,655  acres,  about  doable 
i^hat  was  appropriated  by  the  contracts,  according  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  commissioners.  Of  this  amount  the  asso- 
ciation called  the  Union  Land  Company  held  28  sitias.  The 
Trinity  Land  Company,  another  association,  claimed  to  be  the 
holder  of  other  scrip.  Anthony  Dey,  one  of  the  trustees  and 
attorneys  of  the  original  empresarioaj  claimed  148  sitios  andS^ 
labors.  George  Sumner,  also  one  of  the  trustees,  claimed  l^ 
sitios  and  12  labors.  George  Griswold  and  Nathan  Griswirid 
claimed  94  sitios  and  12  labors;  Stephen  Whitney,  4S<M^; 
Kathaniel  Lord,  43  sitios  ;  George  Griswold  and  others,  com- 
posing the  Pilgrim  Company,  132  sitiosj  and  Nathaniel  Lord 
and  Nathaniel  Bichards,  each  11  sitios j  being  a  part  of  the  IS 
represented  by  the  Pilgrim  Company.  These  parties  respee- 
tively  claimed  for  the  value  of  the  land  for  which  they  held 
•  scrip,  or  for  the  value  of  the  scrip  which,  as  they  asserted,  was 
rendered  wholly  unavailable  to  them  by  the  wrongful  acts  of 
Mexico. 

Early  in  1831  the  Union  Land  Company  sent  from  New  York 
a  considerable  number  of  emigrants  to  take  possession  of  the  I 
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lands  for  which  it  held  scrip,  ander  agreements  that  the 
emigrant  should  convey  to  the  company,  when  reqaired  so  to 
do,  all  the  land  to  which  he  shoald  obtain  title  except  one 
labor  (177  acres),  which  he  was  to  retain  for  himself.  Aboat 
the  same  time  the  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Company 
sent  other  emigrants  under  a  similar  agreement,  together  with 
surveyors,  agents,  and  officers  of  different  kinds  to  establish 
the  colony.  The  emigrants  arrived  in  Galveston  Bay  in  Feb- 
ruary and  March  1831.  They  were  met  by  Golonri  Bradbam, 
a  Mexican  military  officer,  then  in  command  of  a  small  force 
stationed  at  Anahaac,  who  prohibited  them  from  entering 
apon  the  land  or  in  any  way  prosecuting  their  plans  of  colo- 
nization, and  Anally  compelled  them  by  threats  of  imprison- 
ment and  military  coercion  to  desist  from  the  undertaking. 
These  proceedings  broke  up  for  a  time  all  attempts  at  coloni- 
zation by  the  companies  under  the  Zavala  and  other  con- 
tracts. Several  years  were  spent  by  their  agents  in  endeavor- 
ing to  obtain  from  the  Mexican  Government  a  withdrawal  of 
the  interdict  which  had  been  placed  wpon  their  operations,  but 
tbey  accomplii»hed  little  beyond  the  repeal,  on  November  21, 
1833,  of  a  law  of  April  6,  1830,  which  was  regarded  by  the 
companies  as  the  authority  of  Golonel  Bradbum's  proceedings 
against  them,  and  which  was  in  these  words : 

"By  virtue  of  the  power  reserved  to  the  General  Govern- 
ment in  the  seventh  article  of  the  law  of  August  18, 1824,  this 
act  prohibits  citizens  of  foreign  countries  lying  adjacent  to  the 
Mexican  territory  from  settling  as  colonists  in  the  States  or 
Territories  adjoining  such  countries,  and  suspends  contracts 
not  executed  and  opposed  to  this  article." 

Meanwhile  the  State  of  Goahuila  and  Texas  on  April  27, 
1832,  upon  the  application  of  John  T.  Mason,  who  acted  as  one 
of  the  agents  of  the  trustees  and  also  under  powers  of  attorney 
from  the  original  empresariosj  passed  a  decree  granting  three 
additional  years  to  Vehlein  and  Burnet  for  the  establishment 
of  the  colonies  ^<  which  they  contracted  with  the  government 
on  the  21st  and  22d  of  December  1826."  Their  contracts  were 
thus  extended  to  December  1835.  On  January  27, 1834,  the 
Zavala  contract  was  extended  four  years,  or  till  March  1839. 
Stimulated  by  these  apparently  favorable  proceedings  and  by 
the  assurances  of  General  Mason  and  other  agents  in  Mexico, 
the  companies,  trustees,  and  scrip  holders  commenced  fresh 
operations.  In  February  1834  the  Trinity  Land  Company  was 
formed,  and  in  June  following  it  sent  out  about  fifty  emigrants 
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under  contracts  similar  to  those  heretofore  described.  Mr. 
Dey,  General  Sumner  and  others  made  extensive  anange^ 
ments  for  surveying  the  lands  mentioned  in  their  scrip  and 
obtaining  colonists  to  settle  thereon,  and  ageuts  were  sent  to 
Texas  to  prepare  for  the  reception  of  the  colonists  as  they 
should  arrive.  Surveys  were  made  under  the  authority  of  the 
commissioner  who  had  been  appointed  by  Goahuila  and  Texu. 
With  the  exception  of  a  single  instance,  there  was  no  satia- 
factory  proof  of  any  interference  in  the  colonizing  operatioDS 
by  any  Mexican  authority,  after  the  renewal  or  extension  of 
the  concessions.  Large  numbers  of  emigrants  from  the  United 
States  established  themselves  within  the  districts  allotted  to 
Zavida,  Burnet,  and  Yehlein.  During  the  years  1834  and  1835 
more  than  800  colonists  were  admitted  by  the  land  commu- 
sioners  to  lands  within  the  assigned  limits,  with  the  consent  of 
the  empresariOj  which  was  necessary  till  May  or  June  183S. 
Among  those  thus  admitted  there  appeared  the  names  of 
several  persons  who  went  to  Texas  in  the  employ  of  the  scrip 
holders  or  of  the  companies.  Indeed  it  was  in  proof  that  the 
whole  number  of  families  stipulated  in  Yehlein's  second  con- 
cession were  actually  in  possession  of  their  lands  ond^ 
authority  of  the  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Company's 
agent.  How  many  were  admitted  into  the  other  colonies  there 
was  no  means  of  ascertaining  with  precision.  At  that  time, 
however,  Texas  contained  a  population  of  about  30,000,  and  a 
large  proportion  of  them  were  recent  emigrants. 

The  difficultie^  which  the  colonizers  were  thenceforward  to 
experience  had,  said  the  commissioners,  a  different  origin.  The 
hold  of  Mexico  on  Texas  was  fast  relaxing.  Disputes  had 
grown  up  between  the  colonists  and  the  military  autioritiea  of 
Mexico,  and  arms  were  soon  appealed  to.  Bevolutions  were  also 
going  on  in  Mexico  proper,  and  an  attempt  was  made  in  IS^ 
to  abrogate  the  federal  constitution  of  1824  and  to  establish  a 
central  or  consolidated  government.  Against  this  the  people  of 
Texas  remonstrated.  Popular  meetings  were  called,  a  com- 
mittee of  safety  was  appointed,  and  the  people  were  advised 
to  prepare  for  war.  During  the  commotions  which  ensued, 
Texas  furnished  few  inducements  for  emigrants  to  settle  her 
vacant  laods.  Some  already  there  left  the  country,  discour- 
aged by  the  dangers  which  seemed  to  threaten  it.  Many  of 
the  plans  of  the  claimants  to  obtain  emigrants  from  Europe 
were  abandoned  for  that  reason.    Besides,  there  appeared  to 
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exist  among  the  people  in  Texas  a  strong  and  active  hostility 
to  the  scheme  of  colonization  which  had  been  projected,  grow- 
ing oat  of  a  feeling  that  the  whole  country  was  likely  to  be 
taken  np  by  a  few  proprietors.  In  consequence  some  of  the 
emigrants  who  went  to  Texas  with  the  companies'  scrip,  uiK)n 
their  arrival  there  repudiated  it,  and  obtained  in  other  colonies, 
or  upon  lands  not  granted,  possession  of  a  whole  Htio^  instead 
of  the  quantity  which  they  would  have  received  under  their  con- 
tracts. The  continued  operation  of  these  causes  almost  entirely 
destroyed  the  value  of  the  scrip  held  by  the  claimants,  and  re- 
sulted in  the  breaking  up  of  their  extensive  schemes  of  coloni- 
zation. But  the  principal  blow,  said  the  commissioners,  was 
given  by  the  new  government  of  Texas,  or  rather  by  the  peo- 
ple themselves  in  the  establishment  of  the  provisional  govern- 
ment which  was  instituted  in  1835.  In  the  declaration  issued 
on  that  occasion,  as  well  as  in  the  constitution  adopted  in  1836, 
it  was  difficult,  said  the  commissioners,  not  to  see  a  distinct 
and  settled  purpose  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  Texas  to 
abrogate  and  put  an  end  to  the  entire  system  of  colonization 
which  had  before  been  practiced.  No  rights  or  titles  but  those 
of  the  settlers  or  citizens  of  the  republic  were  recognized.  No 
alien  could  hold  title  unless  derived  from  the  republic.  No 
transfer  was  valid,  except  to  a  citizen  of  the  republic,  and  the 
leading  object  of  <^  quieting  the  people  in  the  i)ossession  of 
their  lands"  was  conspicuous  throughout.  In  this  series  of 
events  there  was  abundant  cause  for  the  depreciation  of  the 
scrip  and  the  overthrow  of  all  the  plans  of  colonization,  which 
constituted  the  foundation  of  the  larger  part  of  the  claims 
before  the  commission. 

Was  Mexico,  asked  the  commissioners,  responsible  for  these 
proceedings t  It  could  hardly  be  seriously  contended  that 
Mexico  should  be  held  responsible,  upon  the  ground  that  by 
her  arbitrary  proceedings  and  attempts  to  establish  military 
control  over  Texas  she  brought  those  troubles  ux>on  herself 
and  drove  the  colonists  to  take  up  arms  in  their  defense.  The 
board  could  not  undertake  to  pass  upon  the  internal  concerns 
of  that  nation,  or  its  right  to  change  its  form  of  government. 
The  right  of  Mexico  to  maintain  her  dominion  over  Texas  and 
to  reconquer  it,  if  she  could,  was  uniformly  recognized  by  the 
United  States,  and  the  duty  of  strict  neutrality  on  the  part  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States  was  enjoined  by  the  highest 
aut^iority.    The  commissioners  therefore  could  find  no  ground 
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upoD  which  Mexico  could  be  held  responsible  for  the  loss  of 
value  which  the  scrip  underwent,  and  which  formed  the  basis 
of  several  of  the  claims  before  them  and  entered  largely  into 
the  remainder.  The  following  memorials,  setting  forth  claims 
of  this  character  only,  they  accordingly  rejected: 

George  Griswold  and  others,  for  132  sitioSj  under  the  nwne 
of  the  Pilgrim  Company. 

George  Griswold  and  the  executors  of  Nathaniel  L.  Griswold, 
for  94  8itio8  and  12  labors. 

Stephen  Whitney,  for  48  aitios. 

Nathaniel  Lord,  for  43  sitios. 

Nathaniel  Lord,  for  11  sitiosj  being  a  part  of  that  comprised 
in  and  claimed  by  the  Pilgrim  Oompany. 

Nathaniel  Richards,  for  11  sitioSy  being  also  a  part  of  the 
Pilgrim  Company's  claim. 

Anthony  C.  Dey,  for  upward  of  48  sitios. 

The  claim  of  General  Sumner  contained  some  items  of  a  kind 
not  embraced  in  those  already  disposed  of,  but  the  commis- 
sioners found  that  those  items  were  not  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  rejected  the  claim  on  the  same  ground  as  the  fore- 
going. 

The  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Company  claimed  spe- 
cifically  for  the  amount  paid  to  Zavala,  Vehlein,  and  Bnniet 
to  obtain  the  assignment  of  their  contracts ;  for  sundry  expendi- 
tures in  sending  settlers  to  colonize  the  lands  in  1831,  and  {<x 
sums  paid  in  supporting  the  colonists;  for  damages  recovered 
against  them  by  some  of  the  persons  thus  sent,  who  were  pre- 
vented from  taking  possession  of  the  lands  by  the  m  litary 
interference  of  Colonel  Bradbum;  for  large  expenditures  in 
sending  agents  to  Mexico  to  procure  a  repeal  of  the  act  of 
April  1830,  and  the  recognition  of  their  claims;  for  the  value 
of  248,000  acres  of  land,  to  which  they  would  have  been 
entitled  under  the  agreement  with  the  colonists  sent  by  them, 
if  they  had  been  permitted  to  take  possession  of  the  quantity 
allowed  to  them ;  and  for  26  sitios  more,  which  they  surveyed 
in  1835,  but  for  which  no  colonists  were  sent. 

The  Trinity  Company,  by  E.  S.  Coxe,  trustee,  claimed  for 
the  value  of  121  sitios,  less  certain  deductions;  for  varioas 
expenses,  including  those  incurred  in  sending  emigrants  who 
were  not  allowed  to  take  possession  of  their  lands  in  18^; 
for  property  seized  on  board  of  some  of  the  vessels  employed 
in  transporting  provisions  for  the  settlers,  and  for  a  small 
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yessel  or  boat  used  as  a  tender  or  lighter  in  Oalveston  Bay 
and  taken  by  a  Mexican  vessel  of  war. 

There  was,  said  the  commissioners,  very  little  information 
M  to  the  ground  npon  which  the  Mexican  authorities  at  one 
time  undertook  to  interdict  the  colonizing  of  the  lands,  but 
there  was  much  reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  connected  with 
personal  and  party  considerations.  The  movement  was  origi- 
Dated  by  General  Teran,  who  was  represented  as  being  i>er- 
fiODslly  hostile  to  Zavala.  Mr.  Alaman's  rei)ort,  which  had 
already  been  adverted  to,  was  founded  on  information  derived 
from  General  Teran,  and  the  law  of  April  6,  1830,  was  the 
result  of  that  reiK>rt.  That  law,  however,  which  forbade  the 
introduction  of  citizens  of  coterminous  nations,  did  not  exclude 
the  settlers  sent  by  the  companies,  except  so  far  as  they  were 
citizens  of  the  Fnited  States,  and  the  most  of  them  were 
proved  to  have  been  of  foreign  origin.  There  was  strong 
ground  for  the  belief  that  many  of  them  were  admitted  as 
settlers  and  received  land  upon  surrendering  their  contracts 
with  the  companies.  It  was  in  proof  that  at  the  time  of 
the  occurrences  of  1831  a  land  commissioner  was  present 
to  receive  the  settlers  and  put  them  in  quiet  possession  of  the 
land,  but  that  he  was  seized  and  imprisoned  by  Colonel  Brad- 
bum's  orders.  That  the  law  of  1830  was  misconstrued  or 
perverted  by  General  Teran  was  rendered  highly  probable 
not  only  by  its  repeal,  but  also  in  immediate  connection  with 
its  rep^,  by  the  renewal  of  the  contracts  expressly  upon  the 
ground  of  the  interruption  by  the  State  authorities. 

After  the  repeal  of  the  law  of  1830  the  only  interruption  by 
the  Mexican  authorities  of  the  work  of  colonization  was  that 
caused  by  the  objection  of  a  Colonel  Contreras  to  the  admis- 
sion of  the  emigrants  sent  by  the  Trinity  Company  in  June 
1834.  The  difficulty  arose  out  of  a  claim  of  the  collector  of 
the  port  for  payment  of  duties  on  the  cargo  of  the  vessel  in 
which  the  emigrants  were  sent.  The  company  insisted  that 
the  cargo  was  not  subject  to  duty  and  refused  to  pay  it.  The 
collector  refused  to  admit  the  vessel  to  entry  and  obtained  the 
aid  of  Colonel  Contreras  to  enforce  the  demand.  Finally, 
after  the  lapse  of  some  days,  the  matter  was  compromised  by 
the  company  paying  a  part  of  the  sum  demanded.  But  there 
was  no  commissioner  of  the  State  then  in  office  to  give  posses- 
sion, and  before  one  was  appointed  the  emigrants  had  become 
dissatisfied.  Some  of  them  commenced  suits  against  the  com- 
pany and  recovered  damages,  others  obtained  titles  in  the 
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other  colonies,  and  some  obtained  rights  directly  from  the 
government. 

There  still  remained  for  consideration,  said  the  commission- 
's, a  grave  and  important  question  respecting  the  validity 
of  the  contracts  between  the  emigrants  and  the  companieB, 
whereby  a  large  proportion  of  the  land  to  which  the  forma 
might  obtain  title  was  to  be  held  for  the  benefit  and  at  tlie 
control  of  the  latter.  Were  these  contracts  valid  by  the  law 
of  Mexico  Y  If  not,  no  injary  had  been  sustained  for  which 
indemnity  could  be  claimed.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  were 
binding  obligations,  conveying  valuable  interests,  which  ooold 
be  maintained  and  enforced,  a  just  claim  for  any  injury  done 
to  them  by  the  unauthorized  acts  of  Mexico  would  arise.  Tbe 
colonization  law  of  the  State  of  Ooahuila  and  Texas  did  not 
contemplate  that  the  settler  could  obtain  a  perfect  tide  until 
the  expiration  of  six  years  firom  the  time  of  possession,  and  in 
that  interval  he  was  expressly  prohibited  from  alienating  tbe 
land.  And  by  tbe  laws  of  Mexico  no  foreigner  could  bold 
title  to  land  within  the  republic.  It  was  quite  clear  irom  tbese 
provisions  that  by  the  contracts  in  question  no  present  title 
to  the  lands  could  be  acquired  by  the  companies. 

The  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  emigrant,  as  expressed  in 
the  contract,  was  to  convey  to  the  company,  whenever  required 
so  to  do,  all  lands  over  and  above  one  labor  to  which  a  title 
might  be  given  to  him  as  a  colonist  by  the  government.  Was 
this  a  valid  and  binding  contract,  or  was  it  void,  as  being  repug- 
nant to  the  laws  and  policy  of  Mexico  1  By  the  twenty-seventh 
article  of  the  State  colonization  law  of  March  24, 1824,  settlers 
were  ^^  authorized  to  alienate  their  land  when  they  shall  bare 
completed  the  cultivation  thereof  and  not  before.''  This  was 
a  direct  and  positive  prohibition  against  alienation,  until  an 
absolute  title  was  acquired  by  the  specified  period  of  cultiva- 
tion. If  therefore  the  contracts  in  question  were  to  be  re- 
garded as  conveying  lauds  or  interests  in  lands,  they  were, 
said  the  commissioners,  clearly  repugnant  to  the  law  and 
wholly  void.  The  question  was  indeed  so  decided  by  tbe 
supreme  court  of  Texas,  in  December  1847,  in  the  case  of 
Hunt  V.  Robinson  (1  Texas  Reports,  by  Webb  and  Duval,  748). 
In  that  case  Hunt  obtained  a  sitio  of  land  as  a  colonist  in  Feb- 
ruary 1832,  and  received  the  usual  certificate  of  right  of  pos- 
session. In  December  following  he  entered  into  a  contract  to 
sell  the  land  to  Eobinson,  and  to  give  him  a  deed  therefor  ^^as 


CONTRACT  CLAIH&  3451 

ftxm  as  the  law  of  the  State  will  permit  the  aUenation  and 
transfer."  A  part  of  the  consideratioii  paid  by  Bobinson  was 
'a  conyeyance  to  Hunt  of  other  lands,  which  the  latter  entered 
apon  and  enltivated.  Bobinson  went  into  i>o88eBfflon  of  the 
leagae  contracted  for  with  Hnnt,  and  made  improvements 
apoD  it  After  the  death  of  the  original  parties,  no  deed  hav- 
ing been  given,  the  heirs  of  Bobinson  institated  snit  against 
the  heirs  of  Hnnt  for  a  sx>eciflc  i>erformance  of  the  contract. 
The  supreme  coort  of  Texas  decided  that  the  contract  was 
whoUy  void  and  inoperative^  being  repugnant  to  the  laws  and 
tiie  policy  of  Mexico,  and  of  the  State  of  Coahnila  and  Texas. 
It  was  contended  by  the  claimants  before  the  board,  said  the 
commissioners,  that  the  principle  of  this  case  did  not  apply  to 
their  claims,  since  the  decision  appeared  to  have  been  founded 
upon  a  law  of  Coahnila  and  Texas,  of  April  28,  1832,  which 
was  enacted  after  the  injuries  complained  of  by  some  of  the 
claimants  had  been  inflicted.  By  that  law  it  was  declared : 
"No  new  settler,  Mexican  or  foreigner,  shall  under  any  pre- 
tense sell  or  alienate  the  land  or  water  that  falls  to  his  share, 
until  after  six  years  from  the  time  of  taking  possession."  It 
was  also  contended  that  the  enactment  of  the  law  of  1832  was  a 
clear  admission  that  no  simUar  restraint  npon  alienation  pre- 
viously existed.  It  would  be  seen,  however,  said  the  commis- 
sioners, by  reference  to  the  whole  law  of  1832,  that  it  was  a 
comprehensive  statute,  which  repealed  the  law  of  1825  and 
established  in  its  place  a  new  colonization  law,  which  was  the 
only  one  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  contract  between  Hunt 
and  Bobinson  was  entered  into.  But,  in  their  provisions 
against  alienation,  the  language  of  both  laws  was  substan- 
tially alike;  and  the  commissioners  declared  that  they  were 
'^constrained  to  come  to  the  opinion  that  the  contracts  by 
which  the  holders  of  the  scrip  attempted  to  secure  to  them- 
selves a  portion  of  the  land  that  might  be  awarded  to  the  col- 
onists were  void,  conveying  no  rights,  and  for  the  loss  of 
which  no  indemnity  can  be  claimed." 

Were  the  claimants  entitled  on  other  grounds  to  any  indem- 
nity for  the  losses  which  they  had  undoubtedly  sustained  in 
prosecuting  their  enterprise  ?  In  answer  to  this  inquiry  the 
commissioners  observed  that  they  were  authorized  by  Article  I. 
of  the  unratified  convention  of  1843  to  decide  all  claims  upon 
'^principles  of  right  and  justice,''  which  terms,  as  they  under- 
stood them,  were  ''  equivalent  to  a  broad  equity,  taking  into 
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consideration  all  the  circamstances  of  the  case.^  There  could 
hardly  be  a  donbt  that  the  claimants  acted  ^<  in  good  faith,  and 
under  a  full  conviction  that  they  -were  authorized  to  do  what 
they  engaged  to  do.  Opinions  of  eminent  lawyers  were  taken. 
Men  of  the  highest  respectability  were  concerned.  AssoranoeB 
were  given  by  their  agents  in  Mexico  that  their  proceedings 
were  conformable  to  law.  The  practice  under  other  and  earlier 
colonization  contracts  induced  them  to  believe  that  there  would 
be  no  interruption  of  their  plans.  No  judicial  decision  had  at 
that  time  given  an  interpretation  to  the  laws  of  the  Stater 
and,  so  far  as  could  be  seen,  ^^  they  had  no  admonition  or  reason 
to  doubt  that  the  settlers  they  sent  would  be  received  and 
admitted  to  the  possession  of  their  lands."  Many  of  the  emi- 
grants ^<  were  possessed  of  the  qualifications  to  be  received  as 
colonists.'^  Many  were  admitted,  as  there  was  reason  to 
believe,  after  they  had  been  released  from  their  contracts. 
Continuing,  the  commissioners  said : 

<<  Having  been  released  from  their  obligations,  so  far  as  they 
availed  themselves  of  their  presence  in  Texas  to  obtain  lands 
they  were  bound  to  repay  the  expenses  of  their  transporta- 
tion. The  authorities  of  Mexico  might  well  be  reqoiridd  to 
admit  the  emigrants  as  settlers,  notwithstanding,  their  con- 
tracts, leaving  to  them  to  repudiate  the  agreement,  or  to  the 
State  to  refuse  granting  a  title  because  of  the  attempted  aliena^ 
tion  whenever  the  time  for  giving  it  should  arrive.  It  was  not 
for  Mexico  to  refuse  to  receive  a  settler  otherwise  qualified, 
because  she  apprehended  he  had  entered  into  agreements 
which  her  laws  did  not  permit.  *  ♦  •  The  whole  control 
was  in  her  own  hands ;  and  she  could  legitimately  have  ynSi- 
held  tlie  title  when  called  for,  for  the  reason  that  the  settler 
had  no  right  to  transfer  it.  It  was  not  until  1847  that  the 
claimants  can  be  regarded  as  having  knowledge  of  the  tive 
interpretation  of  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  considering  that 
they  acted  in  good  faith,  and  incurred  great  expenses  and  sus- 
tained heavy  losses  in  being  prevented  from  doing  what  they 
had  good  reason  to  suppose  they  were  authorized  to  do,  and 
that  Mexico  had  furnished  ground  by  tolerating  similar  under- 
takings for  their  honest  belief  as  to  their  rights,  we  think  that 
in  equity  and  according  to  principles  of  right  they  ought  to  be 
indemnified  for  the  expenses  actually  incurred  in  sen£ng  emi- 
grants who  were  entitled  to  be  admitted  as  colonists,  and  for 
the  expenses  incurred  in  their  support  and  for  damages  paid 
by  the  refusal  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  receive  them  as 
such.  It  may  fairly  be  inferred,  we  think,  that  Mexico  by  the 
repeal  of  the  act  of  1830,  under  the  provisions  of  which  the 
proceedings  complained  of  took  place,  and  the  State  of  Coa- 
huila  and  Texas  by  the  renewal  of  the  contracts,  admitted 
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that  some  WTODg  had  been  done,  and  intended  thereby  to  make 
a  reparation,  and  if  sabseqnent  events  already  detailed  had 
not  prevented  that  reparation  from  being  available,  nndonbt- 
ediy  to  some  extent  remuneration  would  have  been  received. 
Bat  without  enlarging  npon  these  considerations,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  an  equitable  and  just  claim  exists  for  the  amount 
of  expenses  before  enumerated,  and  to  that  extent  we  decide 
that  the  claims  of  the  Union  Land  Company  and  the  Trinity 
Land  (Company  are  valid.     . 

^'  The  claims  of  the  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Company, 
so  far  as  they  stand  upon  the  same  grounds,  are  also  allowed. 

^<It  is  contended  very  earnestly,  and  in  elaborate  argu- 
ments, that  the  claims  of  the  Union  Land  Company  stand 
upon  a  different  footing  frt>m  all  the  others  before  us,  growing 
out  of  the  same  transactions,  for  the  reason  that  they  were  pre- 
sented to  the  commission  under  the  convention  of  April  1839, 
and  upon  a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  American  and 
Mexican  members  of  that  board  were  referred  to  the  umpire, 
and  by  him  returned  without  a  decision  thereon. 

^^It  does  not  appear  that  any  reference  was  made  by  the 
Mexican  commissioners  to  the  question  of  damages,  and  hence 
it  is  insisted  that  there  was  no  point  of  difference  upon  that 
subject  to  be  submitted  to  the  umpire,  or  which  we  can  now 
determine,  and  that  an  award  must  be  for  the  amount,  and  for 
the  grounds  of  claim,  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  American 
eommissioners  the  claimants  were  entitled  to.  We  are  not 
prepared  to  admit  this  conclusion.  On  the  contrary  we  hold 
that  where,  on  the  one  hand,  the  claim  was  wholly  rejected 
and  nothing  allowed,  or,  on  the  other,  the  claim  was  admitted 
and  a  given  sum  allowea,  both  the  validity  of  the  claim  and 
the  amount  of  it  are  to  be  considered  as  points  of  difference. 
It  appe^B  to  have  been  so  regarded  by  the  umpire,  for  in 
several  instances  where  no  notice  was  taken  by  the  Mexican 
eommissioners  of  the  amount  of  damages  claimed,  his  award 
fell  far  short  of  the  sum  reported  by  the  American  members 
as  being  justly  due.  In  a  few  cases  objections  were  made  as 
well  to  the  amount  as  to  the  validity  of  the  claim,  but  it  is 
not  to  be  inferred  thence  that  where  no  objection  was  dis- 
tinctly made  a  difference  of  opinion  in  regard  to  it  did  not 
exist  It  is  rather  to  be  interred  that  the  subject  was  never  a 
topic  of  discussion  and  was  not  therefore  a  point  to  be  reported 
by  either  party  for  the  decision  of  the  umpire. 

"It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  pursue  these  observations 
farther,  because  we  find  that  the  report  of  the  American  com- 
missioners, which  is  urged  as  conclusive  as  to  the  amount  to 
be  awarded,  is  substantially  in  conformity  with  the  views 
which  we  have  already  expressed.  No  sum  whatever  was 
allowed  by  them  for  the  value  of  the  land,  or  for  damages  sus- 
tained by  depriving  the  emigrants  of  their  title  to  be  held  for 
the  benefit  of  the  company.  The  only  amounts  reported  by 
them  to  the  umpire  were  for  the  expenses  incurred  upon  the 
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principles  already  stated  by  as.  The  original  report  is  beftn 
as.  It  is  quite  Toluminoas,  and  althongh  it  argues  in  the  main 
body  of  ity  at  much  length,  the  validity  of  the  ckum  for  tbe 
valne  of  the  land,  yet  before  it  was  assented  to,  and  in  the  stale- 
ment  of  the  amount  of  claim,  it  is  clearly  shown  that  that  part 
of  it  was  abandoned. 

''The  report  refers  to  an  accoant  or  statement  appended, 
showing  the  amoant  to  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Amerietn 
commissioners,  the  claimants  were  entitled.  It  was  sabBCiifaed 
by  Mr.  Braokenridge,  one  of  the  members  of  the  board,  uid 
immediately  following  his  signature  was  a  note  or  addition  to 
the  report  as  follows: 

''  'Concurring  as  I  do  with  my  American  coUeagne  in  Aending  the  fore- 
going report  to  the  umpire,  it  is  proper  that  I  should  say  that,  owin^tothi 
late  period  at  which  this  case  was  presented  to  the  board  and  the  muy 
others  then  pending  before  it  in  my  hands  entitled  to  precedent  oonuiia- 
ation,  I  have  not  been  enabled  to  solve  some  doubts  which  I  have  in  relatioi 
to  the  damages  claimed  for  the  lands  from  which  the  colonists  sent  out 
by  the  claimants  were  excluded  by  the  interpoeitaon  of  the  Meiicu 
authorities. 

"*W.  L.Makct; 

"This  note  admito  of  two  interpretations:  1,  That  GovCTnor 
Marcy  entertained  doubts  as  to  the  amount  which  ought  to 
be  awarded,  eto.  2.  Doubts  as  to  the  claim  itself.  We  think 
the  latter  the  true  interpretation.  It  is  not  doubts  as  to  tite 
amount  of  damages  claimed,  but  rather  doubts  as  to  the  claim 
for  damages,  which  was  entertained.  A  further  examinato 
of  tbe  report  confirms  us  in  this  opinion.  The  last  item  in  the 
account  appended  to  it  has  this  note  prefixed:  ^Suspended 
item — see  Mr.  Marcy's  note.'  It  has  been  strongly  urged  that 
these  words  constituted  no  part  of  the  report  as  it  was  drawn 
and  submitted  to  the  umpire,  but  that  they  have  been  inter- 
polated since,  and  are  not  to  be  regarded  by  us  as  of  any  mean- 
ing. There  is  no  evidence  or  explanation  tending  to  show  that 
they  were  not  a  part  of  the  report  when  it  was  finally  agreed 
to  by  tbe  commissioners.  They  were  undoubtedly  added,  as 
was  Governor  Marcy's  note,  after  the  report  waa  drawn,  and 
added  because  Governor  Marcy  would  not  assent  to  it  wiOiont 
such  modification.  We  are  greatly  at  a  loss  to  imagine  apon 
what  principle  we  can  be  called  upon  to  expunge  these  words, 
more  than  any  other  words,  from  the  document,  which  is  the 
only  record  we  have  of  the  opinion  to  which  the  American 
commissioners  came  in  the  case  under  consideration.  We  are 
bound  to  regard  it,  until  the  contrary  be  most  satisfactorily  es- 
tablished, as  a  true  and  perfect  record  and  as  being  the  exact 
report  submitted  to  the  umpire.  Tbe  words  alluded  to  are  in 
entire  harmony  with  Governor  Marcy's  note,  and  the  whde 
together  amounts  precisely  to  this.  Gx>vem6r  Marcy  agreed 
to  send  the  report  to  the  umpire,  but  entertaining  doubts  as 
to  the  claim  for  damages  for  loss  of  land,  that  item  of  tbe 
account  was  to  be  considered  as  suspended,  or  not  embraced 
in  the  computation  to  which  he  did  agree.    There  is  other  evi- 
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deiioe  in  the  p^per  itself  showing,  as  we  think  conclasively, 
that  this  item  was  not  embraced  in  the  report  of  the  Americaa 
commissioners  to  the  ampiie.  The  conclusion  of  the  account 
or  statement  is  in  these  words: 

"'Tbos  the  acooimt  has  been  a^j^^ted  on  the  following  prinoiplee:  Ist. 
The  aDioant  of  goods  aocording  to  inyoices  and  the  profits  thereon  at  the 
time  and  place,  which,  acooiding  to  proof,  was  200  per  cent  with  interest 
thereon.  2nd.  Disbursements  attending  the  shipment,  etc.,  aUowed  witii 
intercet  at  5  per  cent.  3rd.  Expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of  the 
broaknig  up  of  the  colonization  and  therefore  withdrawing  the  same  from 
the  commercial  capital  and  allowing  a  profit  thereon  of  100  per  cent  in  lien 
of  estimated  damages.  These  different  heads  are  indicated  by  Nos.  1, 2, 
and  3  in  the  foUowing  account.' 

'^Looking  to  the  account,  we  find  these  numbers  in  the  mar- 
gin, i^ainst  the  items,  with  words  explanatory  of  their  char- 
acter, conforming  to  the  foregoing  classi  fication ;  but  against  the 
item  for  land  damages  there  is  no  number  and  no  explanation, 
leaving  it  to  stand  as  before  stated  <  suspended.'  The  sentences 
last  quoted  appear  to  have  been  written  after  the  report  was 
drawn  as  at  first  contemplated,  and,  as  well  as  we  can  judge, 
are  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  6rackenridge,and  were  undoubt- 
edly added  as  explanatory  and  to  show  that  the  claim  for 
damages  for  loss  of  land  was  not  embraced  in  the  report. 
The  whole  amount  of  the  three  items  allowed  was  i40,<i()6.40. 

<^In  view  of  aJl  this  evidence  we  think  it  utterly  impossible 
to  maintain  that  the  American  commissioners  reported  in  favor 
of  the  specific  sum  here  claimed,  or  of  any  sum  for  the  loss  of 
the  land,  or  that  they  ever  decided  that  a  valid  claim  for  any 
amoont  existed  on  that  ground.  It  might  be  urged  with  quite 
as  much  if  not  more  plausibility  that  as  the  American  com- 
missioners did  not  report  a  larger  amount  than  $40,606  as  the 
measure  of  damages  to  which  the  claimant's  were  entitled,  we 
are  restricted  to  that  sum. 

'<We  feel  no  embarrassment  therefore  from  the  restriction 
imposed  upon  us  by  the  first  article  of  the  unratified  conven- 
tion of  1843,  in  awarding  to  the  Union  Land  Company  such 
amount  as  upon  the  principles  hereinbefore  stated  it  is  proved 
they  have  sustained.  •  •  •  The  board  is  of  opinion,  and 
deeides,  that  a  portion  of  the  claims  set  forth  in  the  memorials 
of  the  Union  Liand  Company,  the  Trinity  Land  Company,  and 
Uie  Galveston  Bay  and  Texas  Land  Company,  severally,  is 
valid,  and  to  the  extent  indicated  in  the  foregoing  opinion 
allows  the  same." 

The  commissioners  subsequently  made  the  following  awards : 
Bichard  S.  Coxe,  trustee  of  the  Union  Land  Company,  principal, 
$40,606.40;  interest,  $18,272.70;  total,  $58,879.10.  Eichard  S. 
Coxe,  trusteeof  the  Trinity  Land  Company,  principal,  $34,356.64 ; 
interest,  $29,202.60 ;  total,  $63,559.24.  Wm.  H.  Sumner,  George 
CorfiSy  and  Anthony  Dey,  trustees,  principal,  $25,000;  interest, 
$25,000;  total,  $50,000. 
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<<  The  claim  is  founded  on  ap  order  given  to 
OMe  of  Xftzy  Smith,  the  claimant  in  1832  by  one  Gordna,  on  tbe 
commissary  at  Matamoras,  for  the  sum  of 
1211.  It  is  in  evidence  that  Cortina  was  at  the  time  acting 
as  commissary  for  the  garrison  at  Anahaac,  and  that  the 
claimant  furnished  supplies  to  that  garrison  in  the  month  of 
July  1832,  at  which  time  the  aforesaid  order  bears  date.  It  is 
also  in  evidence  that  the  order  was  presented  for  payment  at 
Matamoras  in  1834  and  payment  was  refosed.  The  right  of  an 
individual  to  make  contracts  for  his  government  must  be  deady 
established,  in  order  to  render  such  government  responsible 
therefor.  It  is  not  sufficient  in  the  present  instance  to  show 
that  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  was  made  is  one  who 
(from  his  official  character  it  is  presumed)  discharged  thednty 
of  issuing  supplies  to  the  garrison ;  but  it  is  further  necessary 
to  prove  that  he  had  the  power  to  make  contracts  for  such  sap- 
plies  on  behalf  of  the  government.  The  board  is  not  cognizant 
of  the  particular  powers  and  duties  of  a  commissary  in  the 
Mexican  service.  In  the  absence  of  such  information,  the 
refusal  of  payment  by  the  officer  on  whom  the  order  was  drawn 
must  be  considered  as  deu3ring  the  right  or  authority  in  Cortina 
to  make  contracts  for  supplies  as  a  public  officer. 

^^  This  claim  does  not  appear  to  have  been  presented  to  the 
Mexican  Government  for  payment,-  nor  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  for  their  interposition  in  behalf  of  the  claim- 
ant. It  can  not  be  considered  in  any  other  light  than  as  a 
contract  between  individuals,  for  the  due  enforcement  of  which 
the  courts  of  Mexico  were  open  to  the  claimant  and  for  which 
the  Government  of  Mexico  was  not  otherwise  responsible. 

^<  The  board  is  therefore  of  opinion  and  does  decide  that  the 
aforesaid  claim  *  *  *  is  not  a  valid  claim  against  the 
Government  of  Mexico,  and  accordingly  the  same  is  not 
allowed.^' 

Case  of  Mary  Smith:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  EvanSi  Smithy  ajid  Paine,  eon- 
missioners,  January  22,  1850,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  Mareh  3, 1S49. 

<<  This  claim  is  founded  on  a  written  agree- 
CaMof  Eayei.  meut  entered  into  at  Philadelphia  on  the 
12tb  day  of  May  1827  between  Samuel  Ghew 
and  Thomas  Hayes,  memorialists'  intestate,  by  which  the 
former  agreed  to  pay  the  latter  $200  per  month  for  his  serr- 
ices  in  fitting  for  sea  and  navigating  to  Vera  Cruz  a  certain 
'corvette  vessel'  called  the ,  otherwise  the  Kmuin^Um. 
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The  memorialists  allege  that  there  was  a  balance  due  to  Hayes 
in  his  lifetime  for  services  rendered  ander  this  contract 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $1,868,139  and  which  is  now  presented 
as  a  claim  against  the  Kepnblic  of  Mexico,  for  the  reason,  as 
alleged,  that  Chew  was  the  agent  of  Mexico  in  executing  the 
contract. 

<<The  contract  was  made  by  Chew  in  his  own  name,  and,  so 
&r  as  appears  npou  the  face  of  it,  for  his  own  benefit.  Nor  is 
there  any  other  evidence  before  the  board  to  show  that  he 
acted  as  the  agent  of  Mexico  in  the  execation  of  the  contract, 
or  that  he  had  any  anthority  from  the  Government  of  Mexico 
to  bind  it  by  any  sach  agreement.  There  is,  in  short,  an. 
entire  absence  of  testimony  to  show  any  privity  of  contract 
between  the  memorialists'  intestate  and  that  government. 
Bat  in  addition  to  this  the  evidence  which  the  memorialists 
have  tiled  goes  very  far  to  raise  the  presumption  that  Hayes 
in  his  lifetime  regarded  his  claim,  if  he  had  any,  as  a  claim 
against  Chew  individually,  and  not  against  the  Government  of 
Hexico.  A  receipt  was  executed  to  Chew,  September  9, 1829, 
acknowledging  the  delivery  by  Chew  of  two  notes  of  $1,000 
each^  which,  when  paid,  were  to  be  in  fidl  for  Hayes's  claim 
for  wages  and  services  against  the  ship  Kensingtanj  her  owner 
or  owners,  reserving  a  right  to  look  to  said  Chew  for  $500 
more.  •  •  •  It  is  clear  from  the  terms  of  this  receipt 
that  Hayes  looked  to  Chew  alone  for  the  payment  of  any 
chums  which  he  had  growing  out  of  the  contract.  It  was 
agreed  that  no  further  claim  should  be  urged  until  Chew  should 
obtain  his  own  account  against  the  vessel. 

'<Ghew  afterward  presented  a  claim  before  the  Government 
of  Mexico,  before  the  joint  commission  under  the  convention 
of  11th  of  April  1839,  which  was  allowed,  and  which  was  for 
expenses  incurred  on  account  of  the  same  vessel  named  in  the 
contract.  In  that  account  are  embraced  several  charges  for 
payment  made  to  Captain  Hayes.  Whether  these  charges  are 
embraced  in  the  whole  of  Hayes's  claim  the  board  does  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  inquire. 

^'The  contract  was  made  with  Chew  alone,  and  his  liability 
alone  was  looked  to  and  contracted  for  by  Hayes.  No  claim 
against  the  Grovernment  of  Mexico  was  preferred  by  Hayes 
before  the  joint  commission,  nor  does  it  appear  that  such  a 
chum  has  ever  been  preferred,  either  directly  or  through  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.    The  claim  is  now  presented 
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for  the  first  time,  after  a  lapse  of  twenty  years  since  its  origin. 
•  •  •  The  board  therefore  decides  that  the  chum  now  pre- 
ferred *  *  *  is  not  a  valid  daim  against  the  Govanment 
of  Mexico.'' 

Case  of  Hayes  and  Jaudon,  adminittratara  of  Thomas  Hayes:  Opiokn 
of  Meaars.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  Jannary  23,  lS(k 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  Maph  3, 1849. 

^<The  memorial  alleges  ^that  in  Jnne  1837, 
Rowland's  Oase.  at  the  time  of  a  revelation  in  which  Don 
Alverier  Perio  was  overthrown  and  Oenenl 
Armijo  obtained  the  supremacy  in  the  province  of  Nev 
Mexico,  the  said  Perio  and  other  officers  of  the  government 
were  indebted  to  the  memorialist  in  the  sum  of  two  thoasand 
dollars,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  receipts  of  the  cnstom-hoose  %i 
Santa  Fe;  that  the  said  debtors  were  all  overthrown  and 
killed,  and  that  the  memorialist  until  this  time  has  been 
wholly  remediless,  etc.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  Government 
or  the  Republic  of  Mexico  was  indebted  to  the  memoriahst^or 
was  in  any  way  responsible  for  the  obligations  of  its  dvil 
officers.  That  they  lost  their  lives  in  endeavoring  to  maintain 
the  authority  of  the  government  against  a  portion  of  its  re- 
volted subjects  imposed  no  obligation  npon  that  government 
to  pay  their  private  debts.  Kor  does  the  fact  alleged  in  the 
memorial  that  the  debts  were^to  be  paid  out  of  the  receipts  of 
the  custom-house'  impose  any  obligation  upon  Mexico,  unless 
those  receipts  had  been  pledged  by  the  government  for  the 
payment  of  these  debts,  which  is  not  asserted  in  the  memoriaL" 

Memorial  of  Thomas  Bowland:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans^  Smith,  sad 
Paine,  commissioners,  December  11, 1849,  ander  the  act  of  Congieas  of 
March  3,  1849. 

3.  Convention  between  the  United  States  and  Gbsit 
Britain  of  Febbuaby  8, 1863. 

In  the  autumn  of  1847  a  number  of  Amer- 
caie  of  Hndion'i  Bay  i^j^n  settlers  were  attacked  in  Oregon  by  the 
eminent  for  "sucoor  ^^y^^®^  Indians,  some  being  killed  and  others 
of  its  Citiseni.        captured.    At  that  time  the  territory  was  not 
under  a  government  regularly  established  by 
the  United  States,  but  the  settlers,  having  organized  a  govern- 
ment of  their  own,  resolved  to  raise  500  men  and  borrow  $10,000 
to  repel  the  attacks  of  the  Indians.    They  applied  to  the  Hud- 
son's Bay  Oompany  for  the  money,  and  its  agents,  while  not 
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feeling  authorized  to  make  a  loan,  famished  the  volunteers  with 
provisious  and  stores  of  the  value  of  $1,800.  Of  this  amount 
theOre^ou  Government  had  paid  $399,  leaving  $1,201  still  due. 
On  another  occasion  the  company  supplied  goods  of  the  value 
ot  $1,838.91  from  Vancouver's  Island,  in  December  1831,  on 
the  application  of  American  officers  on  that  coast,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  the  release  of  some  American  mariners  who, 
being  shipwrecked  near  Queen  Charlotte's  Sound,  were  cap- 
tured by  the  Indians. 

Though  these  claims  never  were  presenti^d  to  the  United 
States,  they  were  laid  before  the  commissioners  under  the 
convention  between  the -United  States  and  Great  Britain  of 
February  8, 1833,  and  the  agent  of  the  United  States  did  not 
contest  them.    The  commissioners  said : 

"In  this  case  we  are  fortunately  relieved  from  any  conflict 
between  the  parties,  as  I  understand  it  to  be  conceded  that  the 
case  is  submitted  to  our  consideration  for  such  allowance  as 
we  think  is  justly  sustain eil. 

"It  will  not  be  denied  that  the  settlers  of  the  Oregon  Ter- 
ritory were  entitled  to  the  protection  and  aid  of  the  United 
States  Government.  She  had  not,  up  to  the  ])eriod  of  the 
calamity  referred  to,  extended  a  formal  territorial  government 
over  the  country,  but  her  citizens,  in  considerable  numbers, 
had  gone  on,  in  advance  of  provision  made  for  them  in  that 
respect,  and  were  occupying  the  country  for  the  ultimate  ben- 
efit of  the  United  States,  and  with  the  early  expectation  of 
the  formal  extension  of  the  powers  of  the  government  over 
them. 

"While  in  this  situation  they  had  established,  temporarily, 
a  government  of  their  own,  and  were  attacked  by  the  Indians, 
nnder  circumstances  of  much  barbarity,  and  which  were  calcu- 
lated to  put  in  jeopardy  the  safety  of  the  whole  colony. 

"The  circumstances  required  immediate  effort  and  assist- 
ance, and  this  assistance,  as  far  as  it  was  in  their  power,  was 
promptly  rendered  by  the  agents  of  the  Hudson's  Bay  Company. 

"The  form  of  the  claim  as  it  originally  existed  was  not  di- 
rectly against  the  United  States,  but  no  objection  is  interposed 
from  that  caase.  The  assistance  is  precisely  of  the  character 
the  government  would  have  rendered  could  application  have 
been  made  to  it;  and,  on  every  consideration,  we  are  quite  sure 
we  shall  have  its  approbation  in  th(»  allowance  of  the  claim 
which  ap|)ears  to  be  ])refcrred  here  for  the  first  time. 

"The  other  item  of  claim  depends  on  circumstances  some- 
what similar. 

"Assistance  rendered  to  shipwrecked  mariners  is  in  con- 
formity to  the  established  x)olicy  of  both  governments  through 
their  consuls  and  other  officers  abroad,  and  in  this  case  the 
captivity  of  these  men  by  savages  was  superadded. 
5627— VOL.  4 15 
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^<The  assistance  rendered  through  the  agents  of  this  com- 
pany, made  by  request  of  Americans  on  the  coast,  secured  the 
release  of  these  unfortunate  men,  and  I  am  happy  in  havinf: 
the  concurrence  of  my  colleague  in  granting  full  remuneration 
for  the  expenditures  iucurred  in  efiecting  so  laudable  an  object 
The  claims  for  these  services  are  therefore  allowed." 

Hornby,  commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  commission,  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  Febraary  8, 1853. 
(S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sesa.  164.)  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of 
the  Hudson's  Bay  Company  for  $3,182.21. 

4.  Convention  Between  the  United  States  and  Pesu 
OF  January  12,  1863. 

A  claim  was  presented  to  the  mixed  com- 
sidredge*!  Case:  mig^j^Q   under  the  convention  between  the 

^^^^^^^•*  United  States  and  Peru  of  January  12, 1863, 
on  behalf  of  Thomas  E.  Eldredge,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  against  the  Government  of  Peru,  consisting 
of  the  following  items:  (1)  The  sum  of  about  9,000  soles  for 
supplies  furnished  to  the  Peruvian  army,  including  a  small 
sum  of  money  advanced  for  the  purchase  of  a  medicine  chest; 
and  (2)  the  sum  of  2,250  soles  for  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by 
the  Peruvian  minister  of  finance  against  the  British  loan,  in 
1825,  in  favor  of  one  Colonel  Aldao,  from  whom  it  was  trans- 
ferred to  Mr.  Eldredge  by  the  former's  agent,  Captain  Beteta. 

The  Peruvian  commissioner  opposed  the  admission  of  tlie 
claim.  Taking  up  the  second  item,  they  stated  that  in  Decem- 
ber 182G  the  Peruvian  Government,  on  Aldao's  misrepresen- 
tation that  he  had  lost  the  draft,  paid  part  of  it,  and  issued  to 
him  a  paper  recognizing  the  debt  (reconocimiento)  for  the  rest; 
that  it  subsequently  appearing  that  the  draft  was  in  drcola- 
tion,  the  government  published  a  notice  to  the  effect  that  the 
draft  was  of  no  value;  that  Eldredge  nine  months  afterward 
purchased  it,  not  in  virttte  of  an  indorsement  of  the  owner, 
but  of  an  informal  paper  signed  by  Beteta,  as  Aldao's  agent; 
that  Eldredge  paid  only  a  fourth  of  the  value  of  the  draft,  thns 
recognizing  the  risky  character  of  the  transaction;  andtbat 
his  claim  for  the  payment  of  the  draft  was  rejected  by  Peru  in 
1831.  In  regard  to  the  first  item  for  supplies,  the  Peruvian 
commissioners  stated  that  the  government,  by  a  decree  of 
January  20, 1839,  ordered  the  amount  of  money  in  question  to 
be  paid;  that  this  decree  was  subject  to  serious  question,  since 
General  Santa  Cruz,  to  whose  government  the  8upx)lies  were 
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foTDished,  was  defeated  at  the  battle  of  Ancach  on  the  very 
day  on  which  the  decree  was  issued ;  that  it  thas  appeared 
that  the  decree  Avas  issued  in  a  time  of  ^Mnuch  inquietude;" 
and  that  the  credit  to  Aldao  was  not  embraced  in  the  debts 
ordered  to  be  paid. 

On  these  several  grounds  the  Peruvian  commissioners  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  each  of  the  claims.  They  also  raised 
au  objection  to  both  claims  on  the  ground  that  Mr.  Eldredge 
should  have  submitted  them  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
law  ot  1850  for  the  consolidation  of  the  public  debt.  They 
contended  that  this  law  was  obligatory  on  all  creditors  alike, 
native  and  foreign ;  that  Mr.  Eldredge  had  subjected  himself 
to  it  by  petitioning  for  the  consolidation  of  the  debt  on  the 
Aldao  draft,  and  on  certain  supplies;  and  that  he  might  still 
seek  the  consolidation  of  all  the  debts  claimed  to  be  due  him 
•from  Peru. 

The  American  commissioners  replied  that  the  purchase  of 
the  Aldao  draft  by  Eldredge  was  bana  fide;  that  its  transfer, 
though  informal,  was  admitted  by  Peru  to  be  valid;  that  the 
notice  published  by  the  Peruvian  Government  contained  a 
description  differing  in  amount  and  in  other  respects  from  that 
of  the  real  draft,  and  that  the  draft,  even  if  purchased  for 
only  a  fourth  of  its  nominal  value,  brought  more  than  the 
government  securities,  called  MlleteSj  were  then  selling  for. 
As  to  the  suggestion  that  the  decree  ordering  payment  of  the 
debts  for  supplies  was  issued  at  a  time  of  inquietude,'  the 
American  commissioners  observed  that,  as  the  battle  of 
Ancach  was  fought  a  hundred  leagues  from  Lima,  at  a  time 
when  no  railroads  or  telegraphs  existed  in  Peru,  its  result 
coald  have  had  no  influence  on  the  councils  of  the  government 
at  Lima  on  that  day,  even  if  it  were  admissible  to  consider 
whether  or  no  the  persons  by  whom  the  decree  was  issued  were 
in  a  state  of  excitement.  The  American  coiumissioners  denied 
that  Mr.  Eldredge  had  asked  for  the  consolidation  of  any  of 
the  debts  due  him,  except  that  on  the  Aldao  draft,  the  debt  on 
which  had  neither  been  paid  nor  consolidated,  but  merely  held 
in  suspense;  and  they  maintained  that  the  terms  of  the  law 
relating  to  the  consolidation  of  the  public  debts  did  not  pur- 
port to  be  obligatory  on  the  national  creditors. 

Being  unable  to  agree,  the  commissioners  submitted  to  the 
umpire,  General  Herran,  three  points  for  his  decision. 

1.  The  validity  of  the  claim  on  the  Aldao  draft. 
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2.  The  obligation  of  Mr.  Eldreilge  to  present  his  whole  claim 
for  consolidation. 

3.  The  consequences  to  Peru  of  establishing  a  precedent  by 
a<lmitting  Mr.  Eidredge's  claim: 

The  umpire  held: 

1.  That  it  was  not  denied  that  the  Aldao  bill  was  nnexeep- 
tionableiu  its  origin;  that  its  transfer  to  Kldredge,  tboa^h 
informal,  was  valid;  and  that  it  constituted  a  vahd  claim. 

2.  That  while  the  laws  of  Peru  were  binding  on  natives  ami 
foreigners  alike,  and  while  the  authority  of  the  governmeDt  to 
])rovide  for  the  establishment,  acknowledgment,  and  liqmda 
tiou  of  its  debts  was  undoubted,  yet  it  did  not  follow  that 
when  the  government  made  proposals  to  its  creditors  they 
were  obliged  to  accept  them;  that  while  the  consolidatioo 
law,  so  called,  of  1830,  offered  liberal  terms  to  creditors,  it 
could  not  be  said  that  creditors  who  declined  the  benefit  of  it 
disobeyed  it,  since  it  commanded  nothing,  but  merely  made 
an  ottvr;  and  that  the  rights  of  those  who  omitted  to  accept 
what  was  tendered  remained  in  the  same  state  as  before, 
especially  as  the  operation  of  the  law  was  suspended  in  1S51 

3.  That  the  mixed  commission,  being  subject  to  no  other 
law  than  that  derived  from  the  princii)le8  of  justice  and 
equity,  international  law  and  the  public  treaties,  could  foresee 
no  conseciuences  other  than  those  that  proceeded  directly  from 
its  awards;  and  that  the  third  point  of  difference  was,  tbere- 
fore,-  beyond  its  jurisdiction. 

The  umpire  further  awarded  to  Mr.  Eldredge  the  snm  of 
$15,000  in  the  currency  of  Peru,  in  full  x)ayment  of  his  claim* 
principal  and  interest. 


ICO  OF  July  4, 1868. 

"In  the  year  1866,  General  Placido  Vega 

CaieofManasse  ft  Co.:  purchased  from  Manasse  &  Co.  supplies  and 

SuppUeo  and  Muni- ujmjil-iQ^g  ^f  ^^^  amounting  to  the  sum  oi 

^rof^Dr^eber^^'^'^^^'^^'  payable  in  United  States  gold  coin. 
On  the  23d  of  June  1866  they  receiveil  on  ac- 
count from  General  Vega  the  sum  of  $1,054.50,  so  that  $2,918.40 
remained  to  be  paid.  Vega  gave  them  three  drafts  of  $iHK)  each 
in  part  payment,  but  these  were  protested  and  never  paid.  On 
July  18th,  1866,  Vega  gave  claimants  a  bond  for  the  full  amoaut 
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dne  them  of  $2,918.49,  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5 
percent  x)er  month,  compounding  every  four  months  from  the 
18tb  day  of  November  1866  until  paid.  •  •  •  They  never 
applied  to  the  Mexican  Government  in  a  direct  way  for  pay- 
Tueiit.  Whether  they  intended  to  let  the  avalanche  roll  on 
until  it  should  crush  the  whole  of  the  Kepublic  of  Mexico,  it 
18  not  for  us  to  say.  The  joint  commission  came  to  be  estab- 
lished, and  Manasse  &  Co.  i>resent  their  claim,  together  with 
the  financial  plan  and  device  of  5  per  cent  i>er  month  com- 
pound interest. 

"The  chief  and,  it  must  be  owned,  well- developed  argument 

on  the  part  of  Mexico  is  that  the  claim  of  Manasse  &  Co, 

arising  out  of  nonfulfillment  of  a  contract,  is  not  within  the 

scope  of  injuries  to  their  persons  or  property  by  authorities' 

of  that  republic,  namely  of  Mexico.    The  quoted  words  are 

ipm^ima  verba  of  the  convention.    I  do  not  agree  with  the 

^bole  of  the  argument,  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  present 

pari)ose  to  go  over  the  whole.    Ho  far  as  the  present  case  is 

concerned,  it  was  an  Injury  *to  the  person  or  property  by  an 

authority ,'  in  the  sense  of  the  convention,  when  (General  Vega 

emitted  to  pay  the  remainder  of  a  sum  due  to  Manasse  &  Co. 

^or  the  delivery  of  supplies  and  means  to  carry  on  the  just 

^ar  of  Mexico  against  France  and  the  improvised  pretender 

Supported  by  the  emperor,  now  himself  unseated.    But  it  was 

r~^ot 'an  injury  to  person  or  property  by  authorities' when  a 

<-"^»ntract  was  left  unfulfilled  which  the  American  commissioner 

1  3as  already  designated  by  the  most  stigmatizing  and  yet  by 

Appropriate  terms.    1  leave  it  here  undecided  whether  a  claim, 

*^uch  as  is  meant  by  the  convention,  can  arise  out  of  a  con- 

tiiiraet,  and,  being  an  unfulfilled  contract,  is  within  the  limits  of 

injury  to  person  or  i)roperty.'    The  opprobious  so-called  con- 

fc:ract  of  Manasse  &  Co.,  made  with  General  J*lacido  Vega,  is 

Vsrholly  dismissed.     •    •     • 

"But  the  unpaid  portion  of  the  sum  originally  due  by  Gen. 
^*lacido  Vega,  for  warlike  material,  does  constitute  a  claim 
''^Thich  in  my  opinion  falls  within  the  legitimate  province  of  the 
^^^ommission.  It  is  asked  why  did  not  Manasse  &  Co.  profit  by 
"^he proclamation  of  President  Juarez  of  November  19th,  1867, in 
^^hich  he  calls  all  inhabitants  of  Mexico  to  present  *  all  claims 
*or  credits  contracted  to  sustain  the  war  against  foreign  inter 
"Mention,'  and  to  have  them  adjusted  according  to  certain  rules 
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prescribed  by  him.  The  answer  is  that  Manasse  &  Co.  did  not 
do  so,  and  that  their  not  doing  so  does  not  necessarily  deprive 
them  of  the  right  to  appear  before  an  international  commission 
and  have  their  claim  adjudicated;  and  moreover,  that  if  ve 
are  going  to  decide  this  according  to  the  strictest  letter  of  the 
law,  as  counsel  for  Mexico  seems  to  desire  it,  it  mnst  be 
remembered  that  the  proclamation  is  addressed  by  the  *Con- 
stitational  President  of  the  United  Mexican  States,  to  the 
inhabitants  thereof/  and  Manasse  &  Go.  were  not  inhabitants 
of  Mexico,  whether  the  Spanish  word  used  for  the  English 
inhabitant  means  dweller  in  Mexico  or  more  especially  dtizeo. 

"Equity — prescribed  by  the  convention  as  one  of  the  ele- 
ments of  our  decisions — seems  to  demand  that  the  sum  still 
unpaid  be  paid  at  length.  It  is  a  part  of  a  debt  incurred  to 
bafHe  an  atrocious  invader.    •    •    • 

"The  commission  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  punishment  of 
any  offense,  but  the  umpire  admits  that  it  went  hard  with  him 
to  allow  interest.  Still,  if  the  sum  is  due,  interest  is  doe  also. 
As  it  is,  I  give  the  following  as  the  final  decision  in  the  case  of 
Manasse  d'  Co.  v.  Mexico:  The  United  States  are  to  be  paid  by 
the  Government  of  Mexico  for  the  use  of  the  claimants,  in  the 
currency  of  Mexico,  the  sum  of  $2,918.49,  with  the  annual 
interest  at  6  per  centum  from  July  18, 1866,  to  the  close  of  the 
United  States  and  Mexican  Claims  Commission." 

Lieber,  umpire,  July  19,  1871,  J.  A.  Manasse  tf-  Co,  v.  MexicOj  No.  432, 
convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  I.  479. 

A  claim  was  made  against  Mexico  for  the 
^"ueH^to^'roo^T"^*'"®  ^^  certain  supplies  furnished  to  the 
AwardofDr  lieber  "^^pistran  brigade"  at  Matamoraa,  in  1862, 
under  a  contract  with  its  commander,  a  Mexi- 
can Liberal  general.  On  a  part,  at  least,  of  the  debt  cod- 
tracted  interest  was  stipulated  at  the  rate  of  50  per  cent  per 
annum.  The  commissioners  differing,  the  case  was  referred 
to  the  umpire,  whose  opinion,  so  far  as  it  related  to  principles 
and  jurisdiction,  was  as  follows: 

"Whether  conformably  to  the  mere  form  of  the  agreement, 
any  sum  can  be  obtained  by  the  United  States  from  Mexico, 
and  especially  so  when  claimant  has  made  no  application  for 
payment  to  the  Mexican  Government,  I  refer  to  my  decision  in 
the  case  of  Manasse  &  Co.  (No.  432).  In  all  equity  Mexico  must 
be  supposed  cheerfully  to  avail  herself  of  an  opportunity  to 
pay  off  debts  incurred  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  odioas 
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and  arrant  iovasion  whose  object  it  was  to  subvert  its  entire 
g:ovemment." 

Discarding  the  stipulation  for  50  per  cent  interest,  the  umpire 
awarded  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  balance  and  interest  at  G 
per  cent  from  the  date  of  the  voucher  for  each  respective  sum 
to  the  closing  of  the  commission,  all  in  Mexican  currency. 

Lieber,  umpire,  Jaly  19,  1871,  Francisco  Ttarria  v.  Mexico,  No.  533,  con- 
vention of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  1.  528. 

A  claim  was  made  for  arms  furnished  to 
Komb'bGbm.  the  Mexican  army.  The  Mexican  Govern- 
ment had  provided  for  their  payment  out  of 
certain  custom-house  receipts,  but  after  a  certain  amount  was 
paid,  the  custom  receipts  were  diverted  by  public  authority 
to  other  purposes,  and  a  final  reduction  was  made  of  $30,000 
in  the  amount  acknowledged  to  be  due.  Mr.  Wadsworth,  the 
United  States  commissioner,  held  that  this  was  a  tortious  act, 
^hich  formed  a  basis  for  an  award,  without  reference  to  the 
question  whether  the  commissioners  could  allow  claims 
founded  in  contract.  Mr.  Palacio,  the  Mexican  commissioner, 
joined  in  the  award  without  stating  his  reasons  for  so  doing. 

Mown  V.  MeHco,  No.  543,  May  22,  1871,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS. 
Op.  I.  335. 
Vevtm'  c  ^"  ^^^  ^*®®  ^^  Frederick  A.  Newton  v.  Mexico^ 

tmii-iMniw  DraftB    ^^'  ^^^'   *^'®  commissioners,  November    17, 
1871,  made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant 
for  certain  unpaid  custom-house  orders. 

^  ,     .  ^  A  claim  was  made  for  arms  furnished  to  the 

rfAnns. '  Mexican  Eepublic  in  November  1860.  A  part 
payment  was  made,  and  for  the  rest  of  the 
price  a  certificate  was  given  acknowledging  the  debt.  The 
Government  of  Mexico  never  refused  to  pay  it,  and  when 
the  war  with  France  was  over  established  a  special  bureau  for 
the  liquidation  of  such  debts.  Claimant  made  his  application 
before  that  bureau,  and  his  credit  was  admitted  as  valid,  but 
before  receiving  payment  he  withdrew  his  application  and 
came  before  the  mixed  commission  under  the  convention 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  July  4, 1868.  The 
commissioners  made  an  award  in  his  favor,  saying  that  as  no 
objection  was  ever  made  to  the  claim,  nor  any  doubt  raised  as 
to  its  justice,  it  should  be  paid. 

Aujniatas  Morrill,  assignee  of  Leicis  Steelman  v.  Mexico,  No.  891,  December 
20,1871,  MS.  Op.  II.  332. 
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A  claim  was  made  for  tbe  hire  of  a  steam  tog 

Thore    de    Leipat'B  ^jji^ij  ^y^g  used  by  the  Mexican  Government 

steam  Tvm  '^^®  umpire  in  tbe  coarse  of  bis  decision  said: 

*<  But,  however  well  founded  this  claim  may 
be,  the  United  States  have,  in  my  opinion,  nothing  to  do  with 
it.  It  is  exclusively  a  matter  between  the  claimant  and  tbe 
Mexican  Government,  apparently  ready  to  receive  her  and 
consider  her  claim.  It  is  a  matter  of  debt,  the  creditor  being 
a  woman  who  has  no  claim  whatever  to  make  the  United  States 
Government  her  collector  of  debts.  Tbe  tu^  was  used  by 
agreement  at  so  much  a  day,  and  if  the  Government  of  Mexi«) 
has  not  paid,  I  can  not  see  that  the  case  would  fall  within 
the  pale  of  our  treaty,  and  I  find  it  impossible  to  award  any 
sum  to  be  paid  by  the  Republic  of  Mexico  to  the  United  States 
for  the  benefit  of  the  claimant.'' 

Lieber,  umpire,  April  10,  1872,  Joscfa  Tliore  de  Lespea  v.  MeiieOf  No.  5^ 
convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  II.  439. 

The  umpire  <^bas  carefully  studied  tbe  able 
Jurifdiotion  of  Con-  ^^^  jy^j^  argument  with  which  be  has  been 
tractcuims:  pin-  fj^^,^pg^|  ^y  ^jj^  commissioners  and  bv  counsel 
ion  of  Sir  Edward  ,      . ,  ,  ,         ,  «  ,     *    . 

Thornton:    De  ^"  ^^^^  **^"®'  ^"^  "^^  oeeix  forced  to  the eon- 
Witt's  Caie.  viction  that  the  words  of  the  convention  of 

18(58,  viz,  < All  claims,  etc.,  arising  from  injories 
to  their  persons  or  i)roperty  by  authorities,'  etc.,  comprise  claims 
arising  out  of  violations  of  contracts;  and  further,  this  view  of 
the  question  is  confirmed  by  other  portions  of  the  conventioD. 
The  umpire  believes  that  the  government  of  the  claimants  has 
the  right  to  support  such  claims  and  to  insist  ui)on  justice  being 
done,  although  it  may  not  be  under  a  peremptory  obligation  to 
do  so.  In  exercising  that  right,  the  government  would  use  its 
own  discretion,  and  would  probably  be  guided  by  the  cironm- 
stances  attending  each  case  and  by  the  extent  to  which  injns- 
tice  may  have  been  committed.  That  the  commission  has,  by 
the  wording  of  the  convention,  jurisdiction  over  claims  arising 
out  of  contracts  the  umpire  can  not  doubt,  and  the  couimis- 
sioners,  in  his  opinion,  have  the  right  to  exercise  the  same  dis- 
cretion as  would  be  used  by  their  resi>ective  governments. 
The  umpire  considers  that  the  claim  before  him  arose  out  of  a 
contract,  and  as  a  yiember  of  the  commission  he  claims  the 
right  to  decide  upon  its  merits." 

Thornton,  umpire,  March  6,  1875,  Heirs  of  John  M.  De  Witt  v.  jr«rM«,No. 
431,  convention  of  July  4,  1808,  MS.  Op.  IV.  42.     The  claim  was  disallowed. 
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"The  umpire  has  already  expre88e<l  his  opin- 
Baquatai  of  Jiiim-  j^j^  ^|,j^|.  claims  arising  out  of  contracts  come 
firBdwi^'^nn  ^"^^^  *^®  cognizance  of  the  commission,  but 
*  ton:  Pontfi  ffmr  ^^  these  contracts  are  made  voluntarily  be- 
tween the  two  parties,  the  umpire  thinks  that 
the  validity  of  the  contract  should  be  proved  by  the  clearest 
evidence,  and  that  it  should  also  be  shown  that  gross  injustice 
lisis  been  done  by  the  defendant." 

Thornton,  nmpire.  May  19,  1875 :  Ckarle$  H,  Pond,  9uccessor  to  Cooper 
4  Pond,  No.  190,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  III.  177;  IV.  599. 
The  claim  was  disallowed. 

"It  does  not  appear  that  Gen.  Placido  Yega 

QneitiaB  of  loam:  ^^s  empowered  by  his  government  to  contract 

^^" .       ^    '  a  loan  such  as  is  stated  to  have  been  made  to 

wd  Tnorntoii: 

Widnum'i  Cage.  ^^™  ^y  ^^^^  claimants;  he  was  authorized  only 
to  negotiate  orders  on  certain  Mexican  custom- 
houses  to  the  amount  of  $260,000,  and  yet  the  claimants  seem  to 
have  preferred  simply  to  lend  their  money  rather  than  receive  in 
return  such  x>ositive  guaranties  as  custom-house  orders.  But, 
putting  aside  all  these  minor  considerations,  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  claimants  lent  their  money  of  their  own  free 
will,  trusting  to  the  good  faith  of  Gen.  Placido  Vega,  or  on 
the  supposition  that  he  had  power  to  pledge  the  Mexican  Gov- 
eniment,  and  were  allured  into  the  transaction  with  the  hope 
of  the  enormous  interest  of  2  i^ercent  per  month.  But  even  if 
Gen.  Placido  Vega  had  been  fully  authorized  to  pledge  his 
government  to  the  payment  of  such  a  loan,  the  umpire  con- 
siders that  the  claimants  have  no  more  right,  if  so  much,  to 
come  before  the  commission  for  a  settlement  of  their  claim,  than 
if  they  had  bought  Mexican  bonds  in  the  open  market,  a  right 
to  which  the  umpire  would  in  no  case  hold  them  to  be  entitled.*' 

Thornton,  nmpire,  July  15,  1875,  Adolph  Widman  <f-  lirothera.  No.  74, 
convention  of  .Inly  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  359.  On  the  same  gronnd  Sir  Ed- 
ward Thornton  dismissed  the  rlaim  of  Salrio  Pacheeo  v.  Mexico j  No.  366,  MS. 
Op.  VII.  427,  for  an  allege<l  loan  of  $26,000  contracted  with  Gen.  Placido 
Vega. 

October  27,1867,  claimant  entered  into  a  con- 

OoDMqaaneep  of  Im-  (^.^ct  with  Col.  Enrique  A.  Mexia,  as  agent  of 

^otoMeinmakiBgQ^Q   Desiderio  Pavon,  governor  and  miliitary 

waft  Case.  commander  of  the  State  of  Taniaulipas,  for  the 

supply  of  arms  and  manitions  of  war.    It  did 

not  appear  that  General  Pavon  had  any  authority  from  the  Mex- 
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icaii  Ooveriiment  to  commission  Mexia  to  make  the  contract, 
and  tlie  latter  seemed  even  to  have  made  purchases  beyoDd  the 
iiKstractions  which  were  given  to  him.  <'  Even  supposing  that 
the  contract  was  made  with  a  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  Mex- 
ican Government,"  the  umpire  did  not  think  that  the  claimuit 
wouhl  have  been  entitled  to  seek  redress  before  the  commisBion. 
Continuing,  the  umpire  said: 

^'  He  entered  into  the  contract  of  his  own  accord,  fully  aware 
of  the  condition  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico  and  of  its  ability 
or  otherwise  to  pay  its  debts,  aud  trusted  to  the  good  faith  of 
the  Mexican  Government.  If  the  circumstances  of  theooan- 
try  afterward  became  such  that  it  found  a  difficulty  in  paying 
its  debts,  or  oven  if  there  was  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
government,  the  claimant  can  not  expect  the  support  of  his 
own  government  to  remedy  the  consequences  of  his  impra- 
dence.  But  in  this  case  there  seems  to  have  been  no  want  of 
good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  Mexican  Government,  for  the 
contract  was  not  with  it,  but  with  Colonel  Mexia,  as  agent  of 
General  Pavon,  governor  and  military  commander  of  the  State 
of  Tamaulipas." 

Thornton,  nmpiro,  July  16, 1875,  Edward  Kearney  t,  Mexico,  No.  91,  conven- 
tion of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  361.  In  the  case  of  Alfred  P.  PW/qnT. 
Mexicoy  No.  435,  a  claim  was  made  growing  ont  of  a  contract  said  to  \a\t 
been  entered  into  by  the  claimant  with  Sefior  Blancarte,  who,  it  iras 
stated,  was  at  the  time  governor  of  Lower  California.  There  was  no 
written  proof  of  the  celebration  of  the  contract,  of  the  delivery  of  the 
goods,  or  of  their  receipt  by  Blancarte.  The  claimant,  said  Sir  Edward 
Thornton,  entered  into  the  contract  **  spontaneously,  and  with  the  hope, 
no  doubt,  of  making  an  enormous  profit."  Nor  was  there  ''sofficieot 
proof  that  he  was  treated  with  gross  injustice,  even  if  the  contract  irts 
really  a  fact.''    The  claim  was  therefore  dismissed.     (MS.  Op.  VII.  440.) 

In  the  case  of  Leonard  T.  Treadtcell  &  Co. 
Proof  of  "injiistioe:"  y^  Mexico j  No.  149,  a  claim  was  made  growing 
Treadweii'i  Case.  ^^^  ^^  ^  contract  for  the  sale  of  arms  and  am- 
munition. The  jurisdiction  of  the  commission  being  contested, 
Mr.  Wadsworth,  the  United  States  commissioner,  said  that 
the  commission  had  already  allowed  such  claims,  and  that  its 
decision  should  not  be  changed.  He  cited  Menasae  &  Co.  v. 
Mexico,  and  Francisco  Iturria  v.  Mexico,  No.  553,  in  the  latter 
of  which  Mr.  Falacio,  the  Mexican  commissioner,  said  that  if 
the  claimant  had  asked  for  payment  and  it  had  been  refaaed 
him  the  refusal  would  have  constituted  an  injury  to  be 
redressed  by  the  commission.  He  also  cited  Moses  v.  MeiieOj 
No.  543,  and  Augustis  Morrill  v.  Mexico,  No.  891,  obserrin^ 
that  in  the  latter  case,  though  there  was  no  proof  of  demand 
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or  refusal,  Mr.  Palacio,  who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  board, 
said  that  as  the  debt  remained  anpaid,  owing  to  different 
decrees  issued  by  the  Mexican  Government  in  and  after  1861, 
Htopping  payment  of  all  creditors  because  of  a  lack  of  funds 
to  the  most  urgent  necessities,  the  claim  might  be  allowed. 
Of  the  same  tenor,  said  Mr.  Wadsworth,  was  the  case  of  Fred- 
erick A.  NeKt4>n^  assignee^  v.  Mexico^  No.  927,  in  which  Mr. 
Palacio  wrote  the  opinion  and  made  the  award. 

Mr.  Zamacona,  the  Mexican  commissioner,  maintained  that 
the  claim  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  umpire,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  thought  that  there  were 
grave  doubts  as  to  the  making  of  the  contract,  but,  waiving 
them,  said: 

" The  umpire  *  •  •  will  go  further  and  will  repeat  what 
he  has  already  said  in  a  previous  decision  in  the  case  of  Charles 
Pond  Y.' Mexico,  No.  190,  that  even  if  so  many  defects  were  not 
obvious,  the  commission  ought  not  to  take  cognizance  of  claims 
which  have  arisen  out  of  contracts  between  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Mexican  Government,  entered  into  vol- 
untarily by  the  former,  unless  the  validity  of  the  contracts 
should  be  proved  by  the  claimant's  evidence,  and  it  should  also 
be  shown  that  ^oss  injustice  had  been  done  by  the  Mexican 
Government.  In  the  above  case  the  contracts,  if  they  can  be 
80  called,  were  entered  into  by  claimants  voluntarily,  and  the 
later  ones  even  rashl3%  In  1860  and  1861,  and  still  more  in 
1864,  they  must  have  well  known,  as  every  one  knew,  that  the 
Mexican  Government  was  in  the  greatest  financial  difficulties, 
and  that  there  was  but  little  chance  of  their  being  paid 
promptly,  although  the  umpire  can  not  doubt  that,  if  well 
founded,  the  claims  will  be  finally  paid  by  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, to  which  the  claimants  state  in  their  memorial  that 
they  had  never  been  formally  presented.  The  umpire  accord- 
ingly awards  that  the  above  mentioned  claims  be  dismissed." 

August  7, 1875.  convention  of  July  4.  1868,  MS.  Op.  IV.  248. 

'*  In  the  case  of  Franklin  Chase  v.  Mexico, 

tzacted-^t^ii^uw  ^^'  ^^'  ^^  ^^  claimed  that  a  forced  loan  was 
'  imposed  upon  the  merchants  of  Tampico,  of 
which  claimant  was  called  upon  to  pay  a  share,  amounting,  as 
he  declares,  to  more  than  $5,000.  Of  this  loan  only  a  part  had 
been  repaid  to  him.  With  regard  to  the  forced  loans  the  um- 
pire has  already  expressed  his  opinion  on  several  previous 
occasions  that  such  claims  do  not  come  under  the  cognizance 
of  this  commission.  But  in  the  present  instance  the  umpire 
can  not  even  admit  that  the  loan  in  question  was  a  forced  loan; 
for  there  is  no  evidence  to  that  effect.    Ou  the  contrary,  it 
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seems  to  have  been  a  loan  ma^e  in  consequence  of  a  contract 
voluntarily  entered  into  by  certain  mercbantsof  Tampicowitb 
the  collector  of  customs  of  that  port.  There  is  no  proof  what- 
ever that  the  three  merchants  who  signed  the  contract  repre- 
sented other  merchants  at  the  time  they  so  signed  the  coo- 
tract,  or  that  the  claimant  was  one  of  the  original  contract- 
ors.  It  would  appear  that  the  claimant  voluntarily  took  a 
share  in  the  loan,  hoping,  no  doubt,  that  it  would  be  a  lucra- 
tive speculation.  But  in  doing  so  he  had  no  arrangement 
with  the  Mexican  Government  or  with  its  authorities;  he 
merely,  of  his  own  accord,  or  at  the  invitation  of  the  contract- 
ors, took  a  share  in  a  loan  contracted  for  with  a  government 
authority  by  others.  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  such  a 
claim  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  commission  and  that 
it  has  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case." 

Thornton,  umpire,  October  2,  1875,  convention  of  July  4  1868,  MS.  Op. 
VII..  448.  In  the  case  of  Richard  Chenery  v.  Mexico,  No.  597,  claimant  wis 
to  have  had  a  commiKsion  on  a  loan  which  he  was  to  have  negotiated  under 
a  contract  with  Gen.  Sanchez  Ochoa.  He  did  not  place  the  loan,  bat 
incnrred  some  expenses.  Mr.  Wadsworth,  the  United  States  commissioner, 
held  that  he  ought  to  he  reimhiirsed  these  expenses.  Mr.  Zamacona,  tbe 
Mexican  commissioner,  held  otherwise.  Sir  Edward  Thornton  decided 
that  the  claim  was  inadmissible. 

"  In  the  case  of  George  L,  Hamfnaien  v. 

Contract  for  the  Con-  Mexico,  No.  158,  it  is  clear  that  the  claimant 

•traction  of  a  Bail-  ^^  ^  citizen  of  the  United  States.    The  claim 

way.  Hammaken  I 

(j„e.  arises  out  of  a  contract  between  tbe  claimant 

and  the  Mexican  Government  to  construct  a 
railroad  between  the  City  of  Mexico  and  Tacubaya.  The  claim- 
ant at  first  proposed  to  construct  a  wooden  railway,  bat  was 
induced  to  make  an  iron  one  by  the  oflfer  of  greater  facilities  and 
immunities  than  he  had  at  first  <asked.  It  was  therefore  the 
Mexican  Government  itself  which  inveigled  him  intoiDcnrring 
greater  expenses  than  he  would  otherwise  have  done.  The  rail 
road  was  opened  for  traffic  on  the  Ist  of  January  1858.  Dur- 
ing that  year  Zuloaga  gained  possession  of  the  political  power 
and  held  the  capital,  and  Miramon  was  elected  president. 
During  1858  and  1859  the  de  facto  authorities  of  Mexico  de- 
spoiled the  claimant  of  many  of  the  rights  and  immunities  pos- 
sessed by  him  and  guaranteed  to  him  by  the  decree  of  Augnst 
26, 1856.  These  were  as  much  his  property  as  the  dollars  in 
his  pocket,  and  the  umpire  considers  that  the  injustice  com- 
mitted with  regard  to  the  contract  was  of  so  grievous  a  natare 
that  the  commission  is  justified  in  awarding  com|)eDsation. 
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The  persons  who  committed  these  acts  most,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  umpire,  certainly  be  held  to  be  de  facto  aathorities  of 
Mexico.  The  Mexican  Government  on  the  2ud  of  May  1862, 
allowed  the  claimant  $100,000  as  indemnification  for  the  losses 
occasioned  him  by  the  aforesaid  injustice,  which  sum  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  loan  whicli  had  been  negotiated 
by  treaty  with  the  United  States.  The  treaty,  however,  was 
never  ratified. 

"  By  allowing  this  indemnity  the  umpire  conceives  that  the 
Mexican  Government  admitted  that  an  injustice  had  been  done 
to  the  claimant  and  by  Mexican  authorities.  The  umpire  can- 
not concur  in  the  suggestion  of  the  agent  of  Mexico  that  the 
grant  was  a  ^gracious  donation'  (donaciou  graciosa)  on  the 
l>art  of  the  Mexican  Government.  If  the  latter  did  not  think 
that  the  wrong  had  been  done  by  the  Mexican  authorities,  it 
would  not  have  agreed  to  grant  compensation;  if  it  had  not  so 
done,  the  natural  course  would  have  been  to  reinstall  the 
claimant  in  possession  of  the  railroad;  but  it  appears  that  it 
preferred  to  allow  the  claimant  an  indemnity  rather  than 
revoke  the  measures  of  the  authorities  acting  under  the  Mira- 
iDon  government. 

*^Iii  inquiring  into  the  amount  of  the  compensation  to  which 
the  claimant  is  entitled,  nothing  can  be  fairer  than  to  refer  to 
the  agreement  which  was  come  to  between  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment and  the  claimant  in  1862.  This  agreement  was  for 
the  payment  to  the  claimant  of  $100,000  by  installments  at 
stated  though  conditional  jieriods.  Both  parties  believed  at 
the  time  that  the  indemnity  would  be  paid  to  the  claimant. 
The  amount,  therefore,  with  the  conditions  of  payment  an- 
nexed, may  certainly  be  taken  as  the  fair  value  of  the  claim 
at  that  time. 

*^The  umpire  has  always  been  op[)Oseil  to  consequential  dam- 
ages, and  thinks  that  they  ought  never  to  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration. It  is  impossible  to  measure  them  with  any  approach 
to  justice;  they  are  of  an  uncertain  and  imaginative  nature, 
particularly  in  a  country  where  the  rate  of  interest  is  so  high, 
and  where  the  chances  of  losing  both  capital  and  interest  are 
quite  as  great  as  those  of  the  realization  of  an  immense  capi- 
tal. The  certainty  of  a  smaller  interest  upon  the  compensation 
allowed  ismuch  more  substantial  than  imaginary  consequential 
gains. 

"The  claimant  presented  to  the  commission  seventeen  out  of 
nineteen  of  the  orders  on  the  United  States  Secretary  of  the 
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Treasury  delivered  to  hiin  by  the  Mexlcau  Government.  He 
states  that  the  two  remaining  orders  are  ander  his  control,  bat 
he  has  not  presented  them  to  the  commission,  although  he 
alleges  that  one  of  them  is  in  his  possession.  The  umpire  is  of 
opinion  that  in  equity  these  also  should  be  paid  if  presented 
at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  claim.  As 
it  was  originally  intended  that  the  payments  should  be  made 
by  installments,  and  as  the  exact  date  of  those  payments  can 
not  now  be  fixed,  the  umpire  considers  that  it  will  be  more  con- 
venient to  fix  a  precise  date  for  the  commencement  of  interest, 
and  that  the  1st  of  July  1863  may  be  taken  as  an  equitable 
date  for  that  purpose." 

Thornton,  umpire/ August  10,  1875,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op. 
VII.  387.  If  the  two  missing  orders  should  be  presented,  the  nrnpire 
awarded  $100,000,  Mexican  gold,  with  6  per  cent  interest  from  Jnly  1, 1863; 
if  not,  $90,909.09,  Mexican  gold,  with  the  same  rate  of  interest  from  tiw 
same  date. 

"The  claim  involved  in  the  case  of  Lenii 

*  aker*  Case  ^'  ^^^^^^^  V.  Mexico^  No.  539,  arises  out  of  a 
contract  for  supplying  arms  alleged  to  haTC 
been  made  with  an  agent  of  the  Mexican  Government  Sap- 
posing  that  the  contract  was  really  made  with  the  Mexican 
Government  itself,  and  that  the  arms  were  duly  delivered  to 
and  used  by  the  Mexican  Government,  facts  of  which  the 
umpire  does  not  admit  that  there  is  sufficient  proof,  he  is  of 
opinion  that  the  case  is  not  one  of  which  the  commission  shoald 
take  cognizance.  Looking  at  it  in  the  best  point  of  view  for 
the  claimant,  it  was  a  contract  voluntarily  entered  into  by  him 
for  gain.  If  he  trusted  that  the  Mexican  Government  would 
pay  him,  he  did  so  with  his  eyes  open  and  in  the  hope  that  his 
speculation  would  turn  out  well.  If  he  w^as  disappointed,  this 
is  not,  in  the  umpire's  opinion,  one  of  those  injuries  by  the 
Mexican  Government  which  were  contemplated  by  the  con- 
vention of  July  4,  1868." 

Thornton,  umpire,  October  15,  1875,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS. 
Op.  VII.  476. 

In  the  case  of  Taussig  v.  Mexico^  No.  39,  Sir 
Sale  of  Vewels  and  Edward  Thomton,  November  29,  1875,  disal- 
TawHi^i'case  "  ^<^wed  a  claim  growing  out  of  the  alleged  non- 
fulfillment by  the  Mexican  Government  of  a 
contract,  made  before  claimant  became  an  American  citizen, 
for  vessels  and  munitions  of  war  alleged  to  have  been  sold  to 
the  Mexican  Government.    He  inferred  that  the  vessels  were 
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purchased  before  coming  to  any  arrangement  with  the  Mexican 
Ooyemment,  and  with  the  secret  intention  of  subsequently  sell- 
ing them  to  it.  Sacli  contracts,  said  the  umpire,  were  not,  in 
his  opinion,  of  such  a  nature  that  the  commission  ought  to  view 
their  not  being  fulfilled  as  an  injury  to  the  person  or  property 
by  authorities  of  the  Mexican  Eepublic.  He  said  that  before 
making  an  award  iu  such  cases  the  most  rigorous  examination 
would  be  indisi)en8able,  both  with  regard  to  the  real  value  of 
the  articles  involved  in  the  bargain  and  the  price  agreed  to 
be  paid,  and  with  regard  to  the  certainty  of  the  injustice  com- 
mitted by  the  Mexican  Government;  otherwise  there  would  be 
great  danger  that  the  commission  might  be  drawn  into  coun- 
tenancing and  encouraging  the  most  extravagant  Bi)eculations 
and  fraadulent  transactions. 

« In  the  case  of  The  State  Bank  of  Hartford 
Me  of  Aims:  State  y  Mexico,  lHo.  635,  the  claimants  allege  that 
g^^  they  agreed  to  sell  to  the  Mexican  Government 

oil  the  19th  of  August  1859  certain  arms  for 
which  they  were  to  be  paid  $20,950,  one  year  after  the  delivery 
of  the  said  arms  with  interest  at  6  -per  cent.  Supposing  that 
these  facts  were  suflBciently  proved,  the  umpire,  after  having 
carefully  x>eru8ed  and  reflected  upon  the  voluminous  evidence 
accompanying  the  case  and  the  arguments  furnished  by  claim- 
ants' counsel  and  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  does  not  feel 
justified  in  departing  from  his  opinion  or  abandoning  his  con- 
viction that  where  a  contract  is  thus  voluntarily  entered  into 
with  the  Mexican  Government  its  nonfulfillment  is  not  one  of 
those  injuries  by  Mexican  authorities  which  was  contemiilated 
by  the  convention  of  July  4, 1868.  In  this  instance  the  um- 
pire considers  that  his  opinion  is  most  remarkably  coufirmed 
by  the  fact  that  the  claimants  subsequently  made  two  further 
sales  of  arma  to  Mexican  authorities,  with  respect  to  which 
they  agreed  that  the  value  of  the  said  arms  should  be  paid  on 
their  delivery,  and  it  was  so  paid.  There  was  no  compulsion 
with  regard  to  the  first  sale ;  tliey  might  have  refused  to  sell 
except  for  ready  money,  and  there  was  no  reason  for  their 
being  less  cautious  in  the  first  than  in  the  second  and  third. 

*^Bat  there  aDe  many  defects  in  the  evidence.  There  is  no 
proof  that  the  governor  of  Nueva  Leon  and  Coahuila  was 
authorized  by  the  Mexican  Government  to  purchase  arms  for  it, 
or  that  it  made  itself  responsible  for  those  arms;  no  proof  that 
Ignacio  Galindo  was  empowered  to  sign  bills  for  him,  or  even 
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that  the  signature  attached  to  the  bills  is  really  his;  no  proof 
that  Mr.  McGraw  was  appointed  to  receive  the  arms  and  did 
receive  them;  no  proof  that  the  arms  were  ever  forwarded  to 
Mexico  or  ever  received  by  the  Mexican  Govemmeut,  and  not 
the  slightest  proof  that  the  Mexican  minister,  Seiior  Mata,bad 
any  authority  from  his  government  to  make  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  arms  or  to  accept  bills  for  their  payment. 

''But  on  the  general  principle  of  the  spontaneity  of  the  sale, 
the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  above-mentioned  claim  does 
not  come  within  the  province  of  the  commission,  and  he  tbere- 
fore  awards  that  it  be  dismissed." 

Thotnton,  umpire,  July  27,  1876,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
VI.  437.  On  similar  grounds  Sir  Edward  Thornton  diamiiwed  claims  for 
the  sale  of  arms  and  munitions,  or  of  vessels,  to  the  Mexican  GoTenmeat 
in  the  following  cases :  Bene  Mtiseon  v.  Mexico,  No.  787,  MS.  Op.  VI.  449; 
Carlos  Jiuiirrfield  tj-  Co,  v.  Mexico,  No.  966  A  and  966  B,  MS.  Op.  VI.  S»; 
M,  G,  VaUejo  v.  Mexico,  No.  822,  MS.  Op.  VI.  467;  Charlee  H,  Emgrm  v. 
Mexico,  No.  673,  MS.  Op.  V.  448,  VI.  383. 

"  III  the  case  of  Kennedy  &  King  v.  Meik^y 
"Contrwjts  Made  Vol-  ^^  579^  ^^^^  claims  arise  out  of  agreements 
Kwuaed^  *  K^  ^  made  between  the  claimants  and  CreneralCar- 
vajal  to  carry  an  imperialist  division  from 
Matamoras  to  Vera  Crnz,  oat  of  goods  sold  to  General  Car- 
vajal,  out  of  the  sale  of  a  steamer  to  him,  out  of  freight  of 
arms  to  Tampico,  and  for  repairing  the  steamer  sold  by  tbe 
claimants  and  converting  it  into  a  gunboat.  It  appears  to  tbe 
umpire  that  all  these  transactions  were  nothing  more  tban  con- 
tracts made  voluutarily  with  General  Carvajal,  and  that  there 
was  no  compulsion  whatever.  The  claimants  might  have  re^ 
fused  to  supi)ly  goods,  or  to  do  any  of  those  things  on  acooont 
of  whicli  the  claims  are  presented.  An  attempt  is  made  to 
prove  that  the  conveyance  to  Vera  Cruz  of  the  imperialist 
division  was  forced  upon  the  claimants,  and  the  evidence  of 
General  Carvajal  is  relied  upon  for  this  purpose.  But  the 
umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  compulsion  is  not  proved.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  claimants  made  no  resistance.  Oarvajal 8ayB 
that  they  were  in  no  condition  to  resist,  but  that  can  not  be  tbe 
case;  for  there  is  no  doubt  that  they  might  have  refiwedto 
furnish  the  means  of  conveyance,  and  might  have  obliged  Car- 
vajal to  take  them  by  force.  Carvajal  deposes  that  had  the 
claimants  resisted,  he  could  have  forcibly  taken  possessiooof 
the  steamboats.  Of  that  there  can  be  little  doubt.  Bat  he 
does  not  declare  that  he  would  have  done  so.    The  claimants 
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were,  doabtless,  like  many  others  in  Matamoras,  interested  in 
preventing  the  destruction  consequent  upon  the  place  being 
taken  by  storm ;  but  however  praiseworthy  their  action  may 
have  been  in  that  sense,  the  umpire  does  not  consider  it  to  be 
proved  that  they  were  comx)el]ed  to  this  action. 

^Ut  is  further  to  be  observed  that  the  claimants  had  taken 
their  remedy  by  submitting  their  claim  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, and  that  by  the  fact  of  their  having  done  so  they 
booud  themselves  to  abide  the  decision  of  the  ^Seccion  Liqui- 
dataria,'  or  of  the  higher  authorities,  to  whom  it  was  in  their 
power  to  appeal.  They  accepted  also  from  that  government  a 
certificate  admitting  that  it  was  indebted  to  the  claimants  in 
the  snm  of  $76,032.90.  The  certificate  itself  states  that  it  was 
granted  by  an  order  of  the  general  government,  dated  the  23rd 
of  February  1809.  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  defense 
is  justified  in  claiming  that  if  any  injury  was  done  to  the  claim- 
ants, by  not  allowing  the  whole  of  their  claims,  or  not  having 
paid  the  amount  allowed  by  the  certificate  till  now,  that  injury 
having  been  done  after  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of 
the  convention  can  not  come  under  the  consideration  of  this 
commission. 

"The  umpire  is  therefore  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  given 
above,  that  the  claims  involved  in  the  above-mentioned  case 
do  not  come  under  the  cognizance  of  this  commission." 

Thornton,  nmpire,  January  25,  1876,  convention  of  July  4, 1876,  MS.  Op. 
VIL,  597. 

"The  claim  involved  in  the  case  of  Letc  Wal- 
^"wSaoe^^**^***  Zac«  V.  Mexico,  No.  425,  arises  out  of  a  contract 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  claimant 
with  General  Carvajal,  as  agent  of  tlm  Mexican  Government. 
The  contract  in  question  seems  to  have  been  to  the  effect  that 
the  claimant  should  assist  in  procuring  emigrants  from  the 
United  States  to  Mexico,  who  should  subsequently  enlist  there, 
in  the  purchase  of  arms  and  ammunition,  and  in  raising  a  loan 
for  Mexico.  As  it  appears  that  the  first  of  the  three  points 
may  be  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  com- 
missioner of  the  United  States  has  only  supported  the  two 
latter  ]M>ints. 

^^In  the  first  place,  the  umpire  can  not  find  in  the  authority 

given  to  Carvajal  on  November  12, 1864,  a  copy  of  which  is 

exhibited  by  the  claimant,  that  any  power  is  given  him  to  make 

such  a  contract  as  that  which  he  agreed  to  with  the  claimant. 
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Oarvajal  was  aathorized  to  engage  men  for  enlistment,  to  raise 
a  loan,  and  to  purchase  arms  and  munitions  of  war;  bathe 
was  not  empowered  to  employ  anyone  else  for  that  purpose. 
But  even  if  Carvajal  had  that  power,  the  contrad;  was  entered 
into  voluntarily  by  the  claimant;  nor  is  any  gross  injustice 
proved  against  the  Mexican  Government,  for,  patting  aside 
the  qnestion  of  obtaining  emigrants  for  enlistment,  it  is  not 
shown  that  any  service  was  rendered  by  the  claimant  in  rais- 
ing a  loan  or  in  the  purchase  of  munitions  of  war,  or  that 
these  were  delivered  in  Mexico,  without  which  condition  there 
was  by  the  sixth  clause  of  the  authority  no  obligation. 

"Further,  although  it  does  not  appear  that  the  claimant 
actually  received  his  commission  as  major-general  or  was  en- 
rolled in  the  Mexican  army,  there  is  no  doubt  that  lie  consid- 
ered himself  in  the  service  of  the  Mexican  Government,  and 
the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  pro  tarito  he  had  abandoned  his 
rights  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  As  far  as  any  com- 
pensation is  concerned  for  the  services  which  he  rendered  to 
the  Mexican  Government,  he  is  not  entitled  to  appear  hefore 
the  commission  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

The  umpire  therefore  thinks  that  though  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment may  bo  morally  indebted  to  the  claimant,  his  claim  is 
not  within  the  cognizance  of  the  commission,  and  that,  indeed, 
the  claimant  has  no  standing  before  it  with  regard  to  the  claim 
as  it  is  described  by  himself." 

Thornton,  umpire,  September  24,  1875,  convention  of  Jnly  4, 1868,  MS. 
Op.  VII.  438. 

'*  In  the  case  of  Frederick  O,  Fitch  v.  Meiko. 

'"'^FS.Sie'^''^^-^^^'^^^^'^*"^  *  *  •  is  for  the  W- 
ment  of  services  voluntarily  rendered  to  the 
Mexican  Government,  which  the  claimant  accepted  of  his  own 
free  will  and  even  sought,  and  to  the  performance  of  which  he 
was  in  no  way  compelled.  In  performing  a  portion  of  tbese 
services  the  umpire  is  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  claimant 
violated  the  neutrality  which,  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
he  was  bound  to  observe.  If  the  taking  charge  of  the  military 
engineering  and  erection  of  proper  fortifications  around  Ma- 
zatlan,  and  the  doing  so  a  part  of  the  time  under  a  heavy  fire 
from  the  French  frigate  Cordillera^  is  not  a  breach  of  that 
neutrality,  it  is  difficult  to  say  wiiat  can  be  considered  so.  Of 
a  similar  character  was  the  claimant's  exploit  of  peiietratinf 
into  Mazatlan,  when  held  by  the  imperialists,  and  obtaining 
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tberefirom  a  hundred  thousand  gun  caps,  which  he  subse- 
qnentJy  delivered  to  General  Coroua.  It  is  even  stated  in  the 
defcDsive  evidence  that  the  claimant  actually  held  rank  as  a 
colonel  in  the  Mexican  army.  However  meritorious,  then,  the 
services  of  the  claimant  may  have  been  as  far  as  Mexico  is 
concerned,  and  however  great,  if  the  facts  should  be  well 
proved,  her  moral  obligation  may  be  to  compensate  him,  the 
QDipire  is  of  opinion  that  this  commission  can  not  take  cog- 
nizance of  the  case,  and  he  therefore  awards  that  the  above- 
mentioned  claim  be  dismissed." 

Thornton,  umpire,  Jnne  21, 1876,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VI. 
441. 

^^^  Joseph  S.  Cucullu,  a  citizen  of  the  United 

c^ttV^^  States,  on  February  2, 1858,  at  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana,  advauced  $40,000  to  Jose  Mariano 
Saias,  Juan  Manuel  Fernando  de  Juaregui,  and  two  other  i)er- 
sons,  all  Mexican  citizens  and  distinguished  military  chiefs, 
who,  with  the  leader  of  their  party,  Santa  Anna,  had  been 
defeated  and  driven  into  exile  by  the  Liberal  forces  in  Mexico. 
For  the  sum  so  advanced  Cucullu  presented  to  the  commis* 
siou  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  of  July  4, 186S,  a  claim  in  which  he  asked  for  an  award 
for  the  sum  in  question,  with  interest,  less  $1,250,  which  he 
admitted  that  he  had  received  from  the  government  of  the 
'^regency"  set  up  by  the  French  arms  in  the  Mexican  capital. 
In  an  acknowledgment  signed  and  given  to  Cucullu  by  the 
persons  in  question  when  the  advance  was  made,  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  the  money  should  "be  employed  in  the  service  of  the 
Mexican  nation,"  and  that  it  should  be  repaid  by  a  government 
which  they  proposed  to  establish  in  Mexico,  the  first  install- 
ment of  $12,500  to  be  paid  from  the  proceeds  "of  the  first 
maritime  custom-house  over  which  the  flag  which  they  [the 
signers]  defend  should  be  hoisted."  In  the  memorial  of  the 
claimant  it  was  stated  that  Zuloaga,  befoi*e  the  loan  was  made, 
had  "sent  a  letter  to  General  Salas  and  his  companions  in 
exile,  ordering  them  to  retam  to  Mexico  at  once,  as  their  serv- 
ices were  much  needed  by  the  government." 
Opiaioaafiir.  Wadi-  On  these  facts  Mr.  Wadsworth,  the  Uniteil 
worth.  States  commissioner,  said: 

"It  was  to  enable  these  generals,  colonels,  etc.,  so  much 
needed  by  General  Zuloaga  to  return  to  the  scene  of  the  pend- 
ing struggle  and  play  a  useful  part  in  establishing  the  new 
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government  and  in  capturing  the  maritime  custom-hooBes  (all 
lield  by  the  constitutional  government  at  the  time)  that  claim- 
ant parted  with  his  money.  •  •  •  It  was  too  much  money 
to  pay  the  passage  home  of  a  dozen  exiles  (a  few  hundred  dol- 
lars would  have  accomplished  that) ;  it  was  for  the  public  serrice 
the  money  was  advanced,  and  the  government  to  be  established 
was  to  repay  it.  •  •  *  A  few  hundred  dollars  of  the  loan 
was  paid  to  each  of  the  exiles,  and  the  remainder  invested  in 
munitions  of  war  for  the  use  of  the  Zuloaga  government, against 
the  government  established  by  the  people  of  Mexico  undertbe 
constitution  of  1857.  And  this  is  what  claimant  meant  by 
advancing  $40,000  for  Hhe  service  of  the  Mexican  nation.' 

**  At  the  time  that  claimant,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
took  the  risk  of  advancing  this  sum  of  money  to  provide  tbe 
means  for  a  hostile  enterprise  from  the  shores  of  the  United 
States  against  the  constitutional  government  of  Mexico,  the 
Government  of  tiie  United  States  was  at  peace  with  that  gov- 
ernment, and  the  act  of  claimant  wa«  apparently  in  violation 
of  tlie  neutrality  laws  of  his  sovereign  and  punishable  as  a 
misdemeanor.  If  I  am  not  incorrect  in  this  view,  the  question 
is  presented,  whether  claimant  can  enforce  a  contract  made 
with  one  belligerent  against  the  other,  when  by  the  ter  loci  the 
contract  was  in  violation  of  the  neutrality  law.  It  is  certain 
that  th<i  municipal  courts  of  the  soveieign  whose  laws  have 
been  violated,  bound  to  uphold  the  laws  by  their  decisions, 
will  treat  the  contract  as  a  nullity.  {Deacon  v.  Olirer  ei  al.,  U 
Howard,  010;  Gill  v.  Oliver j  11  Howard,  529,  citing  Williami, 
trustee,  etc.,\,  Oliver  et  a?.,  Maryh'ind  Ot,  Appeals,  June  tenn, 
1843.)  But  an  international  tribunal  like  this  has  not  always 
taken  the  same  view  of  the  question,  where  an  award  «"« 
sought  against  the  belligerent  himself  with  tchom  the  corUraet  if« 
made.  The  case  of  the  contracts  made  by  General  Mina  will 
furnish  an  illustration.  The  supreme  court  of  Maryland  decided 
these  contracts  a  nullity,  because  they  were  in  violation  of  the 
neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  lex  loci.  The  Suprenje 
Court  of  the  United  States  dismissed  the  appeals  taken  from 
the  decisions  of  the  State  court  for  want  of  Jucisdiction;  bat 
the  language  of  the  learned  justice  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  those  cases,  shows  a  concurrence  on  their  part  in  the 
view  taken  by  the  State  court  of  the  effect  on  the  contract 
of  a  violation  of  a  penal  law.  And  of  the  correctness  of  the 
opinion  of  the  Maryland  court  on  the  point  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  (See  Kenneti  et  al.  v.  Chambers  et  «L,  l-A  Howard,  3S, 
and  cases  cited.)  Notwithstanding,  the  American  and  Mexican 
commission  which  sat  at  Washin«iton  under  the  convention  of 
1839  allowed  the  claim  of  the  shareholders  in  the  Mexican 
Company  on  the  contracts  made  with  General  Mina,  and  tbe 
money  was  paid.  It  will  not  much  affect  the  question  to  say 
that  after  General  Mina's  death  the  Mexican  Congress  ratified 
the  contracts.  This  did  not  relieve  them  of  the  impurity  tckkh 
nullified  them  in  the  court  of  the  American  sovereign^  they  were 
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still  a  oreach  of  the  law,  and,  notwithstanding  the  Mexican 
act  of  recognition,  had  a  suit  been  broaght  in  any  of  the  coarts 
of  the  Uuited  8tates  to  enforce  those  contracts,  the  decision 
must  have  l>een, '  they  areannllity,'  becanse  the  reason  remained 
aiid  could  not  be  removed  by  Mexico,  i.  e.,  the  contract  violated 
the  public  policy  of  the  United  States,  and  the  conrts  of  that 
conntry  luust  always  consider  a  contract  in  violation  of  a  x>enal 
law  thereof  a  nullity. 

"But  if  the  sovereign,  whose  laws  have  been  violated  by  a 
contract  for  aid  between  a  belligerent  power  and  his  subject, 
waives  the  offense  and  demands  indemnity  according  to  the 
contract,  is  it  admissible  to  allow  the  offendiug  government  to 
say,  *I  violated  your  laws  in  making  such  a  contract,  therefore 
1  ought  not  to  comply  with  it  upon  your  demand  f  Would  not 
the  injured  sovereign  reply  with  much  reason,  <Theentbrcement 
of  my  laws,  broken  by  you,  can  not  concern  you;  that  is  an 
affair  exclusively  my  own;  if  I  see  cause  to  overlook  it,  how 
can  you  rightfully  judge  itV  Now,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
mixed  commission  could  not  have  ordered  and  awarded  pay- 
ment on  the  contracts  of  General  Mina  if  they  were  impure  or 
anuUity,  and  I  am  certain  that  a  recognition  of  them  by  the 
Mexican  Congress  did  not  prevent  them  from  being  flagrant 
violatioDS  of  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States. 

"But  this  case  stands  upon  a  diflerent  footing.  It  is  an 
immoral  contract,  made  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  with 
the  agents  of  an  insurgent  party  seeking  to  establish  itself  as 
a  government  in  fact,  by  force  of  arms,  over  the  established 
and  dejure  government  with  which  the  United  States  was  at 
peace;  which  contract,  it  is  now  said,  the  latter  must  perform 
as  the  successor  of  the  former,  claimed  to  have  been  de  facto 
the  government  at  date  of  the  contract.  The  constitutional 
govemnaent  of  Mexico  was  interested  in  this  instance  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States  and  of 
the  treaty  obligations  between  the  countries  of  amity  and  firiend- 
ship,  and  the  latter  was  under  the  strongest  obligations,  im- 
posed by  treaty  and  the  duty  of  an  impartial  neutrality,  to 
enforce  its  laws;  and  if  it  wrongfully  neglected  to  do  so,  much 
more  if  it  connived  at  the  violation,  to  the  injury  of  the  former, 
it  would  be  responsible  for  the  consequences  and  bound  to  in- 
demnify the  injured  party.  There  is  a  sense  of  justice  felt  in 
every  right  mind,  which  at  once  revolts  at  the  idea  of  requiring 
the  successful  party  resisting  an  attempt  within  the  state  to 
overthrow  its  authority  by  another  party,  to  pay  the  money 
advanced  to  its  enemy  for  its  destruction,  upon  the  demand  of 
a  sovereign  whose  treaty  engagements  and  neutrality  laws 
were  violated  by  the  contract  of  aid.  The  case  of  Kennett  et 
(^'  V.  Chamhergj  supra,  was  that  of  a  contract  made  in  Ohio  by 
the  appellants,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  with  Chambers, 
a  citizen  of  Texas,  in  September  1836,  whereby  Chambers 
agreed  to  sell  and  convey  certain  lands  in  Texas  to  them  for 
tl2,500,  they  reciting  in  the  contract,  as  the  motive  of  the  pur- 
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chase,  their  desire  to  ^advance  the  caase  of  freedom  and  tlie 
independence  of  Texas,  etc.'  The  Supreme  Coart  of  the  United 
States  was  disposed  to  regard  the  contract  as  in  violation  of 
the  neatrality  laws  of  that  coautry ;  nevertheless,  in  adjudging 
the  contract  a  nullity,  it  says  (Judge  Taney  delivering  the 
opinion): 

^< '  But  the  decision  stands  on  broader  and  firmer  ground,  and 
this  agreement  can  not  be  sustained  either  at  law  or  equity. 
The  question  in  this  case  is  not  whether  the  parties  to  this 
contract  violated  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States  or 
subjected  themselves  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  but  whether 
such  a  contract,  made  at  that  time,  within  the  United  States, 
for  the  purposes  stated  in  the  contract  and  the  bill  of  complsuot 
was  a  legal  and  valid  contract.' 

"The  court  answers  this  question  in  the  negative.  Tbc 
United  States  being  at  peace  with  Mexico  under  a  treaty  of 
amity  and  friendship,  every  citizen  was  *  equally  and  personally 
pledged  with  his  government,'  and  could  'do  no  act  nor  enter 
into  any  agreement  to  promote  or  encourage  revolt  or  hostilities 
against  the  territories  of  a  country  with  which  our  government 
is  pledged  by  treaty  to  be  at  peace  without  a  breach  of  his  duty 
as  a  citizen,  and  the  breach  of  the  faith  pledged  to  the  foreign 
nation,'  says  that  high  court.  In  further  support  of  that  view 
the  court  said : 

"  *It  was  upon  this  ground  that  the  court  of  common  pleas 
in  England  in  the  case  of  Be  Wurtz  v.  Hendrick  (9  Moore's 
C.  B.  Keports,  58i))  decided  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  Jaw 
of  nations  for  persons  residing  in  England  to  enter  into  engage- 
ments to  raise  money  by  way  of  loan  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
porting subjects  of  a  foreign  state  in  arms  against  a  gov^n- 
ment  in  friendship  with  England,  and  that  no  right  of  action 
attached  upon  any  such  a  contract.  And  this  decision  is 
quoted  with  approbation  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  1  Kent's  Com- 
mentaries, 116.' 

"It  is  of  the  highest  importance  that  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  disposed  to  aid  by  their  money  or  otherwise  revoln- 
tiouary  attempts  against  governments  with  whom  the  United 
States  are  at  peace,  should  carefully  consider  this  language  of 
the  supreme  court  of  their  country.  I  desire  myself  to  give  it 
my  humble  sanction  with  such  weight  as  belongs  to  the  respon- 
sible post  I  now  occupy." 

Opinion  of  Mr  Paia      ^^^'  Palacio,  the  Mexican  commissioner,  con- 

°cio.  curred  in  the  views  of  Mr.  Wads  worth.   Th« 

citizens  of  a  country  could  not,  said  Mr.  Pala- 

cio,  by  the  same  act  violate  its  laws  and  become  entitled  to 

its  protection  against  foreign  governments.    If  a  municipal  law 

declared  that  the  giving  of  assistance  to  a  belligerent  was  a 

punishable  offense,  but  at  the  same  time  the  executive  assumed 

to  guarantee  the  execution  of  the  contract,  there  would  resoll 

n  autagouism  between  the  courts  and  the  executive  whieli 
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would  tend  to  nallify  the  law.  Speculators  would  reason  in 
this  way:  ^'Tbe  courts  fine  me  $10,000,  but  the  government 
will  support  my  demand  for  $110,000,  and  consequently  by 
violating  the  law  I  gain  $100,000  through  the  efficient  protec- 
tion and  support  of  my  government."  It  could  not,,  said  Mr. 
Palacio,  be  maintained  that  the  question  what  a  government 
could  or  could  not  do  in  behalf  of  the  claims  of  its  citizens 
was  merely  a  matter  of  internal  consideration,  in  which  foreign 
governments  were  unconcerned.  The  contrary  was  the  case. 
The  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States  only  recognized  the 
government's  international  duties.  There  were  indeed  cases 
in  which  contracts  not  legally  valid  might  be  enforced  on  prin- 
ciples of  equity,  as  giving  rise  to  a  natural  obligation.  But 
in  order  that  such  an  obligation  might  exist,  some  benefit 
must  have  been  received  by  the  obliged  person  through  the 
action  of  the  other  party.  Considering  the  present  case  in 
that  light,  it  would,  said  Mr.  Palacio,  be  found  '^  that  the  Mexi- 
can Republic  did  not  receive  any  benefit,  from  the  fact  that 
Oncnllu  supplied  a  dozen  rebel  emigrants  with  the  means  of 
promoting  and  encouraging  the  civil  war  against  the  institu- 
tions adopted  by  the  people  and  the  authorities  actually  in 
power."    In  the  course  of  his  opinion  Mr.  Palacio  said: 

^'That  the  individuals  with  whom  Gucullu  made  the  con- 
tract had  been  exiled  by  the  Mexican  Government,  he  knew 
perfectly  well.  It  is  he  who  tells  us  so  in  the  statement  pre- 
sented by  him  in  regard  to  his  claim  to  the  Secretary  of  State, 
as  late  as  the  10th  of  March  1870.  The  following  are  his 
words: 

**  'In  November  1857,  General  Mariano  Salas,  ex-President 
of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  in  company  with  Generals  Guitian, 
Pacheco,  and  other  officers  of  the  Mexican  army,  were  exiled 
to  the  United  States  by  President  Comonfort.  General  Salas 
and  others  above  named  were  placed  on  a  steamer  bound 
for  New  Orleans,  where  they  arrived  in  the  month  and  year 
stated.'    •     •     • 

"Persons  placed  in  that  position  were  the  persons  whom 
Cucullu  took  for  representativi^s  of  the  Mexican  Government, 
and  through  whom,  as  he  thinks,  that  nntion  contracted  a  valid 
obligation.  It  is  possible  that  the  banishment  of  those  indi- 
viduals might  be  unjust;  it  is  possible  that  President  Comon- 
fort might  abuse  his  powers  in  imposing  it;  it  is  possible  that 
it  might  not  proiluce,  according  to  Mexican  laws,  the  maxima 
capitis  diminutio  which  1  have  supi)Osed  tiO  give  strength  to 
my  reasoning;  but  certainly  it  always  results  that  individuals 
vliom  a  government  has  plared  in  that  condition,  with  Justice 
or  without  it,  can  not  l>e  taken  in  good  faith  by  anybody  for 
ix'presentatives  of  that  government,  and  that  they  could  not 
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assume  the  character  of  negotiorum  gestar  of  said  gOTeniinent, 
uor  expect  that  their  acts  or  obligations  contracted  nbgpenii 
should  be  ratified.  It  was  not  possible  for  Oacallatoiliink 
that  the  government  who  had  exiled  Salas  and  hi8com[>aDioii8 
should  consider  themselves  obliged  to  fulfill  the  contract  made 
by  those  persons.  What  CucuUu  did  think  was  that  Xhm 
exiles  tcould  make  themselves  the  government  by  overtbrowing 
and  dispossessing  the  government  at  Mexico;  and  bewisbol 
to  lend  them  his  assistance.    •    •    • 

^^It  has  been  pretended  that  the  decision  of  this  case  depends 
ui)on  that  of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  governmeiitof 
Zuloaga  was  a  de  facto  government  for  whose  acts  the  Mexican 
Republic  is  to  be  held  responsible.  It  would  be  very  easy  to 
show  that  it  was  not  such  a  de  facto  government,  bat  only  a 
faction  which  succeeded  to  some  extent  in  acquiring  the  appear- 
ance of  a  government,  without  ever  havinga  real  authority  freely 
obeyed,  or  in  any  way  recognized  or  accepted  by  tbe  Mexican 
people.  But  the  question  concerning  the  character  of  tbe 
so-called  government  of  Zuloaga  has  not  in  this  case  tbe  im- 
portance which  has  been  attributed  to  it,  since  ic  can  be  decided 
in  either  sense  without  altering  the  final  decision  of  the  present 
claim.  Whatever  might  have  been  the  character  whieb  tbe 
so-called  government  of  Zuloaga  acquired  at  length,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  on  the  2nd  of  February  1H58  it  could  only  be  conad- 
ered  at  New  Orleans  as  a  band  of  rebels  against  the  existing: 
Government  of  Mexico,  with  more  or  less  hopes  tobeoowe* 
government.  This  is  indubitably  shown  bj"  the  terms  of  tbe 
agreement  made  with  Cuculhi,  which  speaks  of  ^raising flags,' 
of 'conquering  maritime  custom-houses,'  of  'the  government 
to  be  established,'  and  of  'those  who  will  form  tbe  govem- 
ment.'  It  was  known  at  New  Orleans  (at  least  Ouculla  knew 
it)  that  'Juarez  had  withdrawn  to  Vera  Cruz  with  the  leaders 
of  the  Liberal  party  and  established  a  government  tbeie. 
These  are  his  words  in  the  exposition  addressed  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  State.  Gucullu  knew,  then,  thfkt  Zuloaga  had  esta^ 
lished  a  'government  of  the  Mexican  Republic'  in  the  City  « 
Mexico,  and  that  Juarez  had  carried  another  'government of 
the  Mexican  Republic '  to  Vera  Cruz.  Who  authorized  Cucolln 
to  decide  which  of  these  two  pretenders  was  'the  govemineBt 
of  Mexico!'  If  he  took  for  tbe  government  that  whieb  was 
not  such  he  was  bound  to  know  that  he  ran  that  risk;  tbatbc 
intrusted  his  interests  to  the  contingencies  and  result  of  the 
civil  war;  that  he  took  sides  with  one  of  the  belligerents,  w» 
that  he  could  not  promise  himself  that  the  acts  of  the  one  wooW 
be  respected  or  legalized  by  the  other  belligerent.  If  the  pre- 
cedent be  established  that  the  government  which  becomes  con- 
solidated after  a  civil  struggle  takes  upon  itself  the  obligation* 
contracted  by  its  enemy,  the  condition  of  those  who  speculate 
in  aflfording  assistance  to  revolutionists  would  be  made  too 
favorable  and  advautcageous,  and  a  premium  would  be  offered 
to  those  who  engage  political  exiles  in  enterprises  against  tbe 
authorities  of  their  country  and  furnish  them  with  the  i 
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necessary  to  participate  in  the  civil  war.  Such  men'  as  Cncalla 
would  indulge  in  this  reasoning:  ^If  tlie  party  which  I  support 
triomphs  I  shall  not  only  be  paid,  but  shall  be  esteemed  and 
considered  by  the  victors;  if  the  existing  government  triumphs 
and  succeeds  in  overx)owering  my  friends  it  may,  perhaps, 
refuse  to  pay  me,  bat  I  shall  invoke  the  interposition  of  my 
government,  will  make  an  international  claim,  and  that  gov- 
ernment which  I  tried  to  overthrow  will  have  to  pay  me  one 
dollar  for  each  cent  lent  by  me  to  its  enemies.'  In  this  same 
way,  as  it  is  said,  the  Sultan  used  to  make  the  heirs  of  a  vassal 
whom  he  commanded  to  hang  himself  pay  for  the  silk  cord  he 
sent  him  for  that  purpose.  That  tbere  should  be  speculators 
who  make  such  pretension  is  not  surprising;  what  is  surprising 
is  that  they  shoald  succeed  in  having  that  same  pretension 
presented  and  supported  by  a  government  who  has  so  justly 
acquired  the  reputation  of  being  just  and  enlightened.  This 
can  only.be  explained  by  supposing,  as  it  is  true,  that  that 
government  has  not  a  perfect  knowledge  of.  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.    •    •    • 

^'I  wish  that  my  opinion  shall  never  be  construed  to  involve 
the  understanding  that  if  the  iiersons  with  whom  Cucullu  dealt 
hail  ever  succeeded  in  forming  the  Government  of  Mexico,  my 
judgment  would  be  favorable  to  this  claim.    Even  in  that  case 
I  should  be  unable  to  see  anything  other  than  a  debt  of  tbe 
republic  in  favor  of  Cucullu.    This  debt  is  not  an  injury  by  the 
authorities,  and  while,  perhaps*  a  feeling  of  honor  and  a  certain 
respect  to  purely  moral  obligations  could  give  it  in  that  sup- 
position some  efficiency  and  practical  validity,  it  is  indubitable 
that  it  could  never  be  the  subject  of  an  international  claim,  and 
much  less  a  claim  arising  out  of  injuries.     Even  if  the  meaning 
of  this  word  should  be  extended  to  tbe  extreme,  comprehending 
the  mere  omission  of  payment  (which  never  was  re/used)^  it 
would  be  always  necessary  that  the  debt,  either  really  or  pre- 
sumptively,  should  have  been  placetl  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  indebted  government.    It  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that 
any  intimation  as  to  the  payment  of  such  a  debt  has  ever  been 
made  to  the  Governmen  t  of  Mexico.    The  payment  was  claimed 
only  from  the  enemies  of  the  republic,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
this  &et  can  be  considered  as  a  notification  to  the  government 
of  the  republic.    The  claim  submitted  to  the  so-called  govern- 
ment of  Zuloaga  and  to  the  so  called  regency  of  tbe  Mexican 
Empire  could  not  produce  the  result  of  making  the  republican 
government  acquainted  with  that  obligation.    Does  tbe  present 
Ooveniment  of  the  United  States  know  what  were  tbe  debts 
contracted  by  Jefferson  Davis  t    Should  tbe  United  States  ever 
know  such  debts,  will  they  go  to  the  bondholders,  and,  with- 
out their  previous  demand,  pay  them  in  gold,  since  the  legal 
lender  was  not  admitted  by  the  defunct  Confederation!" 

J^^epk  H,  CmcuIIu  t.  Mexico,  No.  779.  Both  commissioners  also  concurreil 
in  the  yiew  that  the  Zuloaga  government  conld  not  be  considere<l  an  au- 
thority of  Mexico. 
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"  In  the  case  of  William  W.  Liqht  v.  Mexi€Oj 
Claim  for  Medical  j^^  912,  the  umpire  caii  not  but  express  his  sar 
St^mat :  lighfi  ^^^  ^^^^^ .  ^  should  have  fallen  to  his  lot  to  have 
to  decide  n\K>\i  this  claim,  for  which,  it  appears 
to  him,  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  making  the  Mexican 
Government  responsible.  If  the  claimant  rendered  medical 
services,  he  did  so  of  his  own  free  will,  and  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  ever  even  presented  an  account  to  the  authorities,  or 
that  he  was  not  paid  for  his  services." 

Thornton,  umpire,  oonvention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VL  488. 

"In  the  case  of  Francis  Xolan  v.  Mexico^ 

Claim  for  a  Beward:  ^q^  337^  there  are  a  variety  of  claims.   The 

Volan'iCaM.      ^^^^  j^  ^^^^  ^^^  g^^  ^^  Sinaloa  offered  a 

reward  of  $3,000  to  the  person  who  first  raised  a  hundred 
bales  of  cotton  in  the  State,  and  that  although  the  claimant 
complied  with  the  condition,  the  State  refused  to  pay  him  the 
reward.  The  umpire  conceives  that  this  is  a  question  which 
does  not  come  within  the  cognizance  of  the  commission.  It 
was  a  sort  of  contract,  which  the  claimant  voluntarily  entered 
into  with  the  State  of  Sinaloa,  and  for  which  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment can  not  certainly  be  held  responsible.  Nor  is  it  even 
proved  that  the  claimant  was  the  first  man  who  raised  a  han- 
dred  bales  of  cotton  in  accordance  with  the  prescribed  condi- 
tions; on  the  contrary  there  were  others  who  made  a  similar 
claim." 
Thornton,  umpire,  No.  337,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  411. 

A  claim  for  a  debt  due  froin  a  municipal 
Debtof  Mnnidpaicor-  corporation  of  Mexico  was  rejected  by  the 
p^  on:      mpwm  s  commissioners  on  the  ground  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico  was  not  obliged  to  pay  the 
debts  due  from  or  by  its  <5ities,  villages,  or  their  inhabitants. 

William  L.  Thompson  v.  Mexico,  No.  765,  convention  of  July  4.  1W8, 
MS.  Op.  VII.  7. 

6.  Article  XII.  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington  of 
May  8,  1871. 

William  Wlieeler  Jlubbell  v.  Great  Britain. 
Use  of  a   Patented  >^^^  27, 

Q^^    '  *     ''The  memorial  of  the  claimant  allegwUn 

effect,  that  prior  to  the  1st  of  July  1844  the 

claimant  wa.i  the  inventor  of  a  certain  improvement  in  bn^cch 
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loading  firearms,  for  which  letters  patent  were  issued  to  him  by 
the  United  States,  dated  1st  July  1844. 

^'Tliat  ill  the  year  1S44  the  British  Government,  through  Her 
Majesty's  consul  at  Philadelphia,  ordered  of  the  claimant  two 
specimen  guns  made  under  the  claimant's  inTention  and  patent, 
which  were  thereupon  procured  to  be  made  by  the  claimant, 
and  furnished  through  the  consul  to  Her  Majesty's  government 
in  1845,  and  paid  for  by  that  government. 

*'The  memorial  further  alleged  that  Mt  was  understood  and 
agreed  that  the  invention  of  said  mechanical  principle'  of  the 
claimant  'should  be  paid  for  by  Her  Majesty's  government 
whenever  it  should  be  determined  ufHiu  for  adoption  in  Her 
Majesty's  service.'  That  after  the  receipt  of  the  specimen 
guns,  in  1845,  it  was  determined  by  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, in  the  same  year,  that  it  was  not  expedient  to  adopt 
them  for  use,  but  that  subsequently,  on  the  14th  March  18G5 
Her  Majesty's  government  made  <a  full  determination  of 
adoption  in  Her  Majesty's  service  of  breech-loading  ii rearms' 
known  a«  the  Snyder-Enfield  ritle,  containing  and  emboilying 
the  mechanical  principle  covered  by  the  claimant's  invention 
and  patent;  and  that  after  such  official  *  determination  of 
adoption,'  in  March  1865  Her  Majesty's  government  issued 
to  Her  Majesty's  army  and  navy  500,000  muskets  of  the 
psitterii  named  and  covered  by  the  invention  and  patent  of 
the  claimant. 

'^The  claimant  claime<l  a  royalty  of  (I  each  upon  these 
muskets,  amounting  to  $500,000,  besides  interest 

"A  demurrer  was  interposed  by  Her  Majesty's  counsel  to 
the  memorial,  on  the  ground  that  the  commission  had  no  juris- 
diction of  the  claim'  stated  in  the  memorial,  and  that  the 
memorial  alleged  no  sufficient  ground  of  claim  sigainst  Oreat 
Britain,  in  that — 

*^  1 .  The  claim  was  based  upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied, 
which  was  not  a  claim  within  the  terms  or  intent  of  the  treaty, 
not  being  a  claim  < arising  out  of  acts  committed  against  the 
liersons  or  proiiorty  of  citizens  of  the  United  States.' 

"2.  That  it'  such  claim  on  contract  were  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion given  by  the  treaty,  the  claimant  could  have  no  standing 
l)efore  the  commi.'^sion  as  an  international  tribunal  until  he 
had  exhausted  the  remedies  in  all  the  municipal  courts  of 
Great  Britsiin,  and  until  justice  had  been  denied  him  by  such 
tribunals  in  re  minime  dnbia. 


3486  INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

<<3.  That  the  facts  alleged  in  the  memorial  established  no 
such  contract  as  claimed  by  the  claimant  for  the  payment 
of  a  royalty  upon  guns  subsequently  used  and  covered  by  his 
•  invention. 

^^4.  That  no  act  of  Her  Majesty's  government  was  lUleged 
as  happening  within  treaty  time,  except  the  ^  full  determination 
of  adoption'  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  March  1865,  and 
that  this  was  not  an  act  committed  against  the  property  of  tiie 
claimant. 

<<5.  That  the  claimant  did  not  appear  to  have  had  any  prop- 
erty in  his  alleged  invention  in  England,  and  that  his  property 
in  the  invention  in  the  United  States  had  expired  prior  to 
March  1865,  and  was  open  to  the  whole  world. 

'^On  hearing  on  the  demurrer  the  claim  was  nnanimonsly 
disallowed  by  the  commission." 

Am.  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty'  of  May  8,  1871,  Art  IIL 
Male's  Report,  40.     Soe  also  Howard's  Report,  160,  752,  754. 

7.  Convention  between  the  United  States  and  Frakcs 
OF  January  15, 1880. 

*  "Washington,  March  J26ihj  18SI 
"The  contract  of  November  28th,  1870,  entered 
Supply  of  War  into  by  and  between  the  Government  of  Fnuice 
Material:   Case  aud  Messrs.  Valentine,  Billings  &  St  Laorent 
riLneVetT*  ^*^  ^^^  ^^®  supp^y  of  a  large  amount  of  war  material, 
was  executed  at  a  time  when  the  French  Gov- 
ernment was  in  a  great  aud  urgent  need  of  arms  and  ammaiu- 
tion  for  the  prosecution  of  its  war  against  Germany.    By  tlurf 
contract  a  very  short  time  was  allowed  to  the  contractors 
within  which  the  material  was  to  be  furnished^  and  that  foci 
shows  that  both  parties  understood  that  time  was  to  be  con- 
sidered of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

"One  of  the  conditions  of  the  contract  was  that  the  con- 
tractors should  make  at  Kew  York  a  large  money  deposit  as 
security  for  their  performance  of  their  part  of  the  undertak- 
ing. These  contractors,  being  unable  to  make  such  a  deposit, 
it  was  agreed  between  them  and  the  French  Government  that 
a  penal  bond  of  Mr.  C.  K.  Garrison,  in  the  sum  of  1,000,000 
francs,  should  be  substituted  for  the  money  deposit  originally 
required  by  the  contract,  and  the  bond  was  furnished  ontbe 
2l8t  of  January  1871  by  said  Garrison  to  the  agents  of  the 
French  Government.    That  government  assumed  no  oontoact 
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relations  with  Mr.  Garrison,  and  knew  him  in  no  other  light 
than  that  of  a  surety  or  guarantor  of  tbe  contract  of  Valentine, 
Billings  &  St.  Laurent. 

"On  the  11th  of  February  1871  the  French  Government,  in 
view  of  the  failure  of  the  contractors  to  dispatch  from  New 
York  the  war  material  that  it  had  contracted  for  on  November 
28tb,  1870,  on  the  condition  that  it  should  be  shipped  within 
eighteen  days  from  the  beginning  of  the  inspection  of  the 
material  by  its  agents,  instructed  its  agents  in  the  United 
States  to  cease  inspecting  the  material,  and  thus  abrogated 
the  eontracL 

"All  of  the  parties  interested  in  said  contract  with  the 
French  Government  thereupon  appointed  Mr.  S.  L.  M.  Barlow 
their  tmstee  and  agent  to  obtain  a  settlement  from  that  gov- 
ernment of  the  claim  which  they  conceived  themselves  to  have 
for  the  improper  abrogation  of  the  contract. 

"One  step  iu  the  prosecation  of  the  claim  was  the  institution, 
at  London,  of  a  suit  to  enjoiu  the  agents  of  the  French  Gov- 
ernment in  that  city  from  paying  out  a  sum  of  6,000,(k)0 
francs,  which  had  been  deposited  with  them  to  meet  antici- 
pated drafts  to  be  drawn  against  shipments  of  the  war  mate- 
rial. A  preliminary  injunction  was  granted  by  the  chancery 
conrt  of  England. 

"Ou  Juno  7, 1871,  Valentine,  claiming  to  represent  himself 
and  Billings  and  St.  Laurent,  made  with  the  French  Govern- 
ment a  new  contract  for  the  supply  of  part  of  the  war  material 
that  had  been  contracted  for  on  November  28th,  1870.  One  of 
the  conditions  of  this  new  contract  was  that  the  old  contract 
should  be  considered  as  annulled.  Another  condition  was 
that  the  injunction  suit  at  Loudon  should  be  discontinued. 
This  latter  condition  was  promptly  complied  with.  The  cpr- 
respondence  between  Mr.  Barlow«  trustee  and  agent  of  the 
original  contractors  of  A.  B.  Steinberger,  assignee,  and  of  the 
surety,  G.  K.  Garrison,  and  Mr.  J.  P.  Benjamin,  his  counsel  at 
London,  and  the  evidence  of  Barlow  in  the  suit  of  Howes  and 
Crowel  V.  Garrison,  which  is  found  in  the  record,  show  that  it 
was  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  Mr.  Barlow,  the  trustee 
and  authorized  agent,  and  therefore  of  his  principals,  that  said 
injunctiou  suit  was  withdrawn. 

"The  new  contract  of  June  7, 1871,  was  carried  out  by  the 
contractors  and  the  French  Government.  Garrison  furnished 
the  war  material  which  he  had  purchased,  and  provided  for  the 
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execatiou  of  the  original  contract;  drafts  were  drawn  by  the 
contractors  upon  tbe  agents  of  the  French  GoTernment  in 
payment  for  said  material;  the  proceeds  of  the  drafts  went 
into  the  hands  of  Barlow,  the  agent  of  the  contractors;  Garri- 
son received  more  than  he  had  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
the  war  material  that  was  duly  inspected  or  disbursed  in  tbe 
way  of  incidental  exx>en8es;  the  purposes  of  the  compromise 
contract  of  June  7,  1871,  were  fully  accomplished,  and  tbe 
French  Government  was  relieved  of  all  liability,  if  any  had 
existed,  to  indemnify  the  original  contractors  for  tbe  s^rc^ 
tion,  on  February  13th,  1 871,  of  the  contract  of  November  28tb, 
1870." 

Opinion  of  the  commission  in  tbe  case  of  ^.  L.  M,  Barlov,  (uti^wef,  nd 
J.  B.  SUinherger,  tUBipnee,  v.  The  Itepuhlic  of  Franc%  No.  18,  BontwelTa 
Report,  176. 

^'The  record  in  this  case,  with  the  briefo 
^**tri!rt**^d^  rt^  *"^   printed  arguments,  contain  about  1,800 

Frear'sCase.         pages.    The  evidence  is  conflicting.  Tbe  ques- 
tions of  fact  and  of  law  are  many  and  diffienlt. 
We  have   endeavored  to    examine  the   case   carefully  and 
thoroughly. 

"  It  is  impossible  for  us  to  set  forth  in  detail  our  views  as  to 
the  evidence  and  facts  proved.  All  we  can  do  is  to  indicate 
briefly  our  decisions  and  the  reasons  of  them. 

"The  claim  consists — 

"Ist.  Of  tour  items  for  potatoes,  contracted  to  be  deUvewd 
by  one  Chevannes  to  the  French  Government  in  Paris,  *  within 
eight  days  following  the  raising  of  the  siege  of  Paris.' 

"  Chevannes  assigned  the  contract  to  claimant,  and  he  claims 
that  he  delivered  the  potatoes  in  Paris  according  to  contract 
Two  of  the  items  are  for  interest. 

"The  French  Government  claims  that  the  potatoes  were  not 
delivered  according  to  the  contract,  and  that  when  delivered 
they  were  seized  by  the  commune,  then  in  insurrection  agaiust 
the  government.  i 

"When  was  the  siege  of  Paris  raised?  j 

"  There  was  no  official  announcement  of  the  raising  of  the    i 
siege.    The  armistice  was  signed  on  the  28th  of  January  l^^l-    i 
By  the  terms  of  the  armistice  the  Prussian  authorities  agreed 
to  give  all  possible  facilities  to  the  French  Governmeut  and    i 
its  agents  to  bring  provisions  into  Paris. 

"On  the  31st  of  January  the  French  minister  of  foreign 
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affairs  directed  the  French  charge  in  London  to  send  provis- 
ions by  Dieppe,  ^Dieppe  being  chosen  because  it  is  connected 
with  Paris  by  railroad  lines  which  have  not  been  devastated.' 

"On  the  2d  of  February  the  French  Government  gave  public 
notice  that  all  merchandise  necessary  for  food  could  be  safely 
brought  into  Paris,  and  that  the  government  renounced  all 
right  to  requisitions. 

"Ou  February  3d  trains  of  provisions  from  Dieppe  were 
brought  into  Paris.  On  the  4th  and  5th  of  February  227  car- 
loads of  provisions  arrived  at  Paris,  and  from  that  time  on  the 
revictualing  of  Paris  proceeded  with  great  activity  and  with- 
out obstruction  by  the  Prussians.  For  ail  practical  purposes 
as  to  the  delivery  of  provisions  in  Paris  the  siege  was  raised 
by  (at  the  latest)  the  6th  day  of  February. 

^<The  claimant  says  that  he  delivered  the  potatoes  at  the 
railway  station  in  Paris  by  the  10th  of  March;  that  is,  not 
within  eight  days  after  the  raising  of  the  siege,  but  only 
within  38  days  after. 

^^This  was  not  performance  of  the  contract.  Clearly  the 
French  Oovernment  was  not  bound  to  receive  the  potatoes. 

^'It  is  true  that  many  questions  as  to  the  terms  on  which 
peace  might  be  made  were  still  under  discussion,  and  till  these 
were  settled  the  Prussian  forces  were  not  withdrawn ;  but  as 
to  the  revictoalling  of  Paris,  the  siege  was  raised. 

^'  Item  5  is  for  112,808  francs  due  on  the  contract  for  provis- 
ions delivered  March  10, 1871. 

'^Mr.Frear  claims  that  he  delivered,  and  the  French  author- 
ities received,  provisions  to  the  value  of  2,705,382  francs,  and 
paid  him  only  a  sum  less  than  that  amount  by  112,808  francs. 

*^But  the  French  authorities  claimed  that  there  was  a  defi- 
ciency in  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  provisions  delivered, 
amounting  to  220,000  francs;  so  that,  according  to  their  claim, 
they  had  overpaid  him. 

*'This  dispute  was  finally  settled  by  one  Haronel,  acting  on 
behalf  of  Frear.  He  allowed  70,000  francs  for  the  alleged 
deficiency,  and  the  French  authorities  paid  him  the  balance. 
Mr.  Frear  claims  that  Haronel  was  not  authorized  to  make 
such  a  compromise.  We  think  ho  was  so  authorized,  and  that 
that  settlement  is  binding  on  the  claimant. 

"With  the  disallowance  of  the  fifth  item,  the  sixth,  seventh, 
and  eighth  items  for  interest,  and  the  ninth  for  loss  of  profits 
ou  the  balance  of  the  contract,  are  also  disallowed. 
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''Mr.  Frear  hacl  become  bankrupt,  and  the  'oppositions'  of 
his  creditors,  by  which  the  money  coming  from  the  govemmeDt 
had  been  attached,  and  so  the  payment  of  it  either  to  him  or 
his  creditors  was  delayed,  can  not  be  made  chargeable  to  the 
government. 

"So,  too,  we  think  item  9th, for  loss  of  profits,  is  not  charge- 
able to  6he  government,  for  in  reality  he  had  not  performed hia 
contract  in  delivering  the  provisions  within  the  time  specified; 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  amounts  delivered  by  the  French 
authorities  was  upon  the  basis  of  compromise  that  no  fnrther 
claims  under  that  contract  should  be  made. 

"  Lariviere  had  an  assignment  of  the  contract,  and  wasinlly 
authorized  to  make  the  compromise.  Item  10th  is  disallowed 
with  item  9.  Item  llth  is  for  the  loss  of  profits  on  the  contract 
for  cartridges. 

"On  December  1,  1870,  Mr.  Frear  made  a  contract  with 
the  French  Government  to  supply  them  with  20,000,000  car- 
tridges, which,  after  being  submitted  to  a  test,  if  satisfactorj, 
were  to  be  forwarded  to  the  director  of  artillery  at  Cherbourg 
at  the  rate  of  3,000,000  for  the  week  beginning  December  16th^ 
and  2,000,000  for  each  week  thereafter,  and  all  to  be  delivered 
by  February  28,  at  the  latest.  The  dates  for  delivery  were  to 
be  strictly  kept. 

"  It  is  plain  that  delivery  at  the  times  fixed  was  of  theessence 
of  the  contract.  This  is  obvious  both  from  the  terms  of  the 
contract  and  from  the  nature  of  the  case« 

"  So  far  from  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  Lari- 
viere, to  whom  Frear  had  assigned  the  contract,  and  Cannot, 
the  manufacturer,  had  delivered  only  1,584,000  cartridges  (as he 
claims)  on  the  30th  January.  At  that  time  11,000,000  should 
have  been  delivered.  In  point  of  fact,  the  1,584,000  were  not 
delivered  on  the  30th  January,  though  the  French  agent  had 
given  the  required  certificate.  They  were  not  delivered  till 
the  1st  of  March,  when  the  whole  20,000,000  were  due. 

"Various  excuses  and  pretenses  for  not  delivering  accord- 
ing to  the  contract  are  set  up,  but  we  think  none  of  them 
satisfactory  or  sufficient.  The  French  authorities  were  fully 
justified  in  annulling  the  contract  and  refusing  to  receive  any 
more.  They  did  receive  2,586,658  cartridges,  and  x>aid  for  them 
393,172.08  francs. 

"  This  item  is  disallowed. 

<<Item  13th.  Damages  for  defamation  of  claimant's  cbanio^ 
ter  by  the  French  Government, 
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<<  Art.  I  of  the  conventiou  gives  us  jurisdiction  of  claims 
^arising  out  of  acts  committed  against  the  persons  or  prop- 
erty of  citizens  of  the  United  States  by  the  French  civil 
or  military  aathorities  upon  the  high  seas  or  within  the  terri- 
tory of  France,'  etc. 

^'Neither  government  intended  to  include  slander  and  libel 
among  tlie  ^acts  committed  against  the  persons  or  property  of 
citizens.' 

*'We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  dwell  upon  this  point." 

The  claim  was  disallowed  by  the  unanimous  vote  of  the  com- 
mission. 

Ifilliam  H. FrearY.  The  BepMblio  of  Franoe,'So,  9,  BontweU's  Report,  202. 

8.  Convention  between  the  United  States  and  Vbnb- 
zuEi-A  OP  December  5, 1885. 

In  the  case  of  Jacob  Idler  v.  Venezuelaj  No. 

MHtaiy   SnppUei:  2,  under  the  convention  between  the  United 

^^'2^t;^"  states  and  Venezuela  of  December  5,  1885, 

loa  of  jir.  little.  '  ' 

Mr.  Little,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  com- 
mission, made  the  following  statement  of  facts: 

^4n  1817  Venezuela,  then  engaged  in  war  for  independence, 
through  her  chief  magistrate — military  and  civil — Simon  Boli- 
var, issued  what  was  denominated  a  ^  diploma,'  addressed  'To 
all  those  who  may  see  these  presents,'  from  which  the  follow- 
ing extracts  are  taken : 

'*  *  We  do  hereby  authorize  Brigadier-General  Lino  de  Cle- 
mente,  and,  iu  case  of  his  death  or  absence,  Seiior  Pedro  Gnal, 
both  of  them  residents  of  Philadelphia,  iu  the  United  States 
of  North  America,  to  enter  into  all  the  political  and  commer- 
cial stipulations  and  agreements  herein  to  be  explained,  to  the 
faithlul  fulfillment  of  which  we  do  pledge  beforehand,  iu  the 
moat  sacred  manner,  the  faith  of  the  republic"    •    •    » 

"  *  And  give  them  authority  to  execute  validly  and  juridic- 
ally, in  the  name  of  the  republic,  subject  to  the  instructions 
given  them  separately,  all  kind  of  deeds  and  instruments  of 
obligation,  which  they  may  have  agreed  upon  with  other 
parties,  iu  the  form  and  on  the  terms  and  conditions  which 
may  have  seemed  to  them  to  be  the  best,  it  being  understood 
that  KB  shall  abide  literally  by  whatever  they  may  have  agreed 
to,  without  entering  into  any  inquiry  or  examination,  or  mak- 
ing any  remarks  or  objections  on  or  to  the  contracts  made  by 
them.  All  of  the  said  contracts  which  the  said  agents  or  com- 
missioners may  make,  or  enter  into,  are  beforehand  a]>proved 
of  by  us,  as  made  and  entered  into  in  use  of  the  full  unre- 
stricted j)owers  and  faculties  given  them  by  us,  faculties  and 
powers  which  authorize  them  to  deal  and  stipulate  in  the  name 
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and  in  the  behalf  of  the  republic,  and  to  mortgage  her  prop- 
erty and  her  revenue  and  resources.  The  said  property,  leTe- 
nne,  and  resources  shall  be  pledged  with  absolute  prderenoe 
to  the  pajrments  of  the  debts  contracted  hy  virtae  of  tbis 
authority  and  in  use  thereof  by  the  said  Brigadier-General 
Lino  de  Clemente,  or  by  Senor  Pedro  Gual,  as  the  ease  may 
be.  If  the  former  is  absent  or  dead.' 

<<  The  ^instructions  given  them  separately,'  above  rrfened 
to,  include  these  paragraphs: 

^^^  Second.  They  shall  purchase  vessels  of  war,  muskets, 
gunpowder,  lead,  clothiDg,  equipments,  sabers,  helmets,  har- 
ness, and  all  kinds  of  elements  of  war,  and  shall  draw  on  tiie 
exchequer  of  the  republic,  the  prices  to  be  paid  either  hy  giv- 
ing their  equivalent  amount  in  cocoa,  coffee,  indigo,  eottcO} 
mules,  horned  cattle,  hides,  and  produce  of  the  country,  or  by 
setting  off  equivalent  sums  due  the  same  exchequer  for  duties 
on  imports  or  exports,  as  set  forth  and  agreed  upon  in  tbe 
contracts.' 

^^^  Fourth.  They  are  empowered  to  grant  the  contractoni 
who  may  take  to  our  ports  the  above  said  elements  of  war,  all 
the  advantages  that  maybe  deemed  just,  relative  either  to 
preference  in  the  payment*  or  to  the  choice  of  the  particular 
kind  of  articles  produced  in  the  country,  or  to  the  amount 
being  credited  to  set  off  custom  duties.^ 

^*'  From  its  address  and  contents,  it  is  manifest  the  diploni 
was  intended  to  influence  dealings  with,  as  well  as  to  detiirti 
the  authority  of,  the  agents  of  that  province. 

^^  Beginning  that  year,  accordingly,  in  the  exercise  and  on 
the  faith  of  the  powers  thus  given,  contracts  on  behalf  ol 
Venezuela  were  entered  into  at  Philadelphia,  with  Jacob  Idleri 
a  merchant  of  that  city,  whereby,  as  it  seems — though  tbi 
contracts  themselves  have  not  been  exhibited,  and  their  poi> 
port  is  in  some  degree  inferred — he  undertook  for  himself  ol 
for  himself  and  those  concerned  or  to  be  concerned  withbiBj 
called  in  the  papers  his  <  associates,'  to  furnish  military  sap 
plies  for  the  use  of  the  patriot  forces  in  that  country. 

"The  associates  were  Bogart  &  Kneeland.TbaddensPbelpI 
&  Co.,  and  Benjamin  L.  Swan,  of  New  York,  and  Hammond  4 
Newman,  of  Baltimore.  Just  to  what  contracts  or  shipmentl 
their  interests  respectively  extended  is  involved  in  someuit' 
certainty.  There  is  an  agreement,  however,  on  file,  madl 
March  17, 18(>8,  which  frees  the  case  from  embarrassment  il 
this  respect  if  its  recitals  touching  Bammond  &  Newman  cU 
be  taken  as  correct,  as  we  suppose  they  may  be.  All  wert 
citizens  of  the  United  States  and  representation  is  madebol 
in  their  behalf. 

"  For  three  years  Clemente  acted  as  the  agent  of  Yenefli* 
in  that  behalf;  then,  instead  of  Gual  named  in  the  diplom^i 
Torres  succeeded  to  the  agency,  but  whether  on  behalf  of  thi 
same  principal  is  one  of  the  questions  raisect 
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'^The  business  on  tbe  agents'  part  seems  to  nave  been  done 
with  Idler,  who  was  looked  to  as  the  responsible  contractor. 
During  four  years,  tbe  most  nncertain  perhaps  in  the  long 
straggle  of  the  Spanisb-American  provinces  for  liberty,  he 
alone,  or  in  assoeiation  as  aforesaid,  in  the  execntioii  of  the 
contracts  tbns  made,  sent  out  large  quantities  of  arms  and 
array  stores  to  Yenezuela.  Of  flints  there  were  over  250,000; 
of  fire-locks  over  25,000;  and  of  muskets,  in  the  last  eighteen 
months  of  the  period,  over  11,000  (the  record  does  not  show 
how  many  before). 

^'At  the  completion  of  the  contracts  on  tbeir  part,  and  for 
several  years  afterward,  four  invoices  remained,  contrary  to 
agreement,  in  largest  part  unpaid  for.  One  of  these  was  by 
the  brig  Elena,  lost  by  capture  at  sea  in  1817  through  the  al- 
leged ^alt  of  tbe  Venezuelan  agent,  and  liquidated  by  the 
agreement  of  tbe  parties  in  1820;  two  by  the  brigs  Wilmot  and 
Endymion,  arriving  in  Angostura  in  May  and  November,  re- 
spectively, 1820,  and  a  fourth  and  last,  also  by  the  Endymion, 
arriviDg  at  La  Guayra  in  October  1821.  The  last  embraced 
4,360  BYencb  muskets,  which  became  a  subject  of  controversy. 

^'The  balance  remaining  due  on  these  four  shipments,  ex- 
ceeded, according  to  liquidations,  in  1824,  (157,000 — a  large 
Ram  in  that  time  to  be  owing  an  American  firm,  to  say  noth- 
ing of  other  items  of  charge  brought  forward  later,  connec-ted 
with  the  transactions,  amounting  to  nearly  half  as  much  more. 

"Naturally,  Idler  and  associates,  after  their  money  was  over- 
dae  a  few  months,  became  solicitous  about  payment. 

"The  banks  which  had  accommodated  them  became  urgent. 
Pressing  requests — even  appeals  to  the  South  American  au- 
thorities were  made — ^but  without  present  relief.  Payment  on 
account  was  urged  without  response.  Then  began  a  course  of 
liquidation  resulting  in  litigation,  and,  Unally,  in  diplomatic 
action,  which,  taken  all  in  all,  presents  certainly  a  remarkable 
chapter  in  the  history  of  reclamations. 

"The  Idler  claim  has  been  a  theme  for  the  press  and  pam- 
phleteer in  both  countries.  It  has  arrested  the  attention  of 
the  foreigner.  Among  the  papers  is  an  autograph  letter  from 
Rodulph  Humboldt  on  the  subject,  a  nephew  of  the  great 
savant  and  himself  a  distinguished  traveler  and  scholar.  The 
claim  has  been  before  the  Congress,  more  than  once,  of  each 
eotmtry,  and  has  been  the  subject  of  at  least  earnest  discussion, 
long  continued,  and  ending  only  with  the  treaty  of  1866  be- 
tween the  two  governments. 

"Among  the  difficulties  confronting  the  contractors  at  the 
oatset  of  their  efibrts  at  collection,  seems  to  have  been  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  place  and  source  of  settlement.  The  remark 
may  be  applied  also  to  the  South  American  authorities.  And 
there  is  not  unanimity  even  now  among  the  learned  upon  the 
question,  as  the  expedients  and  briefs — ^numerous  and  volumi- 
nous— ^in  the  case  abundantly  testify. 


3494  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

Praviflum  ftir  lin  *      "  ^"8^  ^^^^6  it  may  be  well  to  note  flome 
"^"P^  JtLt^'""  changes  tbat  had  taken  place  meantioie  affect- 

dationofDebti.  i^g  Veuezuela.  lu  1819-1821  Venezuela  and 
'New  Granada  united  and  formed  the  Eepublic  of  Colombia. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  is  contended,  the  union  occorred  Deeem- 
ber  17,  1819;  on  the  other,  July  12, 1821.  The  question  will 
be  recurred  to  further  on. 

"The  *  fundamental  law,'  so  called,  of  July  12, 1821,  adopted 
by  the  Colombian  Congress,  provided : 

"'The  debts  which  the  two  peoples  may  have  contracted 
separately  are  acknowledged  in  solidum  by  this  law  as  a 
national  debt  of  Colombia,  and  all  the  property  of  therepablie 
is  responsible  for  its  payment.' 

"A  commission  was  created  to  sit  at  Bogota  for  the  MqoidBr 
tiou  of  such  debts. 

"  The  constitution  of  Colombia  was  adopted  August  30, 182L 
Under  it  a  complete  transformation  in  administrative  affiiin 
took  ])lace.  A  central  government  was  established  at  Bogota. 
The  chief  executive  power  was  vested  in  a  president.  Bolivar 
was  made  that  officer,  and  clothed  with  extraordinary  author- 
ity. The  territory  of  Colombia  was  divided  into  seven  depart- 
ments. There  were  three  in  Venezuela,  each  with  its  dis- 
tinctive name.  The  central  one,  comprising  not  more  than  a 
third  of  Venezuela,  though  greatly  more  than  that  proportion 
of  its  inhabitants  and  wealth,  was  called  the  Department  at 
Venezuela.    Its  executive  seat  was  Caracas. 

"The  law  establishing  the  division  provided: 

"  ^Tbe  political  command  of  each  department  is  vested,  pur- 
suant to  the  constitution,  in  a  magistrate  called  intended 
under  the  orders  of  the  President  of  the  republic,  whose 
natural  and  immediate  agent  he  shall  be.' 

"Be  was  invested,  'in  his  capacity  of  chief  of  the  depart- 
ment,^ as  the  law  ran,  with  all  the  police,  judicial,  and  admin- 
istrative powers  formerly  conferred  upon  colonial  chiefe  or 
governors  by  the  former  parent  government.  These  were  ex- 
tensive. There  was  also  provided  for  each  department,  quot- 
ing from  the  statute,  <a  deputy  learned  a^esor  with  the  same 
object,  jurisdiction,  and  powers.' 

"Venezuela  was  mjide  a  judicial  district,  having^  a  superior 
court  with  three  judges  of  general  jurisdiction,  sitting  at 
Caracas.  This  was  subordinate  to  the  supreme  court  at 
Bogota.  The  intendant  held  a  court  which  was  inferior  to  fte 
superior  court.  It  had  jurisdiction,  among  other  things,  in 
treasury  matters  till  1825,  when  the  prefect's  court  was  estab- 
lished lu  Its  stead.  Still  the  intendant  seemed  to  exercise  an 
authority  in  that  behalf,  not  well  defined. 

u^^   \  '^^^}^^  governmental  situation  in  1822. 
Ar^Ui   1  '^^,J^^®^J»  voices  had  been  purchased  by  Torres  after 
Colnmiio'.f    w^^''.'^®  ^^^°^  ^^s  he  then,  Venezuela's  or 
oi^snrL    .%^  liqnidation  and  payment  to  be  made  at 
Caracas  or  Bogota!    These  were  questions  then  as  weU  as  now. 
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'^Thefonr  accounts,  appended  to  this  opinion,  were  made  oat 
against  Colombia. 

'*  There  were  three  liquidations  of  these  accounts  current, 
more  or  less  complete  and  correct. 

^^The  first  was  in  1822-23,  by  Idler  and  associates  through 
tbeir  attorney  in  fact,  William  Duaiie,  a  distinguished  citizen 
and  editor  of  Philadelphia^  with  the  Colombian  board  of 
liquidation  at  Bogota,  established  under  the  law  mentioned. 
It  was  interrupted  by  the  arrival  and  interference  of  an  agent 
of  the  associates,  and  by  the  Venezuelan  intendant,  to  whom 
Doane  had  first  gone,  and  who,  after  some  delay,  had  dis- 
claimed jurisdiction  of  the  accounts  and  stated  that  Bogota 
was  the  only  place  of  liquidation  and  payment.  He  now  as- 
serted the  ^exclusive  faculty'  of  settlement  at  Caracas  by 
eoatom-house  allowances — an  assertion  recognized  and  acted 
OQ  then,  it  seems,  by  the  Colombian  authorities.  So  far  as 
Doane  had  proceeded,  there  was  shown  a  balance  due  the 
contractors  of  (104,412,  for  which  a  certificate  was  issued  by 
the  board,  but  nothing  ever  came  of  it.  The  other  two  liqui- 
dations were  made  late  in  1824;  one  by  Idler  (who  had  gone 
out  to  Caracas  in  May  1823)^  with  the  Venezuelan  intendant, 
Esealona,  showing  a  balance  due  the  contractors,  including 
interest  at  6  per  cent,  to  its  date,  November  21,  of  (164,7(»3.89; 
and  the  other  by  the  associates,  without  Idler's  authority,  it 
is  claimed,  through  their  attorney  in  fact,  Henry  Ogden,  with 
the  board  of  liquidation,  at  Bogota,  showing  a  balance,  in- 
clnding  interest  to  its  date,  December  31,  Of  $119,265.84  due 
them,  and  $38,076  (estimated  as  of  that  date  from  their  bal- 
ance) due  Idler;  in  all,  $157,342.01. 

^'After  Ogden's  settlement.  Idler,  denying  its  legality  and 
correctness,  authorized  his  attorney  in  fact,  Santos  Michelena, 
Jane  1825,  at  Bogota,  to  receive  his  share.  The  amount  due 
him  thereunder  was  calculated  by  the  board  of  liquidation, 
with  interest  to  June  25,  and  found  to  be  $38,192.72.  This 
sum  was  paid  Idler  by  drafts  of  the  Colombian  Government 
on  London.  The  associates  were  also  paid  the  amount  found 
dne  them,  the  payments  amounting  in  all  to  $157,458.56. 

^^Gopies  of  these  liquidations  are  also  appended  hereto. 
There  was  a  fourth  in  1829,  attempted  at  Bogota  by  one 
Vargas,  but  as  it  seems  to  have  been  unauthorized,  it  needs 
only  to  be  mentioned. 

"The  two  liquidations  of  1824  i)ertained  to  the  four  accounts 
cnrrent 

"Idler,  it  seems— just  when  the  record  does  not  reveal, 
bat  after  his  liquidation — added  to  his  account  some  items  of 
charge,  unnecessary  to  be  detailed,  against  the  government 
on  account  of  damages  and  correction  of  errors.  These  did 
not  properly  x>ertain  to  either  of  the  four  accounts  current. 
The  principal  one  of  them  was  for  $53,781.(>3,  damages  for 
alleged  breach  of  contract  in  respect  to  Bariuas  tobacco, 
Again  to  be  recurred  to. 
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"These  added  to  the  balaDce-~difiereiice  between  liqnidar 
tions — with  interest,  amounted  in  1827-28  to  near  $80,000. 
When  President  Bolivar  was  in  Garaeas  in  that  year  it  would 
seem  that  the  Idler  and  Ogden  liquidations,  with  alleged 
'undue  rebatementa  and  substantial  errors'  of  tbe  latter 
l)ointed  out,  including  the  omission  of  an  item  for  demurrage 
of  $6,336,  together  with  the  damage  item  for  the  nondeliver)' 
of  the  Barinas  tobacco,  were  laid  before  him.  What  resulted 
is  certified  by  Clemente,  May  13, 1833,  the  former  Venezuelan 
plenipotentiary  and  agent,  at  Philadelphia,  then  a  major- 
general  in  the  Venezuelan  army: 

"'I  further  certify  that  the  President,  Simon  Bolivar, exam- 
ined the  said  documents  carefully,  and  decided  that  thedaims 
should  be  paid  at  Bogota,  where  the  general  treasory  was; 
and  His  Excellency  promised  to  see  the  said  payments  made 
in  full,  according  to  the  contracts,  *  •  ♦  and  ordered 
Mr.  Idler  to  go  to  Bogota,  for  which  city  His  Excellency  him- 
self started  on  the  5th  of  July  1827.  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  also 
started  for  that  city,  and  had  it  not  been  for  the  unfortunate 
events  wliich  destroyed  harmony  in  the  republic,  he  then 
would  have  been  paid.' 

"It  will  be  borne  in  mind  the  intendant  exercised  his  font 
tions  under  and  as  *  the  natural  and  immediate  agent^  of  the 
President.  Tbe  latter's  action,  therefore,  in  treasury  (as  in 
other)  matters  had  all  the  legal  efficacy  throughout  the 
republic  which  the  intendant's  had  in  his  own  department. 

"  Idler  went  to  Bogota  as  directed  in  1827.  After  some  de- 
lay because  of  suits  instituted  against  him  by  indorsees  of 
tlie  London  drafts  received  for  the  Ogden  balance,  as  above 
stated,  which  had  been  returned  protested  (and  on  account  of 
which  his  losses  were  heavy — one  letter  says  three-fourths  of 
the  whole),  he  began  the  liquidation  of  his  account 

'*  Finding  need  for  some  documentary  evidence  which  was 
at  Caracas,  he  returned  to  that  city  for  it  in  May  1828.  Soon 
after  his  arrival  there,  as  it  would  seem,  he  was  sued  in  the 
])refect'8  court  by  the  treasurers  of  the  Venezuelan  Depart- 
ment for  a  balance  of  some  $37,000,  alleged  to  be  due  the 
government  because  of  overpayment  at  Bogota  and  a  failnw 
to  receive  credit  for  sums  paid. 

"  The  record  touching  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  the 
pleadings  being  meager,  much  in  this  respect  is  left  to  infer- 
ence. Idler,  it  would  seem,  set  up  his  account  showing  the 
balance  alleged  to  be  due  him  as  aforesaid,  and  asked  its  allow- 
ance and  payment. 

"  May  28, 1828,  the  following  order  was  made  in  the  case  by 
the  intendente  and  his  iinesor: 

*'  *  For  the  better  settlement  of  this  claim  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idfef 
against  the  government,  and  in  order  to  render  easier  the 
study  of  its  merits,  bringing  to  it  light  and  an  intelligent  con- 
sideration, Senors  Vicente  Aramburu  and  Elias  MocattaajJ 
hereby  appointed  referees.    In  case  that  both  gentlemen  sbooU 


CONTRACT   CLAIMS.  3497 

find  themselves  unable  to  agree,  tUey  shall  have  aathority  to 
appoint,  npoii  consaltatiou  with  this  court,  a  third  referee  or 
umpire.  The  referees  are  hereby  given  the  power  to  call  for 
[Nipers  and  documents,  and  to  ask  all  other  information  needed, 
either  from  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Forsyth,  Mr.  Idler,  or  Senor 
Sauto8  Michelena,  who  was  attorney  for  the  latter  at  Bogota; 
and  they  are  paiticularly  recommended  to  make  their  report 
as  early  as  practicable. 

'*•  ^  Let  notice  of  the  above  be  given  to  Messrs.  Idler  and 
Forsyth.' 

^^  Forsyth,  the  old  agent,  whom  Idler  had  lately  sued  in 
attachment  at  Bogota,  had  promoted  the  suit. 

'^  Notwithstanding  this  suit  Idler,  who  had  been  put  under 
bonds  of  $40,000  not  to  leave  Caracas  till  its  termination, 
seems  not  to  have  given  up  thought  of  securing  a  liquidation 
still  at  Bogota  through  Bolivar.  Aixordingly  he  memorial- 
ized the  President  September  28, 1828,  on  the  subject,  setting 
forth  his  balance  then  as  amounting  with  interest  to  981,380. 

"The  secretary  of  the  treasury  replied  November  6: 

'^ '  His  excellency  (President  Bolivar)  has  directed  me  to  say 
that  the  government  acknowledges  the  justness  of  your  claim, 
but  that  the  present  circumstances  of  the  treasury  do  not  per- 
mit its  payment.  You  are  therefore  to  wait  some  time  further 
in  the  assurance  that  very  soon  you  will  be  paid.' 

"  Meantime  the  intendant  issued  the  following,  dated  Octo- 
ber 23: 

"  'I  must  for  the  sake  of  precaution  declare  the  following: 
It  is  absolutely  necessary  that  this  iuteudancy  write  commu- 
nications and  orders  to  the  authorities  of  this  city  and  of  the 
ports  of  Gabello  and  La  Ouayra  and  to  all  authorities,  civil, 
military,  and  of  high  police,  not  to  permit  his  [Idler's]  depart- 
ure over  the  sea  under  any  pretext  whatever;  further,  to 
notify  him  personally  not  to  absent  himself  from  this  city 
till  the  results  of  the  pending  operation  with  the  government 
are  known,  and  finally,  to  give  communications  to  the  treas- 
ury of  Bogota,  and  [of  f  |  the  state  in  which  this  affair  is  now 
existing,  so  that  all  liquidation  and  paymcQt  of  his  accounts  be 
suspended.' 

''  This  was  followed  by  an  order  of  the  same  officer,  ITovem- 
ber  6,  in  these  words: 

^'  ^  Mr.  Idler  is  to  be  notified  that  he  shall  not  absent  himself 
without  having  secured  the  result  of  this  lawsnit' 

"No  further  attempt  was  made  by  the  now  defendant  Idler 
toward  securing  his  demand  from  Bogota. 

"On  the  14th  of  January  1829  the  referees  above  designated, 
not  having  served,  the  intendant  entered  this  order: 

"*Let  the  record  in  this  case  be  referred  to  the  treasurers 
[there  were  two]  with  instructions  to  make  an  examination 
and  liquidation  of  the  accounts;  the  said  examination  and 
liquidation  to  be  made  with  intervention  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idler 
and  Mr.  Samuel  D.  Forsyth.' 
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<^The  treasarers  responded  in  the  following  report,  and  at 
aboat  the  time,  it  may  be  worth  while  to  note,  of  Venezuelans 
declaration  of  secession  and  independence: 

" '  To  His  Lordship  the  Intendant  : 

"  <In  strict  observance  of  your  lordship's  decree  of  the  14th 
of  January  of  the  present  year,  on  the  examination  and  liqai- 
dation  of  the  accounts  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  and  associates  with 
this  State,  we  have  formed  the  annexed  statement,  having 
before  ns,  for  that  purpose,  the  principal  judicial  proceedings, 
together  with  all  other  annexed  or  connected  therewith: 

^^<It  appears  from  the  whole,  that  the  aforesaid  gentlemen 
have  secured,  over  and  above  what  was  due  to  tbeni  by  the 
several  contracts  entered  into  with  this  government,  the  snm 
of  $37,795.22,  as  the  same  is  evident  by  the  comparison 
between  the  credit  and  debit;  for  the  recovery  of  which  your 
lordship  will  dictate  such  orders  as  you  may  think  the  most 
expedient.  We  must  also  remark,  should  the  same  hereinafter 
be  necessary,  that  what  this  treasury  department  has  done 
has  been  established  entirely  on  the  documents  that  it  has 
examined;  from  which  it  is  inferred  that  there  mast  be  other 
former  documents  to  refer  to.  In  consequence  of  which  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  whole  proceedings  must  be  sent  back, 
together  with  everything  done  in  the  premises,  to  the  first 
court  where  they  took  their  origin,  in  order  to  rectify  the  first 
operations;  Mr.  Idler  paying  or  securing  previously  what  he 
lawfully  owes.  For  by  the  said  statement  it  is  evidently 
proved  that  he  has  received  the  above  said  sum. 

" '  However,  your  lordship  will  please  to  direct  whatever  you 
may  deem  the  most  just.' 

"The  chief  of  the  items,  unnecessary  to  be  ennmerated, 
going  to  make  up  this  sum  was  one  for  $21,285,  relative  to 
French  muskets,  to  be  explained  further  on. 

"Thus  the  issues  were  made  up,  each  party  having  fully  set 
out  his  account. 

"Thereupon,  January  8,  1830,  the  prefecture  or  treasuiy 
court  ordered  that — 

"'This  cavse  be  delivered  to  Seiior  G.  B.  Sprotto,  in  order 
that  he,  as  umpire,  may  settle  the  question  arising  out  of  the 
disagreement  between  the  liquidation  made  by  the  treasury 
and  the  liqtiidatiou  made  by  Mr.  Jacob  Idler.' 

"Seventeen  days  afterward,  Sprotto  returned  his  award  in 
writing  in  favor  of  Idler  for  $72,346.34,  including  interest  at 
6  per  cent  to  June  25,  1825. 

"The  items  of  debit  and  credit,  with  the  interest  added  as 
to  each,  were  all  set  out  and  a  balance  struck.  It  woald  seem 
(see  letter  of  council  of  government,  1834,  hereinafter  referred 
to)  that  by  agreement  of  parties  the  whole  accounts  were  gone 
into  irrespective  of  the  liquidations. 

"  Here  it  may  be  well  to  observe  that  Venezuela,  having 
separated  herself  frdm  the  rest  of  Colombia,  resumed  her  inde- 
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pendence  January  1, 1830.  Her  reorganized  judiciary,  under 
the  constitntion  of  September  of  that  year,  was  substantially  as 
before,  with  a  supreme  court  of  justice  added,  consisting  of  a 
pi  esident  judge,  and  three  associates,  with  a  fiscal  or  attorney- 
general.  The  treasury  court  was  now  to  be  presided  over 
by  an  officer  learned  in  the  law  cM&djuez  de  letrcLS.  Its  judg- 
ments in  treasury  matters  were  required  to  be  afi^med  by  the 
superior  court  in  consulto  before  becoming  binding. 

'*  On  August  31  j  1830^  a  short  time  before  the  prefect  was 
succeeded  by  the  juez  de  letras^  the  prefecture,  in  accordance 
▼ith  the  prayer  of  the  treasurers  before  quoted,  entered  this 
order: 

^'  'Upon  consideration  of  the  representations  of  the  auditors 
(contadores)  let  this  expediente  be  forwarded  to  the  secretary 
(of  the  treasury)  in  order  that  if  it  seems  proper  to  the  govern- 
ment it  may  be  sent  up  to  the  commission  of  Bogota,  so  that, 
after  examination  of  the  documents  apxiended  thereto  and  of 
the  observations  made  by  the  general  treasury  and  by  the  tri- 
bunal of  accounts,  the  said  commission  may  again  liquidate 
the  amount  of  Messrs.  Jacob  Idler  and  his  associates;  and  in 
the  mean  time  let  Mr.  Idler  give  bonds  for  the  $37,795.22  of  the 
balance  now  standing  against  him,  or  let  him  file  the  original 
bills  of  exchange  drawn  in  his  favor  against  the  English  loan.' 

^The  order  was  not  complied  with,  but,  August  25th,  1831, 
the  treasury  court  confirmed  Sprotto's  award.  Its  action,  ob- 
jections to  which  had  been  filed  by  the  treasurers,  was  dis- 
approved, and  in  July  1832  Jos6  Oadenas  was  appointed  and 
qualified  as  revising  umpire.  In  September  of  the  same  year 
be  filed  his  report  of  great  length.  Every  item  or  point  of 
difference  was  taken  up  and  weighed,  and  his  conclusions 
stated  with  reasons  therefor.  He  found  a  balance  in  favor  of 
Idler  for  970,520.11^,  including  interest  as  before  to  June  25, 
1825.  Thereupon  the  following  order  was  entered  by  the 
treasury  court : 

"'Let  the  foregoing  award  be  communicated  to  Mr.  Jacob 
Idler  and  to  the  counsel  for  the  state  (rainisterio  fiscal),  and  if 
desired  by  them  let  also  the  record  of  the  proceedings  be  com- 
mnnicated  to  them.' 

''Both  parties  assented  in  writing  to  the  entry  of  the  award. 
Ko  objection  seems  to  have  been  made  to  it  from  any  source. 
On  September  18^  1832^  that  court  rendered  this  judgment: 

''' Administering  justice  in  the  name  of  the  republic  and 
under  the  authority  of  law,  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  pub- 
lic treasury  is  responsible  to  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  for  the  said  sum 
of  $70,520.11^,  which  shall  be  paid  him  in  the  manner  and  in 
the  form  that  the  supreme  government  may  determine  upon. 
And  the  said  Idler  shall  apply  for  the  payment  of  the  said 
amount  to  the  said  supreme  government,  and  file  before  it  a 
copy  of  this  decision.' 

"And  on  October  1^  1832^  the  case  being  brought,  in  course, 
before  the  superior  court,  it,  after  reciting  the  foregoing  judg- 
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ment  and  the  action  on  which  it  was  based,  a^adged  as  fol- 
lows : 

'^^Administering  justice  in  the  name  of  the  republic  and 
under  the  authority  of  law,  it  is  hereby  declared  and  adjudged 
that  the  decision  of  the  treasury  court  (brought  up  in  oonsid- 
tation)  is  approved  of  and  affirmed. 

^^ '  Let  the  record  be  returned  to  the  treasury  court  with  the 
proper  certificate.' 

'^  Pursuant  to  the  judgment  Idler  applied  for  payment.  He 
was  refused  by  the  secretary  of  the  treasury  on  the  ^and 
that  the  judgment  was  a  nullity,  the  inferior  courts  having  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  case— only  the  supreme  court  of  jnstioe 
being  vested  under  the  constitution,  with  authority  to  try  it 

'*  Under  a  system  there  prevailing,  tbis  question  was  taken 
before  the  supreme  court  of  justice  and  decided  adversely  to 
the  government,  December  6, 1832.  The  court,  on  a  review  of 
the  case  from  its  inception,  found  and  adjudged  as  follows : 

'^ '  The  supreme  court,  therefore,  considering  the  stage  reacbed 
by  this  case  of  liquidation  of  accounts  does  hereby  fiud  aud 
hold  that  the  liquidation  made  settles  forever  this  matter,  and 
that  there  is  no  foundation  of  law  upon  which  to  base  the  plea 
of  nullity  for  want  of  jurisdiction  which  has  been  setup,f« 
the  following  reasons:  First,  because  there  has  been  nodi^ 
pute  about  the  validity  of  the  contracts,  which  is  the  case  in 
which,  under  No.  5,  article  147  of  the  constitution,  this  supreme 
court  could  have  exercised  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance; 
second,  because  both  parties  have  consented  to  have  the  case 
settled  as  it  was,  without  at  any  time  having  set  up  the  pica 
of  want  of  jurisdiction ;  and,  third  and  last,  because,  under  the 
said  law  of  May  1st,  article  86,  Wi^^uzgados  de  letras  havefiiB 
and  ample  power  to  take  cognizance  of  and  decide  all  cases  in 
which  the  treasury  is  interested  either  as  plaintiff  or  defendant; 

''*  Whereupon,  administering  justice  in  the  name  of  the  re- 
l>ublic  and  under  the  authority  of  the  law,  it  is  hereby  declared 
and  adjudged  tliat  the  pleas  of  want  of  jurisdiction  and  nol- 
lity  raised  by  the  executive  should  be,  as  they  are,  overruled; 
and  that  the  claimant  has  his  right  free  to  act  as  is  proper  in 
the  condition  of  the  case.' 

"Kesort  by  the  treasury  was  then  made  to  the  council  of 
government,  an  advisory  executive  body  of  nine  memben 
embracing  the  vice  president  and  members  of  the  cabinet 
On  March  1,  1833,  it  adopted  this  resolution : 

**  *  Resolved  by  the  council^  That  the  government  be  adfisrf 
not  to  issue  any  warrant  for  the  payment  by  the  treasury  of 
Venezuela  of  the  sums  which  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  has  been  ad- 
judged to  be  entitled  to  recover,  (but)  to  suspend  the  payment 
of  the  said  sums,  and  to  reserve  tbe  right  of  the  said  Jacob 
Idler  to  present  his  claim  when  the  plenipotentiaries  who  are 
to  be  appointed  to  make  the  proper  division  or  apportionment  of 
the  debt  of  Colombia  shall  have  met  and  commenced  their 
labors.' 
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"Again  the  case  went  before  the  supreme  court  of  justice  to 
t«st  the  validity  of  this  action,  when  on  the  25th  of  April 
li^i^i  it  decreed  that — 

"*No  attention  should  be  paid  to  the  resolution,  •  •  • 
because  otherwise  the  validity  and  strength  given  by  law  to 
the  final  decisions  of  the  courts  of  justice  of  competent  juris- 
diction, upon  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  the  law  of  the 
case,  and  in  faithful  compliance  with  the  precepts  of  law, 
voaJd  be  weakened  and  destroyed.' 

*'Idler,  still  unable  to  secure  payment,  returned  home  after 
an  absence  of  ten  years,  and  applied  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  for  relief. 

"Then  began  the  diplomatic  history  of  the  case,  not  neces- 
sary to  be  gone  into.  Suffice  it  to  say,  almost  every,  if  not 
every,  administration  from  Jackson's  to  Grant's  contributed  to 
it,  under  the  almost  constant  stress  of  urgency  by  the  con- 
tractors or  their  descendants. 

PioMGi  of  HwtitatL  "Pcsnding  the  representations  of  the  Ameri- 
.  T^*^^^^  ^  can  charge  (Paffaires  at  Caracas,  the  Venezue- 
m  tagntm.  ^^^  Government  applied,  January  14,  1830, 
through  a  fiscal,  8i)ecially  appointed  in  the  place  of  the  regu- 
lar fiscal  for  the  occasion,  to  the  supreme  court  of  justice  for 
the  benefit  of  the  ancient  remedy  of  restitutio  in  integrum  in 
the  Idler  case — that  is,  for  an  order  to  annnl  the  judgment 
and  proceedings  referred  to  so  far  as  should  be  deemed  bene 
fidal  to  the  government.  It  is  proper  to  note  that  in*1834-n35, 
the  government,  through  its  council  of  government  and 
treasury,  had,  without  notice  to  Idler,  addressed  communica- 
tious  to  the  supreme  court  of  justice  on  the  subject,  in  criti- 
cism of  the  judicial  action  had,  and  in  rediscusslon  of  the 
qaestions  involved  and  decided  in  the  case.  In  one  of  these 
letters  covering  67  foolscap  pages,  dated  June  27, 1834,  but  not, 
it  seems,  transmitted  till -September,  the  court  is  told  that  its 
final  decision  of  December  6, 1832,  afiSrming  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  treasury  court,  ^only  proves  that  it  never  entered  into 
the  examination  of  the  documents,  nor  gave  due  attention  to 
80  important  a  case.'  In  another  place:  ^In  view  of  the  result 
reached  *  •  •  no  one  could  fail  to  attribute  the  lack  of 
BQCcess  to  inattention  or  lightness  of  mind  of  the  courts.'  Of 
this  communication  the  fiscal  ad  hoc  in  his  application  to  the 
oonrtsays: 

•'*Tbe  analysis  of  the  proceedings,  which  is  found  in  the 
report  of  the  council  of  government,  transmitted  to  your  most 
excellent  court  on  September  18th,  1834,  was  made  upon  exami- 
nation of  the  judicial  record,  and  of  all  other  docaments  re- 
ferred to  by  it,  and  it  is  so  extensive,  so  correct,  so  methodic, 
and  so  enlightened  in  everything  regarding  the  facts  that  the 
undersigned  feels  himself  relieved  from  the  necessity  to  report 
the  results  of  the  examination  which  he  made  by  himself.' 

"  Two  of  the  four  judges  of  the  court  excused  themselves 
from  sitting  in  the  hearing  of  the  application— one  because 
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of  bis  former  action,  tlie  other  for  caase  not  stated.  The  two 
remaininfi^  jadges  filled  their  places  by  appointment  from  tlie 
Caracas  bar  for  this  case,  Febraary  1^,  1836.  The  tribimal 
so  constituted,  on  the  27th  February  1836,  issued  this  <Rder: 

^^  ^Considering  that,  as  it  appears  from  the  statement  of  the 
attorney  fiscal  applying  for  the  benefit  of  restitutio  in  i»t^ 
rum  against  the  sentence  of  September  18,  1832,  confirm^ 
by  that  of  October  1st  of  the  same  year,  in  virtue  of  whicb  a 
balance  is  found  in  favor  of  said  Jacob  Idler  against  the  State, 
it  appearing  from  the  proceedings  that  he  is  absent  from  the 
country,  without  anything  having  been  said  as  to  his  earli- 
est return,  and  that  the  resort  appealed  to  constitutes  a  net 
action  or  instance  in  which  he  must  be  heard,  let  him  he  sum- 
moned through  the  Gazette  in  order  that,  within  sixty  day8,he 
may  appear  in  person,  or  by  proxy  under  instructions  or  re- 
tainer, subject  to  the  orders  which  may  be  called  forth;  and, 
without  prejudice  of  what  has  been  said,  and  not  to  delay  the 
course  of  this  business.  Dr.  Felipe  Fermin  de  Paul  is  appointed 
temporarily  to  act  as  attorney  for  him,  keeping  in  mind  that  it 
appears  from  the  record  of  the  proceedings  that  this  latter  has 
counseled  and  assisted  him  in  the  j^recedi'n^  instance.' 

"June  7, 1837,  the  supreme  court  for  the  case  issued  letters 
rogatory,  so  called,  to  the  United  States  district  court  at 
Philadelphia, 

"  *  Requesting  that  notice  be  given  to  a  certain  Jacob  Idler, 
residing  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  (the  son  of  Jacob  idler), 
that  he  be  and  appear  by  himself  or  by  his  attorney  before  the 
said  supreme  eourt  of  Venezuela  at  the  city  of  Caracas,  witiiin 
seventy  days,  in  a  certain  suit  instituted  or  promoted  against 
him  by  the  fiscal  attorney  of  the  said  republic  for  the  reversal 
or  restitution  in  iniegro  of  a  sentence  or  decree  given  in  his 
favor  and  against  the  treasury  of  Venezuela.' 

"  The  notice  actually  reached  Idler  only  twelve  days  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  his  appearance,  when 
there  were  no  means  of  reaching  Venezuela  in  time.  He  did 
not  appear,  or  authorize  anyone  to  appear  for  him  in  the  ease. 

"  Tlie  supreme  court  for  the  case  rendered  a  decision  Novem- 
ber 4, 1837,  on  said  application,  denying  its  allowance  for  want 
of  original  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  remedy.    It  held:    •    •   * 

" '  This  supreme  court  has  therefore  reached  the  oonclusiOT 
that  the  right  and  power  to  grant  the  remedy  of  restitvXiovk 
integrum^  in  the  first  instance,  does  not  belong  to  it.  Law  3,  tit 
25,  Partida  Thirdj  provides  that  the  action  by  which  the  nnlli- 
fication  of  a  judicial  decision  through  the  remedy  of  restUvth 
in  integrum  is  sought  for  must  be  brought  before  the  same 
judge  who  rendered  the  judgment.  The  juez  de  letras  of  this 
city  was  the  one  who  rendered  the  decision  against  which  the 
remedy  of  restitutio  in  integrum  is  now  invoked,  and  the  sap^ 
rior  court  was  the  court  which  approved  that  judgment 
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''<  Whereupon,  administering  justice  in  the  name  of  the 
Tq>ublic  and  under  the  authority  of  the  law,  it  is  hereby  de- 
cided that  the  jurisdiction  over  this  new  action  or  incidence  of 
reMtitutio  in  integrum^  invoked  by  the  lawyer  acting  as  fiscal, 
beloDgs  to  the  courts  which  rendered  the  decisions  against 
which  the  remedy  has  been  invoked  (corre^poi^  a  los  tribufuila 
quekan  librado  las  determinaewnes  que  causan  d  reelamo)',  and 
therefore  let  the  record  be  returned  to  the  superior  court  of 
the  second  district,  a  copy  of  this  de<;ision  being  left  here, 
aod  let  the  proper  notice  be  given  to  the  executive.' 

^'  Following  this,  the  superior  court  of  Caracas,  if  the  opinion 
of  the  supreme  court  for  the  case  can  be  looked  to  by  us  under 
the  circumstances  as  establishing  the  fact,  rendered  a  decision — 

'* 'Granting  the  remedy  of  restitutio  in  integrum  against  the 
decisions  of  September  18th  and  October  Ist,  restoring  the 
whole  subject  to  the  condition  in  which  it  was  on  the  3l8t  of 
August  18S0j  and  condemning  Idler  to  pay  the  judicial  tax 
and  a  portion  of  the  costs.' 

''On  appeal,  the  opinion  recites,  from  this  judgment  of  the 
saperior  court,  taken  by  the  attorney  so  appointed  and  joined 
in  by  the  acting  fiscal^  the  su])reme  court,  on  consideration, 
affirmed  the  judgment  in  these  tt-rms: 

'"In  consideration  of  the  above,  administering  justice,  and 
under  the  authority  of  the  law,  it  is  hereby  adjudged  and 
decreed  that  the  decision  against  which  this  appeal  was  taken 
is  affirmed  in  every  respect. 

"'Let  the  record  be  sent  back  to  the  court  below  after  a 
certified  copy  of  the  present  decision  is  made  and  filed  in  the 
chancellor's  office.' 

"No  record  of  the  decision  or  proceedings  of  the  superior 
eonrt  in  this  behalf  has  been  presented  to  the  commission ;  nor 
has  there  been  any  showing  or  allegation  of  its  loss. 

"it  is  said  outside  the  record  that  the  superior  court  ren- 
dered its  judgment  December  20, 1838. 

'*  Twelve  days  after  the  action  of  the  supreme  court  the 
council  of  government,  'in  compliance,'  to  use  its  own  lan- 
guage, 'with  this  decree  [that  of  August  31, 1830,  before  quoted], 
to  the  date  of  which  the  case  has  been  restored,'  sent  the  case 
to  the  Colombian  commission  sitting  at  Bogota,  under  the 
treaty  of  1834  between  Venezuela  and  New  Grenada,  for  the 
adjustment  of  their  affairs  made  necessary  by  separation. 

"The  commission  returned  it  with  the  statement  formulated 
by  resolution  and  hereinafter  quoted,  adopted  April  17, 1839, 
to  the  effect  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  that  nothing 
remained  to  Idler  but  to  pay  what  he  owed. 

"  So  ended  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  claim  of  Jacob 
Idler  and  associates  before  the  Yenezuelan  courts,  to  be  resumed 
in  the  high  court  of  diplomacy,  where  the  case  had  received 
comparatively  little  attention  since  1836." 
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The  case  was  argaed  on  behalf  of  Veoe- 
AigvamtiorCoiiiiseL  znela  by  Mr.  S.  F.  Phillips. 

It  was  argued  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  by  Mr.  Ash  ton,  who  submitted  two  printed  briefs,  and 
by  Mr.  Crammond  Kennedy,  private  counsel. 

A  special  brief  for  the  claimant,  on  the  process  of  regtiMio 
in  integrum^  was  submitted  by  Mr.  J.  I.  Bodriguez. 

The  opinion  of  the  commission,  as  delivered 

^^^^eflittlT^  ^^  ^^-  ^^"^®'  ^^  ^  follows: 

**  The  case  presents  a  number  of  questions 
which  have  been  exhaustively  aud  ably  argued  on  both  sides. 
Among  them  are: 

"  How  far  are  these  judgments  to  be  accepted  as  binding  in 
the  proceedings  before  usf 

"  Was  the  court  organized  for  the  Idler  case  in  1836  a  legal 
body;  if  not,  were  its  judgments  valid  f 

'<^Did  the  remedy  of  restitutio  in  integrum  pertain  to  Tenezncla 
as  to  the  Idler  case!  If  so,  did  the  proper  court  obtain  juris- 
diction in  the  premises! 

"  Was  the  general  effect  of  the  proceedings  in  1836-1839  a 
denial  of  justice!  If  so,  should  the  judgment  of  1832  be 
allowed  to  stand;  or  is  it  affected  with  fatal  infirmitiesl 

** These  questions  will  now  be  considered. 

ft  -«        f  TO    1       "^  state  undeniably  has  the  right  to  detcr- 

•^rj^    tT'  ™*°®  ^^^  '*®®^^  through  its  own  chosen  media 
ity  or  juttgmentt.    ^^^^  . ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  what  they  are,  and 

to  administer  justice  within  its  own  territory  (subject,  perhaps, 
to  certain  humanitarian  principles  not  at  all  involved  here); 
aud  its  action  is  entitled  to  the  re8])ect  of  other  states. 

"The  supreme  court  of  justice,  being  vested  with  the  jndifial 
power  of  Venezuela,  had  aud  has  the  right  to  determiue  the 
jurisdiction,  including  its  own,  of  the  courts  of  that  coautrr 
and  the  state  of  the  law  pertaining  to  matters  brought  within 
their  cognizance.  And  its  decisions  duly  and  regularly  made 
are  binding  upon  parties  and  privies,  although  citizens  of 
another  country. 

**  A  judgment  duly  and  regularly,  made  implies  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  parties,  and  does  not  in  a  gov- 
ernment of  law  involve  a  denial  of  justice,  technically  so  called. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  one  state  will  always  enforce  or 
give  effect  to  the  judicial  decisions  of  another.  Mr.  Wheaton 
says: 

"*The  most  eminent  public  jurists  concur  in  asserting  tie 
principle  that  a  final  judgment,  rendered  in  a  personal  action, 
in  the  courts  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  one  state,  ought  to 
have  the  conclusive  effect  of  a  res  adjudicata  in  every  other 
state,  whenever  it  is  pleaded  in  lieu  of  another  action  fortltf 
same  cause. 

"  *But  no  sovereign  is  bound,  unless  by  special  compact,  to 


CONTRACT   CLAIMS.  3506 

execute  within  his  dominions  a  jndgment  rendered  by  the 
taibunals  of  another  state;  and  if  execution  be  sought  by  suit 
upon  the  judgment  or  otherwise^  the  tribunal  in  which  the  suit 
is  brought  or  from  which  execution  is  sought  is,  on  principle, 
at  liberty  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  such  judgment,  and 
give  effect  to  it  or  not,  as  may  be  found  just  and  equitable. 

•  •  •  A  foreign  judgment  is  prima  facie  evidence  where 
the  party  claiming  tbe  benefit  of  it  applies  to  the  English 
courts  to  enforce  it,  and  it  lies  on  tbe  defendant  to  impeach  the 
justice  of  it,  or  to  show  that  it  teas  irregularly  obtained.  If 
this  is  not  shown,  it  is  received  as  evidence  of  a  debt  for  which 
anew  judgment  is  rendered  in  tbe  English  court  and  execution 
awarded.  But  if  it  appears  by  the  record  of  tbe  proceedings, 
OQ  which  tbe  original  judgment  was  founded,  that  it  was 
unjustly  or  fraudulently  obtained,  without  acttial  personal  notice 
to  the  party  affected  by  it ;  or  if  it  be  clearly  and  unequivocally 
shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  the  judgment  has  manifestly 
proceeded  upon  false  premises,  or  inadequate  reasons,  or  upon 
a  palpable  mistake  of  a  local  or  foreign  law,  it  will  not  be 
enforced  by  the  English  tribunals.  Tbe  same  jurisprudence 
prevails  in  the  United  States  of  America  in  respect  to  judg- 
ments and  decrees  rendered  by  tribunals  of  a  state  foreign  to 
the  Union.'    (Elements  Int.  Law,  205.) 

"  Vattel  lays  down  the  rule  that — 

^'  ^  When  once  a  cause  in  which  foreigners  are  interested  has 
been  decided  in  form  tbe  sovereign  of  the  defendants  can  not 
hear  their  complaints.  To  undertake  to  examine  tbe  justice  of 
a  definitive  sentence  is  an  attack  on  the  jurisdiction  of  him  who 
has  passed  it.  Tbe  prince,  therefore,'  adds  the  author,  by  way 
of  qualification,  ^  ought  not  to  interfere  in  tbe  causes  of  sub- 
jects in  foreign  countries,  and  grant  them  his  protection,  except- 
ng  in  cases  where  justice  is  refused,  or  palpable  and  evident 
injustice  done,  or  rules  and  forms  openly  violated,  or,  finally, 
an  odious  distinction  made  to  tbe  prejudice  of  his  subjects,  or 
of  foreigners  in  general.  ♦  *  *  In  consequence  of  these 
rights  of  jurisdiction  tbe  decisions  made  by  tbe  judge  of  tbe 
place  within  the  extent  of  his  power  ought  to  be  respected  and 
to  take  effect  even  in  foreign  countries.'  (Law  of  Nations, 
bk.2,§84.) 

"  His  editor,  the  eminent  Mr.  Cbitty,  thought  it  proi)er  to 
add  a  note  to  this  passage,  as  follows: 

"  *  This  principle  appears  to  be  now  settled  by  tbe  law  and 
practice  of  nations,  but^  nevertheless^  subject  to  certain  general 
wholesome  rules,  essential  to  be  adhered  to  in  order  to  pre- 
vent tbe  effect  of  partial  and  unjust  sentences  and  decisions.' 

"  An  international  tribunal,  it  is  believed,  should  give  the  full 
Measure  of  respect  and  consideration  to  judicial  decisions  in 
the  states  establishing  it  that  each  would  give,  under  the 
Public  law,  to  those  of  tbe  other. 

<<  Bearing  these  principles  in  mind,  let  us  turn  to  the  record 
of  1830-1839. 
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<^The  first  thing  that  engages  attention  is  the  organization 
of  the  court.  That  there  is  a  facility  of  substitution  as  to 
judges  in  civil  law  courts  not  found  in  countries  wbere  the 
jury  system  prevails  may  be  true.  But  such  change  is 
believed  to  be  always  regulated  by  law.  We  have  not  learned 
of  any  law  authorizing  the  substitution  of  two  members  of 
the  bar  for  two  out  of  the  four  judges  of  the  supreme  court 
of  justice,  made  February  1-5,  1830,  to  try  the  Idler  cast. 
Why  any  change  at  all  was  necessary  is  not  apparent  It  is 
true  one  of  the  judges  excused  himself  because  of  bis  former 
action  in  the  old  Idler  case.  But  this  particular  qnestiop 
had  not  been  before  the  court,  either  in  the  old  case,  or,  it 
would  seem,  in  any  other,  and  of  course  the  court  had  DOt 
acted  upon  it.  And  even  if  it  had,  that  would  seem  to  be  a 
reason  why  the  judges  should  sit  here  rather  than  declioe. 
They  were  so  much  the  better  advised.  What,  if  any,  opin- 
ion they  expressed  in  answer  to  the  communications  by  the 
government,  in  1834-^5,  on  the  subject  does  not  appear. 
But  it  can  not  be  that  a  preconceived  opinion  of  the  law 
worked  a  disqualification  in  a  judge  in  Venezuela,  even  as 
early  in  her  judicial  development  as  1836. 

'*  The  constitution  of  1830,  then  in  force,  provided  for  the 
appointment  of  supreme  judges  and  the  filling  of  vacaucie& 
as  follows: 

"  *  Abt.  146.  The  judges  of  the  supreme  court  shall  be  nom- 
inated by  the  President  of  the  republic  to  the  house  of 
representatives,  three  names  being  submitted  for  eac^  place. 
The  house  shall  reduce  this  number  to  two,  and  shall  present 
the  number  thus  reduced  to  the  senate,  which  body  shall 
name  those  who  are  to  compose  the  coui-t.  The  same  order 
shall  be  followed  in  filling  vacancies;  but  if  the  Congress  is 
not  in  session,  the  executive  power,  in  eondert  with  the  coun- 
cil of  government,  shall  temporarily  fill  the  plai'cs  until  aselec- 
tion  is  made  in  said  form.' 

"  There  was  no  other  provision  relative  to  their  appoint- 
ment or  substitution. 

'<0n  the  18th  of  May  1836,  three  months  and  a  hal/^Ur 
the  change  in  the  personnel  of  the  court  had  been  madtj  a  law 
was  enacted  by  the  Venezuelan  Congress  providing: 

"  *Aet.  14.  W'henever  any  judges  are  absent,  co-judges  shall 
be  appointed  for  each  case  or  business  by  the  remalDing 
judges  or  judge,  if  the  absence  is  accidental,  and  the  selection 
shall  be  made  from  among  the  skillful  members  of  the  legal 
profession  that  may  be  in  the  place,  and,  in  default  of  them, 
from  among  the  persons  living  in  the  locality  who  possess  the 
qualifications  of  representatives  in  Congress;  and  where 
there  is  a  regular' vacancy,  the  selection  shall  be  made  ij^ 
executive  power,  and  until  the  appointment  of  a  regular 
incumbent.' 

"  But  no  appointment  in  the  Idler  case  was  made  under 
this  law,  and  none  could  have  been  had  it  been  in  force  in 
February,  as  the  regular  judges  were  not  ^absent.' 
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^'Bnt  to  go  back  a  little.  On  the  14th  of  October  1830  the 
conslatnent  congress,  which  formed  the  constitntion  of  Yene- 
roela,  resolved  that — 

'^'The  laws  and  decrees  issued  by  the  Congress  of  Ck>lombia 
that  have  been  in  force  np  to  the  present  time,  and  which  may 
not  be  contrary  to  the  constitntion  or  laws  sanctioned  by  this 
coiistitaent  congress,  shall  continue  to  be  observed  in  the 
judicial  order.' 

^*The  law  of  Colombia  then  in  force  in  'the  judicial  order' 
on  this  subject  appears  to  have  been  embodied  in  the  following 
parts  of  the  judiciary  act  passed  by  the  Colombian  Congress, 
Aprill3, 1825,  to  wit: 

''*Chapteb  IV. 

^^^  Of  ike  Judges  of  the  High  Court  and  of  the  Superior  Courts 

of  Justice. 

<<  <  Art,  34.  When,  on  account  of  death,  resignation,  removal, 
or  any  other  cause,  there  should  be  a  vacancy  among  the  num- 
bers of  the  High  Court,  the  Court  shall  immediately  apply  to 
the  Executive  Power  through  its  President,  in  order  that  the 
vacancy  may  be  temporarily  or  permanently  filled  pul*suant  to 
the  Constitution.  In  the  first  case,  the  Executive  Power  will 
fill  the  vacancy  within  not  more  than  six  days. 

^^^§1.  In  the  cases  of  this  article  regarding  the  Superior 
Courts,  these  will  immediately  advise  the  Executive  Power, 
through  its  President,  that  he  may  fill  the  vacancy  temporarily, 
and  the  High  Court,  in  order  that  it  may  propose  to  the  Execu- 
tive Power  for  a  permanent  appointment. 

*'*  Aet.  35.  The  Executive  Power  will  appoint  temporarily 
those  who  are  to  act  as  substitutes  of  the  judges  and  attorneys- 
general;  not  only  in  the  cases  of  the  preceding  article,  but 
also  in  those  of  sickness  or  absence  exceeding  fifteen  days, 
and  in  those  of  suspension. 

"*§  1.  These  temporary  and  alternate  appointments  shall  never 
he  made  in  behalf  of  permanent  Jiscals^  {attys.-general). 

^«<  Chapter  VL 

^^^  Provisions  common  to  the  High  Court  and  the  Superior  Courts 

of  Justice. 

<<'Abt.  87.  In  the  cases  of  disqualification,  of  disagreement 
of  opinion  among  the  judges,  and  in  those  of  a  challenge  (of  a 
jndge)  to  complete  the  required  number  of  judges,  if  there 
should  be  no  magistrate  qualified  to  act,  associate  judges  will 
be  appointed  lyy  absolute  majority  of  votes. 

"*  Aet.  175.  •  *  •  The  High  Court  and  Superior  Courts, 
the  presidents  of  these  tribunals,  and  the  Superior  judges  shall 
not  exercise  other  x)ower8  than  those  which  are  assigned  to 
them,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  these  courts  and  tribunsas  shall 
be  limited  to  the  cases  prescribed  by  this  law.' 
5627— VOL.  4 18 
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"  It  occurs  to  ns  to  observe  in  respect  of  this  act: 

"If  it  was  in  force  in  Venezuela  in  1836-37,  under  ihttm 
lution  quoted,  as  seems  to  have  been  the  case,  the  action  of 
the  government  in  apix^inting  (as  was  done)  a  temporary  JU«I 
for  the  Idler  case  in  the  supreme  court  in  place  of  theperaa- 
nent  fiscal  was  illegal,  being  in  violation  of  the  last  clause  of 
article  35. 

"The  provision  relating  to  the  filling  of  places  on  the  bench 
hy  judges  required  for  an  appointment  the  concurrence  of  an 
*  absolute  majority  of  votes.^  In  the  Venezuelan  conrt  a  major- 
ity was  threey  whereas  tico  made  the  appointments  in  theldkr 
case.  As  the  supreme  court  for  the  case  was  not  therefore 
constituted  under  this  act,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
its  provisions  extended  to  such  a  case.  It  will  be  seen  that 
under  the  Colombian  law  where  the  judges  appointed,  the 
integrity  of  the  regularly  constituted  court  could  not  be  dis- 
turbed. Under  the  action  had,  it  was  otherwise.  The  law 
therefore  was  not  only  not  followed,  but  its  principle  wasw 
lated. 

"The  act  of  May  18, 1836,* was  amended  by  an  act  of  May2, 
1838,  and  that  again  March  1^3,  1841,  and  the  cases  in  which 
substitutions  might  be  made  on  the  bench  were  defined  with 
particularity.  This  fact  is  stated,  in  connection  with  the  pro- 
visions referred  to,  in  support  of  the  belief  that  the  courts  iu 
every  detail  of  organization  and  for  every  contingency  were 
regarded,  and  were,  in  fact  the  creatures  of  positive  law,  both 
in  Colombia  and  Yeuezuela.  And  how  could  it  be  otherwi?* 
in  a  government  of  law?  If  courts  can  be  constituted  nnan- 
thorizedly,  so  can  the  executive;  so  can  the  legislature.  Con- 
stitutional government  would  thus  be  speedily  ended. 

''Counsel  for  Venezuela,  not  asserting  legislative  authori^ 
for  the  appointments,  seems,  if  understood,  to  regard  this 
method  of  procedure  as  not  new  in  common-law  countritf 
even,  and  instances  the  courts  of  assize  under  the  statute  of 
Edward  I.  But  with  high  respect,  it  seems  to  us  the  analog 
is  wanting.  The  assizes,  more  nearly  analogous  to  nia>ters 
in  chancery  appointed  for  special  purposes,  sort  of  aide,  as  it 
were,  to  the  courts  at  Westminster  for  collection  of  facts  in 
cases  pending  before  them  and  for  other  subonlinate  pnr- 
poses,  tcere  etftaUished  hy  law^  not  a  law  decreed  for  a  par- 
ticular case,  but  by  a  general  law  of  the  realm  for  all  cases. 

"The  diflftculty  is  not  that  the  court  at  Caracas  was  filled  br 
members  from  the  bar  for  this  case,  or  that  two  judges  made 
the  appointments.  But  that  this  teas  done  tcithout  theauthifr^ 
of  laic.  If  such  a  proceeding  has  a  parallel  in  common-la* 
jurisprudence  it  has  escaped  our  notice. 

''Venezuela  could,  of  course,  constitute  her  courtB  as  she 
desired,  but  having  established  them,  it  was  Idler's  right,  if 
his  affairs  were  drawn  in  litigation  there,  to  have  them  adjirf*" 
cated  by  the  courts  constituted  under  the  forms  of  late.  There 
are  instances  where  the  action  of  tribunals  presided  overbf  * 
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/(u^  judges,  acting  nnder  color  of  autbority,  has  been  npbeld 
npoD  satisfactory  grounds,  but  we  think  the  doctrine  wonld 
not  apply  in  snch  a  case  as  this.  If  the  Oolombian  law  of 
1830  was  in  force  when  the  court  was  organized  for  the  Idler 
case,  as  seems  to  have  been  the  fact,  the  judges  were  pro- 
hibited from  exercising  any  ^  other  poicers  than  those  which  are 
amgned  to  them^^  and  as  the  power  of  appointment  was  not 
among  those  assigned  to  the  minority  of  the  courts  the  acts  of 
the  two  judges  in  appointing  the  otlier  two  ad  hoOy  were  not 
only  not  under  color  of  law,  but  in  violation  of  its  express  pro- 
visions. A  body  so  constituted  could  not  have  legal  validity. 
Its  acts  could  not  bind  absent  parties.  They  would  be  utterly 
void.  Had  Idler  app^eared,  and  consented  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  improvised  tribunal,  a  different  aspect  would  be  pre- 
sented, and  perhaps  a  different  question. 

^^But,  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  let  us  assume  the 
legality  of  the  court,  without,  however,  subscribing  to  the 
doctrine  that  ^natural  justice  has  nothing  to  say  against  tri- 
bunals thus  constituted.' 

^^  Venezuela,  to  avoid  the  judgment  in  favor 
****'«^  ^^'    of  Idler  for  $70,520.11^  in  1832,  asserted,  in 
"™'  1836,  her  right,  by  succession  from  the  Span- 

ish King,  to  the  ancient  remedy  of  rentitutio  in  integrum^  and 
the  supreme  court  sustained  the  assertion,  so  far  as  it  had 
jarisdiction  of  the  case. 

"By  the  Roman  law  a  right  was  given  persons  during' 
minority  and  for  four  years  thereafter,  on.dae  application  and 
hearing,  to  avoid  contracts  and  transactions  to  which  they 
became  parties,  or  with  which  they  were  connected  during 
their  minority,  and  to  be  restored  to  all  things  lost  thereby, 
when  restoration  was  shown  to  be  for  their  benefit.  The  right, 
taking  its  name,  it  would  seem,  from  that  of  the  writ  under 
which  it  was  enforced,  and  which  saccinctly  defines  its  own 
meaning,  was  called  restitutio  in  integrum.  It  seems  not  to 
have  been  a  right  attaching  merely  to  the  person,  but  one 
inhering  in  the  contract  or  transaction  itself.  It  was  assign- 
able and  descendible.  It  extended  to  judgments  in  civil  and 
criminal  cases.  But  we  have  not  observ^  that  it  pertained 
to  a  judgment  unless,  also,  to  the  cause  of  action  on  which  it 
was  based. 

^^This  right  or  benefit  was  at  length  extended  to  corpora- 
tions, the  church,  and  the  king.  But  in  all  snch  cases  appli- 
cation for  its  enforcement  had  to  be  made  to  the  proper 
aathority  in  due  form  within  four  years  of  the  transaction  to 
be  avoided.  There  was  one  unvarying  exception  or  bar  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  right  by  one  recently  a  minor,  namely: 
'When,  after  having  become  of  age,  he  either  expressly  or 
tacitly  approved  of  the  transaction.'  And  it  is  believed  the 
principle  was  of  universal  application  wherever  the  right  pre- 
vailed. An  assent  to  the  transaction  once  comi>leted  by  a  per- 
son enjoying  the  right  and  competent  to  assent  was  a  bar  to 
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the  remedy.    (See  Mackeldey's  Boman  Law,§  22S  dieg-and 
authorities  cited.) 

"  For  centuries  after  the  Bomao  Empire  the  right  was  recog- 
nized in  civil-law  countries,  among  them  Spain. 

''  It  was  this  minor's  right  or  remedy  which  the  Venezaebn 
Government  sought  wherewith  to  defeat  the  Idler  jadgment 

*»  Were  it  our  province  and  necessary  to  determine  whether 
that  royal  prerogative  passed  from  the  Spanish  king  to  the 
Venezuelan  Kepublic,  the  very  lucid  arguments  of  learned 
counsel  would,  not  improbably,  render  the  task  a  compjw- 
ti  vely  easy  one.  But  we  do  not  feel  called  on  to  enter  ao  com- 
prehensive afield  of  inquiry.  Thequestion  here  is  not  so  broad. 
Let  it  be  conceded,  for  the  argument,  the  right  succeeded  gea- 
eriftlly  to  Venezuela;  it  does  not  follow  that  Idler  was  affiBcted. 

'<A  moment's  reflection  will  show  the  benefit  was  not  m 
versally  applicable  to  Venezuela's  contracts,  and  that  her 
courts  were  powerless  to  make  them  so.  A  contract  or  taffl*- 
action  subject  to  the  right  had  implied  in  it  a  condidoaof  dfr 
feasance  and  restoration  at  the  option  of  the  privileged  party. 
It  was  as  though  it  had  written  in  the  body  thereof  that  the 
minor,  or  king,  or  other  favored  person  reserved  the  option  to 
disaffirm  and  annul  it  partially  or  altogether,  and  have  lestord 
him  all  things  lost  or  parted  with  on  account  thereof  CooH 
such  a  right  in  Venezuela,  however  fully  possessed  by  saocee 
sion,  afi'ect  her  contractual  or  other  obligations  with  other 
states!  Had  her  treaties  implied  in  them  any  such  conditi(»* 
And  was  the  case  in  any  wise  different  as  to  contracts  with  dp- 
zeus  of  such  states  made  therein,  where  the  right  was  not  ia 
vogue! 

"These  were  North  American  contracts,  made  atPhilwd- 
phia,  where  the  right  did  not  obtain.  When  Venezuela, » to 
say,  came  there  to  enter  into  them,  she  came,  as  would  Gr»f 
Britain  or  any  other  person  competent  to  contract,  withnoU 
privilege  less,  not  one  more.  Her  right  of  restitutio  sheW 
behind  her.  The  Philadelphia  contracts  had  no  condition® 
defeasance  implied  in  them.  When  sent  to  Venezuela  for  c^ 
ecutiou,  none  were  added.  No  power  there,  judicial  orotiwr, 
could  engraft  it  on  them.  Therefore,  as  to  those  contracts 
themselves,  it  is  perfectly  clear  Venezuela  had  not  the  right  w 
restitutio  in  integrum.  Unless,  consequently,  the  law  was  thit 
the  right  pertained  to  judgments  when  it  did  not  to  their basfs* 
these  legal  proceedings  can  not  be  upheld,  even  if  othorti* 
valid. 

*'To  assert  such  to  be  the  state  of  the  law  is  to  saytb* 
Venezuela,  as  to  the  contracts^  was  an  adult,  full  grown  «» 
stalwart,  but  as  to  their  enforcement,  a — minor!  Such  a  cob- 
dition,  under  the  ancient  Eoman  law,  would  seem  io  h^^ 
been  an  impossibility.  While  the  minor's  right  might  per^° 
to  contracts  and  not  to  judgments  upon  them,  it  is  not  p^ 
ceived  how  the  converse  could  be.    if  the  contract  itself  w«« 
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for  any  cause  without  tbe  scope  of  the  law's  operation ,  as,  for 
iustance,  if  it  had  been  affirmed  after  majority,  or  the  period 
had  elapsed  within  which  it  conld  be  assailed,  of  course  a  judg- 
ment then  upon  it  must  necessarily  have  been  also  without  that 
scox>e.  To  hold  that  when  the  minor's  right  was  extended  to 
the  king  a  different  rule  applied,  would  be  to  affirm  that  in  its 
transmission  it  received  an  important  addition — underwent  a 
material  change  in  principle.  The  ontis  is  upon  him  who  asserts 
this  to  prove  it.  No  intimation  of  the  like  from  any  authority 
or  source  has  met  our  notice,  unless  the  supreme  court  must  be 
regarded  as  an  exception. 

^*But  looking  through  the  gauze  of  mere  words'  to  the 
substance  of  its  decision  interpreted  in  the  light  of  practical 
results,  it  not  only  held  that  Venezuela  possessed  the  royal 
remedy  as  to  the  former  judgments,  but  as  to  the  contracts  on 
which  they  were  based  also;  for,  as  we  shall  presently  point  out, 
its  practical  operation  was  to  defeat  both. 
-^^^^^  _   .       "Had  the  courts  jurisdiction  as  to  subject- 

^cSraf1Lca,^>*^^'.«^^  *»  ^  ^^^®^'  to  render  the  judg- 
ments m  controversy!  if  not,  they  were 
inoperative  and  void.* 

"If  the  proceeding  was  an  ^action  upon  the  record,'  and  not 
an  independent  suit,  inter  partesj  the  right  of  Venezuela  (as- 
suming her  entitled  to  the  ancient  remedy)  to  institute  the 
proce^ing  within  the  time  limited  can  not,  we  think,  be  gain- 
said. It  could  not  be  defeated  by  Idler's  absence.  Any  rea- 
sonable mode  of  notice  in  that  case  would  be  sufficient.  The 
modes  adopted  would,  in  our  judgment,  be  all  that  justice 
required. 

"But  if  the  action  was  a  separate  and  distinct  one,  its  sub- 
ject being  merely  a  judgment  instead  of  a  contract  or  other 
particular  transaction,  then  it  is  just  as  clear  to  our  minds 
that  the  service  on  Idler  being  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
Venezuela  was  not  sufficient  to  obtain  jurisdiction  of  his  per- 
son, and  any  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  that  case  would 
be  void.* 

"Says  Wharton,  Law  of  Ev.  3d  edition,  §  803: 

"^A  foreign  judgment,  as  we  have  seen,  is  always  impeach- 
able for  want  of  jurisdiction;  and  hence,  for  want  of  personal 
service,  within  the  jurisdiction^  on  the  defendant,  this  being  inter- 
nationally essential  to  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  in  which  the  de- 
fendant was  not  domiciled  in  the  state  entering  the  judgment.' 


^Schibsby  v.  Westenholz,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  c.  155;  Novelli  r.  Rossi,  2  B.  <& 
Ad.  757;  Carleton  v.  Bickford,  13  Gray,  591;  Kerr  r.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272. 
See  also  Fnrgnson  v.  Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  E.  179;  Cavan  r.  Stewart,  1  Stark, 
525;  Vallee  v.  Dnmergne,  4  Ex.  289. 

«Bischoff  V.  Wethered,9  Wall.  812;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714;  Hoff- 
man V.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30;  Davidson  v.  Sharpe,  6  Ired.  L.  14;  Board  of 
P.  W.  V.  Colnmbia  College  et  al,  17  WaU.  521. 
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^<  Whether,  in  this  case,  j  orisdiction  might  have  been  obtahed 
as  to  the  rem  by  some  process  of  attachmeut  or  garni^shment, 
need  not  be  discassed,  for  nothing  of  the  kind  was  resorted  ta 

<^  There  is  some  doabt  from  the  language  of  the  court,  Feb- 
mary  27, 1836,  just  what  its  view  was  on  this  point.  It  said  the 
^ claim  now  made' was  a  ^7i€w  action  or  instance'  (un  nmtre 
juieio  o  instancia).  And  it  deemed  the  case  of  such  a  character 
as  that  Idler  ^must  be  heard,'  and  directed  him  summoned. 

^^The  authorities  seem  to  regard  reJttitutio  as  a  ^new  acdon.' 

^^Golquhonii,  who  may  be  taken  as  representative,  says: 

*^  <  Restitution  must  be  prayeil  and  a  formal  suit  commeneed 
in  that  behalf.'    (Roman  Civil  Law,  §  1865.) 

''Again — 

'' '  Restitution  may  be  sought  by  action  or  hy  plea,  and  t'ti  ike 
latter  ca^e  every  judge  is  (competent  who  has  cognizance  of  the 
principal  matter  in  dispute,  whether  he  be  commissary  or  nm- 
pire;  in  the  farmer  case^  however,  application  must  be  made 
to  the  judge  who  is  competent  in  respect  of  the  defendant?  lb. 
(See  Savjgney,  Private  Int.  L.320;  Bar,  Int.  L.  213-216.) 

''In  the  view  taken,  it  may  be  parenthetically  remarked  that 
if  restitutio  would  not  lie  as  against  the  Idler  contracts  them- 
selves, their  annulment  could  not  have  been  aocomplished  bj 
plea  in  the  old  case  pending  its  conclusion;  and  this  fact  is  an 
additional  argument  against  a  judgment  on  such  oontncts 
being  assailable  by  this  means. 

"The  Spanish  law  and  the  civil  law  authorities  cited  by  coun- 
sel for  the  United  States,  and  not  necessary  to  be  quoted  here, 
leave  little  doubt  that  with  some  exceptional  cases— wholly 
variant  from  this  one — where,  *  irrefragable  cause  being  shown,* 
the  judge  may  ex  parte,  even  mero  nwtUj  grant  the  relief,  the 
action  had  always  been  regarded  and  treated  as  an  original 
one  inter  partes^  to  be  brought  and  conducted  as  any  other 
ordinary  suit.  And  such  indeed  may  be  fairly  inferred  from 
the  process  and  opinions  of  the  supreme  court  to  have  bees 
its  view. 

"Assuming  the  proceeding  to  have  been  an  'action  on  the 
record,'  and  the  notice  sufficient  for  all  it  purported  to  be,  there 
remains  the  other  question,  namely:  Whether  the  action  fcsf 
brought  in  tlie  proper  court  in  time.  It  is  conceded  all  round, 
the  supreme  court  expressly  saying,  that  it  must  have  been 
brought  within  lour  years  from  October  1, 1832.  The  supreme 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case  in  the  first  instance,  as  it 
decided  when  it  returned  the  record  to  the  superior  court,  No- 
vember 4, 1837.  There  is  vsome  confusion  arising  fix)m  the  deci- 
sion as  to  whether  the  treasury  court  or  superior  court  was  held 
to  be  the  one  of  original  jurisdiction.  But  as  no  action  wis 
ever  taken  in  the  former,  let  us  also  assume  the  latter  was  the 
proper  one.  Was  the  suit  begun  there  within  the  time  limited! 
In  other  words,  was  the  case  of  the  fiscal  attorney  of  the  re- 
public against  Jacob  Idler  brought  and  pending  in  the  superior 
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court  of  justice  of  the  secoucl  district  on  the  Ist  day  of  Octo- 
ber 1836  f  If  not,  there  was  no  jnrisdictiou  of  the  subject- 
matter.    What  evidence  is  there  that  such  was  the  factt 

''As  stated  before,  there  is  no  record  of  this  proceeding  from 
that  court  among  onr  files,  and  no  cause  shown  for  its  absence 
if  it  ever  existed.  There  are  full  records  from  it  in  the  earlier 
ease.  Why  not  also  in  this  later  onef  The  existence  of  this 
record  is  challenged  by  counsel  for  the  United  States.  How 
must  it  then  be  shown *f  In  municipal  tribunals  a  high  char- 
acter of  proof  is  re«|uired  for  this  purpose. 

''Foreign  judgments,  says  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  referring  to  the  law,  'are  authenticated  (I)  by  an  ex- 
emplification under  the  great  seal ;  (2)  by  a  copy  proved  to  be 
a  true  copy;  (3)  by  the  certificate  of  an  officer  authorized  by 
law,  which  certificate  must  itself  be  proi)erly  authenticated.' 
(Church  n  Hubbart,  2  Cranch,  187.) 

''In  the  same  case  it  was  held: 

"'A  judgment  certified  under  the  private  seal  of  one  styling 
himself  to  be  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs  is  not  evi- 
dence; also,  that  a  translation  of  a  foreign  judgment  certified 
by  a  consul,  but  not  under  oath,  could  not  be  received  in  proof 
of  the  judgment.' 

"  But  *  where  the  original  judgment  record  was  destroyed  by 
fire,  a  copy  of  a  judgment  duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the 
court  by  whom  the  judgment  whs  rendered  is  proper  evidence. 
(Nash  V.  Williams  (Cornet  v.  WMlliams)  2i)  Wall.  226.) 

"It  would  not  be  contended  by  anyone,  we  suppose,  that 
the  recitals  of  a  record  in  one  court  would  be  received  in  a 
municipal  tribunal  to  prove  the  existence  and  contents  of  a 
record  not  shown  to  have  been  lost  or  destroyed  of  another 
court 

"It  seems  to  us,  in  a  case  like  this,  the  best  evidence  reason- 
ably attainable  should  be  re<iuired  before  an  international 
tribunal. 

"The  recitals  of  the  supreme  court  do  not  come  up  to  the 
mark,  nor  does  the  following,  in  its  final  opinion,  February  22, 
1839: 

"*A  comparative  study  of  the  dates  in  which  the  judicial 
decisions  herein  referred  to  were  rendered,  and  of  the  date  of 
the  petition  of  the  counsel  for  the  state  asking  for  the  writ  of 
mtitutioj  will  show  that  the  remedy  was  resorted  to,  in  due 
time,  within  the  four  years  provided  for  by  the  10th  law,  title 
19,  part  6.^ 

"  Had  the  court  given  dates  so  that  a  ^study  ^  of  them  could 
now  be  made,  the  difficulty  would  still  remain,  even  though 
they  disclosed  jurisdiction  in  the  superior  court.  They  are 
not  the  best  evidence.  That  is  the  record  (unless  shown  to 
have  been  lost).  If  there  never  was  a  record,  then,  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  the  court  did  not  act.  It  is  elementary  that  a 
court  of  record  (and  this  was  one)  speaks  only  through  its 
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record.  And  even  where  that  is  produced^  showing  on  ite  feoe 
juriBdiction,  and  the  jurisdictional  facts  stated  are  denied,  it 
has  been  held  they  may  be  inquired  into  and  disproveik 

"The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Thompson  r. 
Whitman,  18  Wall.  457,  held : 

"<The  record  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  another  State  may 
be  contradicted  as  to  the  facts  necessary  to  give  the  court  jnm- 
diction;  and  if  it  be  shown  that  such  facts  did  not  exist,  the 
record  will  be  a  nullity,  nottoithstanding  that  it  may  reciU  tMt 
they  did  exists 

"In  Penny  whit  v.  Foot,  27  Ohio  St.  98,  the  court  said: 

"<Prom  a  careful  review  of  the  numerous  cases,  we  find  the 
rule  now  well  settled  that  neither  the  constitutional  proviaoM 
that  full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  State  to  the 
public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  -proceedings  of  every  otbff 
State,  nor  the  act  of  Congress  passed  in  pursuance  thereof, 
prevents  any  inquiry  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  m 
which  a  judgment  offered  in  evidence  was  rendered,  aod  socli 
a  judgment  may  be  contradicted  as  to  the  facts  necemrjfto 
give  the  court  jurisdiction;  and  if  it  be  shown  that  such  fads 
did  not  exist,  the  record  tcill  he  a  nullity ,  notwithstanding  it  »^ 
recite  that  ih^y  did  existy  and  this  is  true  either  as  to  the  m^- 
matter  or  theperson^  or  in  proceedings  in  rem,  as  to  the  thing. 

"Such  is  the  law  in  the  United  States,  and,  we  believe,  gen- 
erally. 

"If  a  court's  findings  in  favor  of  its  own  jurisdiction  were 
conclusive  in  caees  coming  under  consideration  before  inter- 
national or  other  tribunals,  the  question  of  jurisdiction  eomd 
never  be  raised,  for  its  acting  at  all  is  equivalent  to  finoing 
jurisdiction  to  act. 

"<An  alleged  judgment,'  says  Dr.  Wharton  (Evidence,^ 
796),  'is  open  to  attack  for  want  of  jurisdiction;  for  it  isa 
petitio  principii  to  say  that  it  is  unimpeachable  because  it  i8» 
judgment,  and  that  it  is  a  judgment  because  it  is  unimpeacii 
able.' 

"  The  evidence  satisfies  us  that  the  restitutio  suit  was  not  in 
the  superior  court  till  after  November  4, 1837,  when  thesnprcme 
court  *  returned '  its  record  in  that  regard  thereto.  The  Biig- 
gestion — ^for  contention  would  be  too  strong  a  term— that  tne 
bringing  of  the  suit  in  the  supreme  court,  which  was  m^f^ 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  it,  was  its  commencement  in  the 
superior  court  for  the  purposes  of  avoiding  a  bar,  cannot  oe 
entertained.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  before  allowing  ^^J 
effect  so  extraordinary  we  should  require  to  see  the  entwtffl^"^ 
providing  for  it,  and  none  has  been  called  to  our  attention  or 
by  us  found.  The  supreme  court  makes  no  intimation  th»t 
such  is  the  law,  unless  the  passage  quoted  can  be  regarded  a* 
such.  But  constructions  involving  results  violative  of  &wi^*^ 
principles  and  courses  of  procedure  are  to  be  avoided,  and  ve 
can  not  so  regard  the  finding.  The  fact  that  the  supremecoort 
of  its  own  motion  sent  the  record  down  to  the  superior  ootut 
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does  not  help  the  matter,  for  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  snit 
was  began  there  at  its  instance  or  not  The  question  is  when 
and  whether  it  was  therein  institated. 

''  The  objection  to  this  record  is  by  no  means  technical.  No 
notice,  legal  or  other,  was  received  or  sent  to  Jacob  Idler  about 
the  suit  in  the  snperior  conrt,  the  only  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  it  in  the  first  instance  (unless  it  be  the  treas- 
ury court,  where  it  never  was),  as  is  conceded  on  all  hands. 
The  letters  rogatory  directed  him  to  appear  in  the  supreme 
court  in  a  suit  institated  there.  If  the  summons  was  legal  it 
only  gave  him  notice  of  what  that  court  in  that  case— not  in 
another  instituted  in  an  inferior  tribunal  and  subsequently 
appealed  to  it- — might  lawfully  adjudge.  The  notice  directing 
him,  away  in  a  distant  land,  to  appear  in  one  court  when  the 
business  affecting  his  interests  was  to  be  done  in  another,  was 
worse  than  none  at  all,  for  it  was  misleading.  Even  if  no 
notice  had  been  required,  and  one  had  nevertheless  been  given, 
whose  tendency  was  thus  to  mislead,  we  are  inclined  to  think 
the  act,  from  the  standpoint  of  justice,  would  vitiate  the  whole 
proceedings.  Receiving  the  notice  in  1837,  at  Philadelphia, 
that  a  snit  had  been  begun  against  him  in  restitutio  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  Venezuela  in  June  1836,  he— charged  at  most 
with  a  knowledge  of  the  law  as  it  was  declared  to  be — could 
well  have  said  to  himself,  ^  I  shall  not  undertake  the  hazards 
of  a  journey  or  incur  the  expense  to  appear.  The  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  and  can  not  grant  the  prayer  of  the  government, 
and  it  is  now  too  late  to  bring  the  suit  in  the  court  which 
had  jurisdiction.' 

**But,  conceding  jurisdiction    of  subject- 

Deniiiaf  Jnstioe.    matter  and  of  the  defendant,  was  the  alleged 
judgment  of  the  superior  court  (for  what  fol- 
lowed is  inconsequential  except  as  a  consummation  of  a  wrong 
begun,  if  wrong  it  was)  binding? 

"The  purpose  and  effect  of  the  judgment  may  be  judged  by 
rrsults.  It  set  aside  and  annulled  the  old  record  back  to  the 
prefect's  order  of  August  31,  1830,  before  quoted,  leaving  that 
to  stand  in  force.  That  order  authorized  (whether  lawfully  or 
not  is  now  unimportant)  the  papers  and  record  in  the  Idler 
case  to  be  sent  to  the  old  commission  at  Bogota,  in  order  that 
^said  cofnmvtsion  may  again  liquidate  the  accounts  of  Messrs. 
Jacob  Idler  and  his  associates.'  The  government  at  once  sent 
the  case  away  to  a  (now)  foreign  jurisdiction,  to  a  new  com- 
mission sitting  at  Bogota  under  a  treaty  between  Venezuela 
and  New  Granada,  of  1834,  to  adjust  matters  pertaining  to  the 
separation.  Of  course  it  was  not  the  *  said  commission'  which 
could  < again'  liquidate  the  claim.  It  shortly  answered, 
through  the  Venezuelan  member,  Mr.  Michelena,  by  resolu- 
tion, to  wit: 

"'Thatthetime  within  which  Idler  could  have  submitted  his 
claim  to  the  commission  of  liquidation  had  expired  on  the  6th 
of  August  1829 J  and  that  as  the  tribunals  of  Venezuela  had  no 
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jarisdiction  to  make  the  said  liquidation,  the  oommisBioii  can- 
aiders  itself  without  jurisdiction  to  take  cognizance  now  of 
this  matter,  and  that  the  last  judicial  action  taken  in  Vene 
znela  (restitutio)  can  not  have  other  effect  than  to  cause  Idler  to 
restore  to  the  Venezuelan  treasury  what  he  unjusti^  reedtti 
under  the  Colombian  Governments  [Report  of  meeting  of  ooan- 
cil  of  government,  Oct.  8,  1839.] 

"The effects  the  government  attributed  to  the  judgments aie 
stated  by  its  representative,  Mr.  Romero,  to  the  American 
minister  at  Caracas,  July  8, 1840,  reaching  practically  the  same 
end,  as  follows: 

'* '  According  to  the  last  recent  sentencesof  the  superior  and 
supreme  courts,  dated  December  20, 1839  [1838],  and  Febroary 
22d  of  this  present  [past]  year,  the  matter  has  gonebaekto 
the  condition  it  was  in  on  the  31st  of  August  1830;  that  i»  to 
say,  to  the  state  of  the  new  liquidation  ordered  by  the  inteod- 
ants  Meudoza  and  Briceno  [before  August  3Ist],  becaose  it 
was  at  that  stage  that  the  judge  of  first  jurisdiction  [jfuz  it 
letras]  unduly  retained  for  the  first  time  [August  2d,  1831] 
the  exi>ediente  and  converted  into  a  judici^il  and  litigious  ff^ 
ceeding^  tchat  up  to  that  time  was  treated  as  an  administraiif( 
and  economic  question  of  the  government.* 

"  'Therefore,  the  government  of  the  republic  is  disposed  to 
instruct  the  general  treasury  and  the  tribunal  of  accountBto 
proceed  to  the  pending  neic  liquidation,  which  may  be  atteuded 
by  Messrs.  Idler  and  company  in  person,  or  by  their  attorneys, 
within  the  time  which  will  be  assigned  to  tbem.^ 

"The  government  thus  inter])reted  the  judgments  as  takiog 
the  case  out  of  the  hands  of  the  courts,  to  be  proceeded  with 
in  a  nonjudicial — i.  e.,  'administrative  and  economic'— man 
ner  before  its  own  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury,  as  it 
might  be  disposed  to  direct.  That  is,  in  effect,  the  govern- 
ment proposed  to  decide  the  Idler  case  itself! 

"  The  litigation  before  the  courts  was  put  an  end  to,  and  thereby 
the  contracts,  in  so  far  as  they  remained  unfulfilled  (if  there 
were  any),  were  for  all  practical  purposes  annulled;  for  the 
government's  action  and  reiterated  opinion  left  no  room  for 
question  what  it  would  do. 

"  We  have  seen  restitutio  could  not  reach  these  contracti 
It  is  believed  it  never  contemplated  such  results  as  to  judg- 
ments. 

"The  supreme  court  for  the  case  knew — ^must  have  known— 
that  the  order  of  August  31  was  impossible  of  execution,  and 
had  been  from  the  very  day  of  its  entry  nearly  ten  years  before- 
Its  affirmance  of  the  alleged  superior  court  judgment  annuHinf 
proceedings  back  to  that  order,  leaving  it  to  stand,  could  bave 
had  but  one  purpose — to  swit(5h  the  case  from  the  lines  of  jad{- 
cial  determination ;  in  short,  to  dismiss  it.    We  have  no  besi- 

I  ''It  may  be  noted  that  this  view  of  the  law  and  character  of  theatfiier 
proceedings  was  not  entertained  by  the  supreme  ooart  of  Juatioe  on  app^ 
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tation  iu  saying  the  effect  of  these  judgments  was  a  denial  of 
jnstice, 

^'One  reviewing  this  record,  considering  the  commaiiications 
aboat  the  Idler  case  addressed  by  the  council  of  government 
and  treasary  department  to  the  supreme  court  of  justice,  before 
the  application  for  restitutio  was  made,  asserting  the  existence 
of  the  extraordinary  remedy  in  behalf  of  the  government, 
notwithstanding  its  assent  to  the  Ca<lenas  award;  the  reor- 
ganization of  the  court  so  as  to  change  its  personnely  and  the 
substitation  of  a  temporary  fiscal  for  the  regular  officer,  for 
this  one  case,  both,  too,  in  violation  of  the  Colombian  statute 
extended  still  to  Venezuela;  the  fact  that  this  was  the  first 
and  the  last  time  the  rei)ublic  in  its  own  behalf  ever  claimed  a 
right  to  the  ancient  remedy,  asserted  in  the  right  of  succession 
from  the  Spanish  King,  when  Spain  had  abolished  it  inore 
than  two  hundred  years  before,  except  in  a  few  cases  among 
which  the  Idler  cAse  could  not  by  i)Ossibility  be  classed ;  the 
final  decree  exactly  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  treas- 
urers, in  their  report  ot  May  2,  1829,  and  the  wishes  of  the 
government;  and  the  practical  outcome,  namely,  the  ending  of 
the  litigation  and  virtual  extinction  of  the  contracts  so  far  as 
they  were  not  yet  satisfied;  one  considering  these  things  can 
not,  as  seems  to  us,  well  escape  the  conviction  that  it  Wiis  the 
voice  of  Idler's  opponents  which  found  expression  in  the  judg- 
ments of  1838  and  1839,  and  not  that  either  of  justice  or  of  the 
supreme  court  of  justice. 

**  A  foreign  citizen  in  litigation  with  a  sovereign  before  his 
own  courts  is  entitled  to  no  special  favors;  but  even-handed, 
or,  as  Phillimore  puts  it,  'ordinary  justice,' is  his  right  in  the 
eye  of  the  public  law.  This  Idler  did  not  get.  The  'justice' 
attempted  to  be  meted  out  to  him,  whatever  else  could  be  said 
of  it,  was  certainly  not '  ordinary  justice.' 

**  Our  conclusion  is,  from  the  foregoing  considerations,  that 
the  proceedings  in  restitutio  were,  as  against  Idler,  and  are, 
as  against  the  claimants,  a  nullity.  This  is  the  best  we  can 
say  of  them. 

"The  judgment  of  October  1, 1832,  standing  as  it  does  unaf- 
fected by  the  subsequent  proceedings,  will  under  the  doctrine 
above  quoted  be  upheld  unless  manifestly  wrong. 

"Bat  it  is  assailed.  Grave  charges  are  made  against  Idler 
and  associates,  which,  if  true,  would  di>turb  its  basis.  We 
have  deemed  it  our  duty  to  look  into  them  with  care,  so  far 
as  the  record  here  enables  us  to  do  so,  as  well  as  to  examine 
the  objections  otherwise  urged  against  the  judgment.  The  su- 
preme court  for  the  case,  repeating  in  substance  what  the 
counsel  of  government  alleged,  said  in  its  final  opinion: 

"*The  most  singular  thing  to  be  noticed  iu  all  that  has  been 
done  in  this  case  is  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  Idler  himself  has 
acted.  Good  faith,  sincerity,  and  purity  can  never  allow  any 
creditor  to  liquidate  his  accounts  with  two  debtors  at  the  same  time^ 
even  if  the  accounts  recognize  the  double  origin,  unless  the 
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credits  are  divided.  In  the  present  ease,  Idler,  through  lu 
attorney 8y  liquidated  his  a^ecounts  at  Bogota,  and  conceald  ik 
true  and  lawful  price  to  be  paid  for  the  mushets, 

^'  ^  As  some  of  his  claims  were  disallowed  there  he  came  per- 
sonally to  this  city  and  endeavored  to  liquidate  again  his 
accoants  beibre  the  courts,  and  recover  here  what  was  denied 
him  at  Bogota.' 

"  A«  to  the  double  liquidation: 

''The  occasion  for  the  two  settlements  was  evidently  a  dif- 
ference between  Idler  and  his  associates,  dating  back  of  182S. 

"  Duane,  speaking  of  his  failure  to  get  the  money  on  his 
liquidation,  says: 

"'To  my  surprise,  on  presenting  myself  at  the  treasury, I 
was  informed  there  was  some  difficulty.  It  was  not  precisely 
explained,  and  perhaps  it  was  a  false  delicacy  which  prevented 
them  informing  me  what  I  subsequently  was  told — thatMessn. 
Kneeland,  the  partners  of  Mr.  Idler,  had  sent  out  a  Mr.  Els- 
worth  with  powers  which  so  far  rendered  my  agency  inoperir 
tive.  *  •  *  It  is  not  for  me  to  narrate  the  scandalous  in- 
trigues and  bad  faith  of  Messrs.  Bogart  &  Kneeland.  This 
mission  of  Mr.  Elsworth  produced  the  effect  of  arresting  the 
whole  transaction  and  preventing  my  obtaining  the  whole 
amount  of  the  liquidation.     •    •    • 

"  ^It  has  been  mentioned  to  me  by  Mr.  Idler  that  the  other 
parties  in  the  transactions  have  alleged  that  I  had  been  in- 
structed  by  Mr.  Idler  to  remit  more  than  his  share  of  money 
or  assets  had  I  received  them,  and  he  requests  me  to  state  the 
facts,  which  I  cheerfully  do.  During  the  whole  of  the  inttf- 
course  between  Mr.  Idler  and  myself,  in  conversation  and  in 
writing,  he  uniformly  directed  me  to  see.remitted  his  own  pro- 
portional part  to  him  direct,  and  the  re^t  to  the  associates  in 
Xew  York.'    (Document  86.) 

"This  shows  a  difficulty  and  its  cause. 

"In  May  1823  Idler  went  to  Caracas  to  effect  a  liquidation 
with  the  intendaut.  And  afterward  (date  not  given)  the  as- 
sociates sent  Ogden  to  Bogota.  These  were  unmistakably 
independent  movements.  The  power  of  attorney  to  Ogden  did 
not  purport  to  give  any  authority  whatever  to  deal  with  Idler's 
interests. 

"The  evidence  leaves  no  doubt  upon  our  minds  that  he  m 
nothing  to  do  with  Ogden's  mission  till  the  liquidation  was 
made;  and  it  is  altogether  probable  that  neither  Ogden  dot 
his  clients  knew  just  what  Idler  was  doing  at  Caracas.  The 
facts  intrinsically  support  this  view. 

"That  they  were  all  alike  interested  to  get  the  last  cent  due 
on  the  contracts  allowed,  goes  without  saying.  What  motive, 
then,  could  the  associates  have  had  in  presenting,  or  heinde 
siring  or  suffering  them  to  present,  a  smaller  claim  at  Bogota 
than  he  himself  was  urging  at  Caracas!  If  there  were  to^ 
two  presentations  every  interest  conspired  to  make  them  alike? 
and  up  to  the  last  dollar  covere<l  by  the  accounts  under  li^^* 
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dation.    That  they  were  not  alike  is  evidence  of  uouiuter- 
Gonrse,  of  independence  of  action. 

^'That  such  was  known  to  be  the  relation  and  situation  be- 
tween Idler  and  his  associates  is  shown  by  the  address  of  the 
council  of  government  sent  the  supreme  court  of  justice  in  Sep- 
tember 18^.    On  pages  51-2  of  that  document  is  the  following : 

^^^Said  liquidator  [Cadenas]  ought  not  to  have  confound^ 
with  the  account  of  laler  that  of  his  ancient  associates.  From 
the  16th  of  March  1822,  the  date  of  his  cited  instructions,  he 
gave  the  order  to  his  attorneys  to  separate  his  interest  from 
that  of  his  associates.  These  agreed  likewise  to  the  same  (fol. 
51  and  over  [not  before  the  commission]),  in  consequence  of 
which  Bogart  and  Kneeland  named  as  their  special  attorney 
Henry  Ogden,  and  Jacob  Idler,  William  Duane  [this  is  a  mis- 
take, for  Duane  went  out  as  the  agent  of  all  partis,  Bogart  and 
Kneeland  paying  him  (300  in  cash  toward  his  expenses  (see 
letter  to  intendant,  November  5, 1822,  and  Document  86)],  next 
Isaac  Powles,  and  finally,  Santos  Michelena.  Each  one  and  all 
acted  independently? 

^^It  may  be  inquired  how  there  could  be  a  difference  in  the 
accounts,  both  parties  getting  their  information  from  a  common 
source — the  contracts  or  books f  In  this  way:  Idler  was  the 
chief  business  man  in  the  concern.  He  had  the  making  of  the 
contracts  and  supervision  of  the  business.  Naturally,  he  would 
have  an  intimate  knowledgeof  detail  surpassing  theirs.  It  was 
this  knowledge  that  enabled  him  reasonably  to  preserve  to  the 
firm  what  the  others  would  have  lost,  and  what  would  not  al- 
ways readily  find  its  way  upon  the  books.  Take,  for  instance, 
the  charge  item  of  duty  drafts  in  No.  4,  Idler's  liquidation, 
$24,340.54.  He  knew  the  discount  should  be  25  x>er  cent,  and 
procured  the  liquidation  accordingly.  The  associates,  through 
their  attorney,  took  them  at  a  20  per  cent  cut.  Here  he  saved 
the  firm  (1,217.  So  with  the  item  of  553  bales  of  tobacco  in 
No.  2,  he  procured  the  liquidation  at  $5,419.42,  when  the  gov- 
ernment had  charged  and  probably  the  Bogota  liquidators 
allowed  (though  there  is  some  uncertainty  about  it)  $8,921.  If 
oar  surmise  be  correct,  he  here  saved  over  $3,500  to  the  firm. 
Then,  again,  his  familiarity  with  the  business  would  enable  him 
to  exclude  unjust  charges.  In  this  way  it  is  easy  to  see  how 
the  liquidations  involving  unsettled  items,  made  without  con- 
eertj  one  with  a  thoroughly  informed  party  participating,  and 
the  other  without  this  advantage,  would  necessarily  vary. 
Only  where  there  was  collusion  or  concert  of  action  would 
there  be  sameness. 

"But  counsel  for  Venezuela  undertakes  to  show  that  Idler's 
accounts  liquidated  at  Caracas,  November  21,  are  substantially 
those  of  Ogden  settled  at  Bogota,  December  31, 1824,  barring 
a  difference  in  discount  and  interest.    It  wUl  be  remembered 

the  balance  found  due  the  contractors  in   the  former  was 

tlW,763.89,  and  in  the  latter,  as  paid,  $157,458.50;  difference, 

$7,305.33. 
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"There  are  four  acconnts  in  Idler's  liquidation,  tlie  Ek^Oj 
the  Wilmoty  and  the  two  Endymion  invoices.  In  Ogden's  tbeie 
are  two;  that  is,  his  No.  1  contains  Idler's  No.  1  and  parts  of 
his  Nos,  2  and  3.  Idler's  No.  4  and  Ofjden's  No.  2  are  the  same, 
except  a  slight  variance  as  to  interest.  So  that  the  difference 
between  the  two  aggregates,  as  is  apparent  on  inspection  of  the 
liquidations,  pertains  to  Idler's  Nos.  2  and  3. 

''  The  learned  counsel  has  apparently  accounted  for  m 
difference,  and  established  the  identity  of  the  accounts  liqai 
dated  at  the  two  places  (brief,  page  39). 

"  His  calculation  shows  the  aggregate  indebtedness  aoa)m 
ing  to  the  Idler  accounts,  shorn  of  errors  of  disconot  m 
interest,  to  be  $157,4*)5.30,  while  those  of  Ogden  stand  at 
$1.37,458.57— only  $6.82  between  them,  which  is  unimportant, 
as  he  says,  *  Be  minim  is  lex  non  curat ! '  But  in  Idler's  liqnida- 
tion,  account  No.  3,  there  are  two  items  of  credit  to  tbe  gov 
ernnient,  August  1«,  1823,  one  of  $1,405.50  and  oneof  $1:2,385;^ 
amounting  together  to  $13,848.81),  and  one  charge  item  of 
$0,336,  May  20,  1821,  not  to  speak  of  others,  not  found  mtte 
Ogden  settlement,  which  are  entirely  overlooked  in,  and  left 
out  of,  his  calculations  and  process  of  identification! 

"How  Ogden's liquidation  was  made  up  in  detail  cwi not oe 
determined  from  the  evidence  sent  us,  because  his  Xo.  1  was 
formed,  as  expressly  appears  from  the  accounts,  by  resuming 
Duane's  liquidation  where  it  ha<i  reached  the  aggregate  indebt 
edness  of  $92,702.93,  without  giving  the  items  constituting 
such  aggregate,  and  adding  two,  and  only  two  sninis  aside 
from  interest  thereto,  namely,  one  for  $291.20  paid  Lemoii  id 
cocoa,  and  the  other  for  $7,077.02  allowed  for  Elena  m 
(Idler's  No.  1 .)  The  demurrage  item  ($0,330),  as  appears  fm 
Duane's  statement,  was  not  included  in  his  settlement,  aw 
the  accounts  on  their  face  show  the  two  credits  ($13,84S.n) 
were  not  considered  at  Bogota.  So  that  no  inference  to  sup- 
port  the  charge  of  double  presentation  based  upon  the  sub- 
stantial identity  of  the  accounts  can  be  drawn. 

"  J.«  to  concealment  of  price  of  muskets, 

"It  is  charged  that  Idler  in  the  liquidation  at  Bogota  ^(^ 
cealed  the  true  and  lawful  price  of  the  muskets,'  thereby  beiDg 
allowed  $12  each  therefor  instead  of  $7. 

"This  seems  a  strange  accusation.  How  Idler,  even  ii  »* 
had  to  do  with  the  Ogden  liciuidation,  which  he  had  not,  could 
be  supposed  to  have  concealed  from  the  government  tbebowl 
edge  of  a  transaction  had  with  that  government  itself  aodat 
its  demand,  is  difficult  to  understand.  The  musket  accooBt 
was  of  more  than  three  years'  standing.  For  the  gorernmeBt 
to  have  it  at  all  would  be  to  have  it  with  the  redaction  in 
price  noted,  that  having  occurred  at  the  receipt  of  the  arfflsm 
V'enezuela,  the  Vice-President  Soublette  himself  representing 
the  government  iii  the  inatter. 

"  Hut  it  is  unnecessary  to  speculate.     The  proof  is  directiW" 


CONTRACT   CLAIMS.  3521 

nnmistakable  that  the  board  of  liqaidation  knew  of  this  busi- 
ness two  years  before. 

'^  Daane,  speaking  of  the  progress  he  had  made  in  securing 
a  partial  liquidation  and  a  eertiiicate  therefor,  says  [document 
86]: 

'^  'I  was  proceeding  to  negotiate  for  the  muskets,  seeing  the 
strong  ground  upon  which  I  stood,  and  was  assured  by  the 
president  of  the  board  of  liquidation  that  no  difficulty  presented 
itself  to  my  settling  the  muskets  and  demurrage  damage  accounts. ' 

^'That  charge  is  the  merest  gratuity. 

"  Jl«  to  Idler's  conduct  before  the  courts  at  Caracas: 

*'It  is  charged  that  Idler,  failing  at  Bogota  to  have  some  of 
Ms  claims  allowed,  went  to  Caracas  and  endeavored  to  liqui- 
date again  his  accounts  before  the  courts,  and  to  recover  there 
what  was  denied  him  at  the  former  place.  It  would  be  difficult 
to  put  more  error  in  as  few  words. 

'idler's  items  in  contention,  except  perhaps  the  single  one 
of  $291.20,  a  charge-back  of  an  alleged  error,  so  far  as  not 
allowed  by  them,  appear  not  to  have  been  before  the  Bogota 
liquidators  at  all.  In  February  1825  he  endeavored  to  have 
them  brought  before  the  board,  but  it  was  too  late  and  it  was 
not  done.  As  for  going  to  Caracas  Ho  liquidate  again  his 
accounts  before  the  courts,'  the  fact  was  otherwise;  we  might 
say  oppressively  so. 

"It  was  not  Idler,  but  the  public  authorities  who  instituted 
the  liquidation  before  the  courts  at  Caracas.  They  compelled 
it  The  counsel  of  government,  in  the  very  communication 
sent  the  court,  1834,  before  referred  to,  say  (page  6)  on  this 
subject: 

***The  affair  was  reputed  concluded  not  only  by  the  govern- 
ment but  likewise  by  all  the  associates,  when,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  year  1828,  the  intendancy  of  Venezuela  observed 
that  the  liquidation  which  had  been  made  at  Bogota  •  *  * 
was,  on  the  one  hand,  that  Idler  and  associates  were  unjustly 
credited,  and  upon  the  other  not  debited  or  charged  for  various 
sums  which  had  been  received  at  the  custom-house  of  La 
Guayra.  It  was  for  this  powerful  reason  that  said  intendancy 
opened  the  subject  to  a  continuation,^ 

"After  the  subject  had  thus,  by  the  government,  been 
opened  up  'to  a  continuation,'  Idler  did  not  object  to  going  to 
Bogota.  On  the  contrary,  as  has  been  seen,  lie  wanted  to  go. 
The  same  communication  says,  page  11 : 

"'Nor  did  Idler  himself  make  any  opposition  at  first  that 
the  documents  should  pass  to  the  government  of  Bogota,  so 
that  in  his  writing  (folio  78)  he  only  asks  that  this  measure 
should  be  delayed  until  he  could  i)resent  other  observations 
and  documents  which  he  solicited  for  the  purpose.  So  that  the 
only  objection  made  was  his  refusing  to  give  the  security  which 
vas  demanded  of  him  that  he  might  leave  this  city  to  make  a 
new  arrangement  of  his  accounts  at  that  capital.' 
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'*What  was  the  security  required  t  Either  that  he  give 
^  bonds  for  the  $S7j79r,j22  for  the  balance  now  standing  iigainii 
him^^  or  that  he  \1\le  the  original  bills  of  exchange  drawn  in  ki» 
favor  against  the  English  loan.''  The  bills  he  had  sold,  and  be 
had  been  sued  on  them  as  iiidorser  in  Bogota.  Their  dqiosit 
was  ail  impossibility  to  him.  To  have  given  bonds  in  a  strange 
land  for  the  payment  of  that  sum  of  money  was  probably 
equally  out  of  the  question. 

"  The  order  was  practical  prohibition  to  him.  It  has  already 
been  seen  that  before  this,  direction  had  been  sent  to  Bogota 
by  the  intendant  stopping  the  li()uidation  there. 

"It  seems  from  the  same  communication  that  he,  being  com- 
pelled to  go  into  the  subject — for  the  government  itself  was 
attacking  the  Bogota  liquidation — desired  ^that  this  operative 
slwuld  be  made  aneic,^  and  the  public  authorities  assent^. 

"  Under  the  circumstances,  how  the  complaint  under  consid- 
eration could  have  been  made  against  Idler  on  any  hypotbesis 
of  intelligence  and  juwst  purpose,  passes  our  understanding. 
The  only  alternative  left  him,  short  of  suflering  what  he  mani- 
festly regarded  gross  injustice,  was  to  liquidate  and  litigate 
the  best  he  could  in  the  V^enezuelan  courts 

*^It  is  said  he  received  at  Bogota  sums  that  had  been  paid 
him  at  Caracas.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  to  say  that 
every  dollar  paid  at  Bogota  was  credited  on  his  account,  whicli 
was  adjudicated. 

'*  There  is  this  appearance,  however,  of  truth  in  the  charges 
of  concealment  and  double  payment  that  should  be  mentioned. 
There  were  two  liquidations  in  fact.  There  were  credits  on 
Idler's  that  were  not  on  Ogden's.  Idler  and  the  asaociatft* 
took,  through  their  attorneys,  all  that  was  found  dneon  the 
latter  liquidation  without  deducting  such  credits.  Bat  it  nrnst 
be  remembered  that  Idler  rejected  the  accounting  as  incoirwi 
and  unauthorized.  He  evidently  received  the  amount  found  in 
his  favor  as  so  much  on  account;  and  it  may  be  reasonably 
supposed  that  when  the  associates  learned  of  the  considerable 
amount' still  claimed  to  be  due  not  included  in  the  liquidation 
and  not  known  to  them  at  the  time,  they  received  their  pay- 
ments as  on  account  also.  The  government  could  not  beburt 
if  it  received  credit  for  all  that  was  paid,  as  it  did,  esi)eoially «J 
it  did  not  regard  itself  bound  by  the  liquidation,  but  conaented 
*to  have  the  case  settled  as  it  was.' 

"It  is  charged  that  these  later  items  were  an  afterthon^^t; 
that  had  they  been  honest  they  would  have  been  earlier  pre- 
sented. Not  necessarily  so.  There  had  been  long  and  vex- 
atious delay  about  the  payment  of  a  substantially  uncontested 
account  current,  with  results  of  great  hardship. 

"One  can  easily  see  that  business  prudence,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, might  have  suggested  the  delay  for  a  season  of  a 
claim  for  damages  entirely  well  founded,  so  as  not  to  be  the 
occasion  for  further  procrastination.  The  more  probable  rea- 
son for  delay  as  to  the  Barinas  tobacco  claim  is,  tliat  Idi^ 
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hoped  all  along  to  get  the  tobacco.  In  fact,  promiseB  were 
mftdeto  him  to  that  effect  as  late  as  1824.  Had  they  been  ful- 
filled, of  conrse  there  would  have  been  no  claim  on  this  score. 
There  is  evidence,  however,  of  an  endeavor  to  procure  the 
adjustment  of  these  items  before  the  payment  of  the  Bogota 
iiqaidatioD,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  matter. 

'^  It  is  sufficient,  in  fine,  to  say  the  evidence  before  us  does 
not  support  the  charges  referred  to  against  Jacob  Idler. 

^^ There  is  another  matter  that  should  not  go,  perhaps, 
iminentioDed.  The  Venezuelan  Government  said  to  the  Amer- 
ican minister,  in  1840,  that  there  was  corruption  connected 
with  the  Idler  judgments.  But  it  made  no  specific  charges, 
called  to  account  none  of  its  officers,  or  furnished  any  proof. 
The  record  is  silent  otherwise  on  the  subject.  Cinder  such 
eircnmstances,  this  charge,  never  intimated  during  the  long, 
weary  progress  of  the  case,  is  entitled  to  no  consideration. 

^'Torning  now  to  the  specific  objections  to  the  judgment: 

''It  is  said  in  substance  that  the  judgment  or  claim  was 
against  the  wrong  party;  that  if  anyone  was  responsible  to 
Idler  it  was  Colombia  and  not  Venezuela. 

"Undoubtedly  the  action  was  begun  by  the  Colombian 
aathoritie^  and  had  the  point  been  made  at  the  separation, 
what  the  action  of  the  courts  would  have  been  can  only  be 
conjectured;  but  it  seems  not  to  have  been  made.  On  the 
contrary,  the  evidence  transmitted  shows,  as  one  letter  piits  it: 

'''After  their  separation  the  Government  of  Venezuela  went 
on  with  the  suit  more  vigorously  than  ever.' 

"It  was  too  late  after  defeat,  at  the  end  of  1832,  to  make  the 
qn^tiott.  It  can  not  be  overlooked,  in  this  connection,  that 
when  it  was  supposed  in  1840  the  restitutio  proceedings  had 
canceled  Idler's  judgment  and  restored  in  eflect  the  treasury 
liqnidation  against  him  for  $37,795.22,  which  then  with  interest 
amounted  to  over  (60,000,  Mr.  Michelena,  the  Venezuelan 
plenipotentiary  at  Bogota,  expressed  the  opinion,  in  which  the 
council  of  government  concurred^  that  the  whole  sum,  when  paid 
in,  would  belong  to  Venezuela.  Nor  is  it  to  be  passed  by,  that 
tiie  firm  with  which  the  same  Mr.  Michelena  was  connected, 
the  Brothers  Michelena  of  Caracas,  having  obtained  in  due 
wmrse  of  business  one  of  the  drafts  of  the  Colombian  Gov- 
«nment  for  £2,000  on  London,  with  which  Idler  had  been  paid 
at  Bogota,  and  which  were  returned  protested  as  before  told, 
bioaght  suit  thereon  in  Caracas  against  the  Government  of 
Venezaela,  and  on  the  19th  of  December  1831  obtained  a 
judgment  in  the  supreme  court  for  $14,008,  which  Venezuela 
tmi^pUypaid. 

"  In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  the  fiscal  said : 

" '  When  the  state  [which  nominally  was  Colombia,  but  actu- 
^y  taken  as  Venezuela]  or  fisc  enters  into  any  agreement  wi^h 
private  individuals,  it  is  and  must  not  be  regarded  as  their 
•nperior,  but  as  their  equal,  because  a  reciprocal  contract 

equally  binds  all  the  parties  according  to  the  primitive  and 
6627— VOL.  4 19 


3524  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

constitutional  law  of  every  reasonable  society' — a  doctrine^ 
had  it  been  applied  in  1836-18«'$9,  that  would  have  saved  this 
controversy. 

<^It  will  be  noted  that  Venezuela  herein,  through  its  ooorU 
and  treasury,  not  only,  as  it  would  appear  in  effect,  recogniMd 
her  individual  obligations  in  these  trausactiousbydi8charg:iBg 
a  bill  growing  out  of  them  to  which  on  its  face  she  was  not  a 
party,  but  that  in  her  refusal  to  pay  Idler's  judgment  rendered 
less  than  a  year  later,  made  a  discrimination  as  against  a  for- 
eign citizen  in  favor  of  her  own,  a  thing  prohibited  by  the 
public  law. 

"  The  reason  given  by  the  government  for  this  action,  to  wit, 
because, '  when  Venezuela  made  her  last  political  transfonni- 
tion  [1830]  it  I  the  bill]  had  been  radicated  in  the  custom-liou« 
by  the  special  order  of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  issued 
since  the  26th  of  July  1829,'  does  not  seem  to  us  satisfactory, 
nor  was  it  the  ground  on  which  a  recovery  was  sought,  nor  that 
of  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

**The  suit  was  brought  and  the  judgment  and  payment  oc- 
curred after  Venezuela's  separation  from  the  rest  of  Colombia, 
and  before  the  adjustment  of  the  tatter's  debt  among  the  con- 
stituent States. 

''It  has  been  held  that  conditions  attached  to  a  gnuitof 
land  even  by  a  prior  sovereign,  and  which  are  inconsistent  vith 
the  policy  of  an  after-acquiring  state,  will  not  be  enforced  by 
such  state.  (United  States  r.  Vaca,  18  Howard,  556.)  It  is 
not  perceived  upon  what  principle,  in  the  absence  of  contract, 
an  order  of  the  Colombian  Government  to  pay  certain  of  its 
indebtedness  from  the  revenues  of  a  particular  one  of  its  ports 
would  be  operative  after  that  i)ort  had  passed  into  the  hands 
of  another  state. 

to  state      "But  waiving  all  these  considerations  and 
Hues  on  as  to  tate  ^^^  insisting  now  on  the  doctrine  laid  dovn 

continmty  rnVen-  ^^  jy^^^^  ^^  j^.^  ^^^^^  ^  Whcaton  (8ec.30,note 

•"®***  18),  to  wit,  That  where  a  state  is  divided  each 

new  state  becomes  liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the  old  one,  as  in 
case  of  union  of  states  the  coQSolidated  community  becomes 
responsible  for  the  obligations  of  each  constituent — was  Ven- 
ezuela liable  as  upon  contract  made  by  herself  ?  She  was  not 
if  her  political  existence  became  extinct  December  17, 1S19. 

"Let  us  look  at  this  for  a  moment: 

"On  the  15th  of  February  1819  the  Congress  of  Venezuela, 
convoked  by  Bolivar,  was  installed  at  Angostura.  There  were 
thirty  deputies  in  the  body,  '  nominated  by  the  free  part  of 
Venezuela,'  twenty-six  of  whom  convened  and  proceeded  to 
organization  and  business. 

"On  the  17th  of  December  ensuing  ^tke  Sovereign  Congrtti 
of.  Venezuela^  to  whose  authority,'  using  the  language  of  the 
preamble,  *tlie  towns  and  people  of  New  Granada,  recently  lib- 
erated by  the  arms  of  the  republic,  have  voluntarily  agreed  to 
subject  themselves/  adopted  the  ^  fundamental  law  of  the  Be- 
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pablic  of  Colombia,'  so  called,  providing  a  scheme  of  govern- 
ment or  constitution  for  the  proposed  state.  Among  its  pro- 
visions were  the  following: 

"'1.  The  repablics  of  Venezaela  and  New  Granada  from 
this  day  are  united  in  one  single  state  under  the  glorious  title 
of  the  Hepublic  of  Colombia. 

•  •  •  •  •  •  • 

"'4.  The  executive  power  of  the  republic  shall  be  exercised 
by  a  president,  and  in  his  absence  by  a  vice-president,  both 
named,  ad  interim^  by  the  present  Congress. 

^'^9.  The  constitution  of  the  KepnbUc  of  Colombia  shall  be 
formed  by  the  General  Congress,  to  which  shall  be  presented, 
in  the  light  of  a  prcjecty  the  one  decreed  by  the  present  Con- 
gress, and  which,  together  with  the  laws  promulgated  by  the 
tiie  same,  shall  imm^ately  be  put  into  execution,  ^^by  tray  of 
an  eMay."' 

^General  Bolivar,  who  had  resigned  to  this  Congress  his 
assumed  dictatorship  of  Venezuela,  and  become,  as  he  ex- 
pressed it,  ^nothing  more  than  a  simple  citizen,'  was  designated 
by  the  body  as  President  ad  interim  of  Colombia  and  continued 
in  the  chieftainship  of  the  military  forces. 

^^  Francisco  A.  Zea,  the  president  of  Congress,  by  its  author- 
ity, in  promulgating  Hhe  fundamental  law,'  January  20, 1820, 
issued  a  manifesto  to  the  ^people  of  Colombia,'  from  which 
these  extracts  are  taken : 

^'^This  work  [that  of  union]  so  deservedly  merited  by  you 
is  already  finished;  your  political  concentration  is  verified  and 
the  fundamental  law  conferring  it,  and  which,  through  me. 
Congress  offers  for  your  supretne  action,  will  fulfil  all  your 
desires,  will  promote  the  interests  of  all,  will  cement  upon  an 
immense  and  lasting  basis  your  independence,  will  establish 
tbat  of  South  America,  and  make  you  a  power  both  strong 
and  sotid.' 

^^  Having  portrayed  in  glowing  terms  the  many  advantages 
and  possibilities  of  Colombia,  he  exclaims: 

l^'But,  alas !  from  what  fatality,  what  cruel  destiny  is  it  that 
this  country,  the  first  in  the  physical  world,  not  only  is  not  the 
first,  but  does  not  even  so  much  as  exist  in  the  political  world. 
It  w  because  you  have  not  willed  it ;  will  it,  and  it  is  done.  Say : 
*-Be  it  Colombia,  and  Colombia  it  shall  be."' 

"The  recital  in  the  preamble  of  the  act  that  'the  towns  and 
people  of  New  Granada  •  •  •  have  voluntarily  agreed  to 
Bubject  themselves'  to  Congress,  must  be  received  as  expres- 
sive of  an  anticipation  rather  than  of  a  fact.  In  his  report  to 
Oeneral  Santander,  vice-president  and  the  chief  civil  magis- 
trate of  New  Granada,  December  31,  1820,  the  commissioner 
of  the  oflice  of  the  interior  and  justice,  speaking  of  tiie  *  funda- 
mental law'  of  December  17,  said: 

'**When  this  arrangement  was  communicated  to  Your  Ex- 
cellency, you  immediately  perceived  the  advantages  and  bene- 
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fits  accraing  from  it.  Your  Excellency  foresaw  that  a  union 
of  forces,  an  accumalation  of  resources,  most  render  us  for- 
midable at  home  and  respectable  abroad;  but  you  wau^d  noij 
however  J  risk  a  decree  of  obedience  till  you  had  consulted  vitX 
the  general  authorities  of  the  department  •  •  •  This  cau- 
tion was  very  jast  and  fitting  for  the  consolidation  of  the  asso- 
ciation, which,  as  it  contain^  a  solemn  fact,  required  tkefree^ 
ejcpressj  and  formal  consent  of  all  the  contracting  parties.^ 

"The  representatives  of  the  provinces,  elected  poreuant  to 
the  call  of  December  17,  so  published  by  Zea,  met  at  Gucuta 
in  May  1821.  To  them  at  once  General  Bolivar  resigned  the 
executive  authority  that  had  been  conferred  on  him  at  Angos^ 
tura,  saying  that  'he  held  the  presidency  ad  interim  from  ike 
Venezuelan  Congress  only^  and  the  Congress  then  assembled 
being  that  of  Colombia,  he  considered  his  executive  poirere  at 
an  end*' 

'<On  the  12th  of  July  this  Congress  adopted  the  'fimda^ 
mental  law  of  the  union  of  the  peoples  of  Colombia,'  parts  <rf 
which  are  the  following: 

"'We,  the  representatives  of  the  jpcopfe*  of  ^^eti?  Qranaia^!^ 
Venezuela^  assembled  in  General  Congress^  having  examiDed 
attentively  the  fundamental  law  of  the  Republic  of  Colombis 
passed  by  the  Congress  of  Venezuela  in  the  city  of  St 
Thomas  de  Angostura  on  the  17th  day  of  December  1819,  and 
considering:  1.  That  united  in  one  republic  the  provinces  of 
Venezuela  and  New  Granada  have  all  the  proportions  and 
means  of  elevating  themselves  to  the  highest  degree  of  power 
and  prosi)erity.  •  •  •  3.  That  profoundly  impressed  with 
these  advantages  all  men  of  superior  talents  and  patriotism 
have  urgexl  the  governments  of  the  two  republics  to  agree  to 
their  union.  *  *  *  In  the  name  and  under  the  auspices  of 
the  Supreme  Being,  we  have  just  decreed,  and  we  do  decree, 
the  solemn  ratification  of  the  fundamental  law  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Colombia,  just  mentioned,  in  the  following  terms: 

"  'Art.  1.  The  peoples  of  New  Granada  and  Venezuela  an 
united  in  a  single  national  body  under  the  express  compact 
that  its  government  shall  be  henceforth  and  forever  a  popular 
representative  one. 

<<  <  Abt.  2.  This  new  nation  shall  be  known  and  denominated 
under  the  title  of  the  Republic  of  Colombia. 

''  <Abt.  8.  The  debts  which  the  two  peoples  have  contracied 
separately  are  recognized  in  solidum  as  the  national  debt  of 
Colombia;  and  all  the  property  of  the  republic  is  responsible 
for  its  satisfaction.' 

"The  constitution  for  the  new  republic,  adopted  August 30, 
differed  radically  from  that  proposed  at  Angostura. 

"This  simple  recital,  we  think,  warrants  and  impels  the  con- 
clusion that  the  act  of  December  17, 1819,  while  in  its  phrase- 
ology declaring  Colombia  then  formed,  was  intended  and 
understood  to  be,  and  from  want  of  authority  in  the  Venezuela 
Congress,  could  be  no  more  than,  a  proposition  (with  tentatiTe 
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provisions)  of  xmioDy  between  Venezuela  and  New  Granada, 
which  was  dnly  accepted  by  both  provinces  July  12, 1821,  and 
the  onion  consummated.  Before  this  latter  date,  by  whatever 
laws  governed  and  in  whatever  name  acting,  each  province 
preserved  its  legal  autonomy  and  contractual  powers.  We 
are  not  saying  that,  for  certain  purposes  or  even  generally, 
Colombia's  existence  might  not  be  held  to  relate  back.  But 
we  do  say  that  for  the  purpose  or  with  the  result  of  defeating 
contracts  with  either  province  made  before  the  consummated 
onion  in  1821,  the  political  extinction  of  such  province  will  not 
be  held  to  relate  back  also. 

<<0n  the  question  of  fact  whether  Torres  acted  as  the  agent 
of  Venezuela  we  see  no  good  reason  for  finding  differently 
from  the  courts.  He  signed  himself,  in  his  introductory  com- 
monication  with  Idler,  July  28,  1820,  as  the  <  agent  of  the 
Government  of  Venezuela.'  His  lowers  were  quite  evidently 
in  ooDtinuation  of  those  of  Clemente.  He  seemed  to  recognize 
that  Idler  had  certain  existing  rights  because  of  what  had 
been  done  by  his  predecessor.  For  instance,  without  other 
allosion  to  the  subject,  he  said  iu  that  letter: 

"  ^As  the  tobacco  of  Barinas  is  one  of  the  most  productive 
resoorces  of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  and  the  merchants 
of  Holland  are  the  best  judges  of  this  important  branch  of 
commerce,  /  recommend  to  you  the  Holland  merchants  as  the 
best  disposed  to  enter  into  the  views  of  my  government.' 

"Why  should  he  recommend  to  Idler  something  about  a  par- 
ticolar  kind  of  tobacco,  unless  by  some  existing  arrangement 
Idler  bad  to  deal  with  it! 

"This,  taken  in  connection  with  what  Clemente  said  when 
the  case  was  before  the  courts,  August  12, 1830,  becomes  en- 
twely  intelligible,  to  wit: 

"  ^The  contracts  made  and  entered  into  between  Idler  and 
myself  were  as  follows:  First.  To  pay  him  for  each  musket 
twenty  hard  dollars,  which  was  the  price  paid  him  for  them  at 
Montevideo.  But  afterward  we  agreed  to  reduce  it  to  only 
twelve  hard  dollars,  if  the  government  should  give  him  the 
monopoly  of  the  Barinas  tobacco  until  full  payment  of  the 
contracts.' 

"Otherwise  it  is  obscure  and  apparently  out  of  place.  Be- 
fore the  passage  qnoted  he  says: 

"  *0n  the  other  hand  you  are  perfectly  acquainted  with  the 
resources  as  well  as  the  present  situation  of  the  Bepublio  of 
Colombia,^ 

"It  was  probably  because  of  ^the  present  situation'  of  Co- 
lombia that  he  signed  as  the '  agent  of  the  Government  of  Ven- 
ezoela;'  and  also  because  of  that  *  situation'  that  Idler  would 
reqoire  the  contracts  to  be  made  with  Venezuela,  although 
nnder  the  name  of  'Colombia.'  There  was  no  doubt  of  its 
power  to  contract.  The  right  of  Colombia  to  do  so  was  then 
contingent  on  what  might  occur  at  Cucuta. 

"While  it  was  natural  to  point  to  the  resources  of  Colombia 
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as  the  probable  paymaster  (for  the  union  was  expected  to  take 
place  iu  January  after,  less  than  a  year),  it  was  altogether 
businesslike  to  conduct  the  transactions  in  the  name  of  one 
unquestionably  competent  to  contract.  We  think  tbat  Torre, 
therefore,  did  not  subscribe  himself  as  he  did  by  inadverteuc*. 
He  dia  it  advised,  and  well  advised,  at  last. 

*<  All  things  considered,  we  think  the  objection  to  the  judf- 
ment  on  the  score  that  it  was  Colombia's  debt^  if  anyone's,  is 
not  here  tenable.  Nevertheless,  under  the  Colombian  act  of 
assumption  of  debts  aforesaid,  and  under  the  general  pnWic 
law,  Colombia  became  unquestionably  liable  for  Veneznela's 
contracts.  This  did  not  free  the  latter,  however,  beyond  tiie 
pleasure  of  her  creditors.  The  making  out  and  presenting  of 
the  accoun  ts  agai  n  st  Colombia  is  not  important.  There  was  no 
other  government,  then,  to  present  them  against. 

*'It  is  said  the  associates  were  not  made  parties,  and  arenW 
entitled  to  share  in  the  judgment.  This,  at  least,  is  a  tecbnical 
objection.  If  the  debt  was  owing,  it  sevms  of  little  importan« 
before  the  bar  of  international  justice  in  whose  name  the  snit 
was  conducted,  so  the  right  ones  get  the  proceecls.  Had  the 
associates  been  made  parties,  we  can  not  see  that  the  result  for 
that  reason  would  have  varied.  Idler  always  recognized  th«r 
interest  in  the  claims  and  judgment,  and  it  is  not  appaj'enthow 
the  question  now  is  material. 

"At  any  rate,  objection  come^  too  late.  As  said  by  the  sn- 
preme  court  of  justice  December  1832,  'both  parties  have  con- 
sented to  have  the  case  settled  as  it  was,'  and  questions  as  to 
forms  of  procedure  are  of  little  moment.  Moreover,  of  tbe  near 
$38,000  alleged  overpayment  at  Bogota,  Idler's  share  was  only 
about  $9,000;  yet  he  was  sued  individually  for  the  whole  sani. 
He  answered,  i ecovering  over  $70,000.  V^enezuela  is  not  nov 
in  a  position  to  allege  that  the  suit  was  wrongly  cast  Had  she 
stood  by  the  Ogden  liquidation  there  would  be  more  reason  for 
this  claim,  but  she  did  not.  She  repudiated  it.  Sbe  can  not 
now  bold  the  associates  thereto.  It  was  alleged  in  ai^ument, 
supported  by  references  to  tbe  record,  that  the  contracts  were 
all,  in  fact,  in  the  name  of  Idlw.  But  they  are  not  before ns, 
and  we  predicate  nothing  on  this  grouud. 

''The  contest  in  the  case  finally  narrowed  down  to  some  five 
or  six  items,  four  of  which  formed  the  basis  for  nearly  the  wiiole 
of  the  judgment,  and  these  only  shall  we  notice. 

"  The  government  objected  to  tbe  allowance  of  the  loss  on 
account  of  the  Elena. 

''  Tbe  circumstances  connected  with  this  loss  are  not  reveaW 
by  the  evidence  submitted  to  us.  The  council  of  fj^overnmeBt 
said  in  their  communication  of  1834  that  it  was  occasioned  by 
seizure  of  the  vessel  by  the  United  States  Government  at  the 
instance  of  Spanish  authorities  for  violation  of  neutrality  laws. 
In-ormal  inquiry  at  tbe  State  and  Naval  Departments  has 
failed  to  elicit  any  facts  on  tbe  subject.    The  statements  befort 
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08  are  to  the  effect  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  Ven- 
ezaelan  agent,  General  Clemente,  and  that  the  government,  rec- 
ogniziDg  its  obligation  to  make  .t  good,  agreed  with  idler  to  the 
amount  in  1820.  These  statements  stand  uncontradicted,  and 
we  see  no  good  cause  to  differ  with  theconrts  in  respect  thereto. 

^'The  council  of  government  fell  into  a  singular  error  of 
fact  in  supposing  this  claim  was  not  liquidated  and  allowed  at 
Bogota.  It  will  be  found  by  reference  to  the  liqaidations 
in  Ogden's  No.  1,  the  original  amount  agreed  upon  being 
•7,087.62. 

^^  The  item  may  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  one  agreed  to 
and  paid. 

«  The  charge  of  $6,336  for  the  detention  of  the  Endymion^ 
at  Angostura,  for  198  days  from  November  3,  1820,  was  re- 
sisted. There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  objection  to  the 
rate  of  charge,  $32  per  day,  nor  question  as  to  the  date  the 
schooner  got  into  port,  or  as  to  the  time  she  remained  un- 
loaded. The  controversy  seemed  to  tn  n — though  the  matter 
is  involved  in  much  uncertainty — upon  the  meaning  of  the 
term  *  arrival '  in  the  contract.    The  referee  said : 

'^  ^Arrival  of  the  vessel  has  never  meant  anything  else  than 
the  moment  of  the  vessel's  having  entered  the  port.  If  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  would  or  could  mean  the  same  as  ability 
to  make  the  delivery  of  the  cargo,  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ary  understood,  the  claim  might  be  made  also  that  it  means 
the  day  in  which  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  was  completed. 
Nothing  of  this  is  correct.  The  day  agreed  upon  was  the  day 
of  arrival,  and  whatever  is  said  for  the  pur[>o8e  of  changing 
the  date  is  in  violation  of  the  contract.' 

"The  contract  is  not  here,  nor  is  any  evidence  preserved,  if 
taken,  as  to  the  matter.  There  is  nothing  before  us  upon  which 
we  could  base  a  dissent  from  the  view  the  courts  took. 

"The  issue  about  the  musket  item  of  $21,285  arose  in  this 
way:  The  4,360  French  muskets,  being  the  last  shipment  under 
the  contracts,  were  objected  to  after  arrival  at  La  Guayra  as 
not  being  according  to  contract. 

"  The  agents  of  the  contractors.  Lemon  &  Forsyth,  agreed 
with  the  vice-president  to  allow  all  to  go  at  the  reduced  price 
of  17  each,  except  103,  which  were  to  be  paid  for  at  the  usual 
figure  of  $12. 

"The  Bogota  commission  allowed  $12  each  for  all. 

"The  question  turned  upon  tlie  authority  of  Lemon  &  For- 
syth to  agree  to  a  reduction  from  $12  to  $7.  Idler  denied  their 
authority,  asserting  they  were,  as  their  power  of  attorney 
known  to  the  government  showed,  mere  receiving  and  deliver- 
ing agents,  and  claimed  the  agreement  was  that  all  goods  were 
to  be  inspected  and  accepted  in  the  United  States  before  ship- 
ment. 

"The  '  diploma '  above  quoted  from  contained  this  provision : 

"'It  being  understood  that  we  [Venezuela]  shall  abide  lit- 
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erally  by  whatever  they  [agents]  may  have  agreed  to,  without 
entering  into  any  inquiry  or  examination^  or  making  any 
remarks  or  objections  on  or  to  the  contracts  made  by  thee.' 

<' General  Glemente's  certificate,  in  testimony,  contuoB  this 
statement: 

<^*The  contracts  made  and  entered  into  between  Idler  and 
myself  were  as  follows:    •    •    •    Second.  That  the  condi- 
tions of  the  diploma  under  which  I  and  my  sucoeseor  acted wcrc 
that  all  the  contracts  for  supplies  made  by  us  in  the^nited 
States  should  be  finally  ended  and  admitted  and  liquidated 
there,  and  that  no  alteration  or  reduction  of  these  terms  shoold 
ever  be  made  by  any  authority  of  the  Venezuelan  Government, 
it  being  understood  that  the  articles  and  effects  to  be  alupped 
by  us  were  to  be  examined  and  received  there  by  ustooor 
satistaction,  as  so  indeed  they  were  examined  and  leceiyed.' 

"It  fairly  appears  that  Lemon  and  Forsyth  were  only  re- 
ceiving and  delivering  agents. 

"  There  is  also  evidence  to  the  effect  that  these  mnsketB,  at 
the  instance  of  the  Venezuelan  agent,  were  examined  by  a 
French  ofiicer  in  the  United  States  and  pronounced  good  arms 
and  were  accepted,  though  of  different  sizes  and  secondhand 
in  part.  It  is  historically  true  that  at  this  time  the  lepabtic 
was  in  great  need  of  firearms.  Agents  were  dispatched  to 
other  countries  for  them.  The  slaves  had  been  given  their 
freedom  and  were  being  armed.  So  scarce  were  guns  that  sol- 
diers sometimes  went  into  battle  armed  only  with  pikes.  It  is 
not  Improbable  under  such  circumstances  that  Torres  would 
accept  almost  any  character  of  arms  rather  than  get  none. 

<<The  statement  that  the  arms  were  to  be  inspected  and 
accepted  in  the  United  States  bears  the  impress  of  truth  in  I 
itself. 

'^The  idea  that  a  business  man  of  Philadelphia  woald  said 
military  supplies  by  the  cargo  to  the  seat  of  war  in  that  coun- 
try, there  to  be  inspected  and  perchance  thrown  upon  his  hands,  | 
borders  upon  the  absurd. 

"The  facts  above  stated  were  not  contradicted  in  the  evi- 
dence, so  far  as  disclosed  here.  If  we  were  required  to  And 
upon  the  same  question,  we  should,  with  the  evidence  before  I 
us,  find  with  the  board  of  liquidation  and  the  courts  tiiat  the 
agreement  for  reduction  from  $12  to  $7,  each  musket,  wa» 
unauthorized  on  the  part  of  Lemon  and  Forsyth,  and  that  the 
liquidation  should  be  made  at  the  former  figure.  I 

"There  remains  to  be  considered  the  Barinas  tobacco  item  of  | 
$49,160.00  as  finally  allowed.  Idler  claimed  his  original  con- 
tract provided  for  the  payment  of  $20  each  for  muskets;  but  j 
that  subsequently  the  agreement  was  reached  to  reduce  the  I 
price  to  $12,  in  consideration  of  the  government  giving  him  t^l 
monopoly  of  the  tobacco  grown  in  the  province  of  Barinas,  and! 
known  as  an  article  of  superior  quality,  until  full  payment  shouM ' 
be  made  for  all  the  goods  bought ;  and  that  it  failed  and  refiuised 
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to  carry  ont  this  contract — selling  others  the  tobacco  while  he 
remaiDed  unpaid,  to  his  damage,  $53,781.63.  Remembering  that 
indigo,  cotton,  cocoa,  tobacco,  etc.,  produced  iu  Venezuela,  were 
sold  or  disposed  of  by  the  govemment,  aud  formed  a  part  of 
its  *  resources'  at  that  time,  we  call  attention  to  these  sentences 
in  the  diploma: 

'<<A11  of  the  said  contracts  which  the  said  agents  or  com- 
missioners may  make  or  enter  into  are  beforehand  approved  of 
by  ns  as  made  and  entered  into  in  nse  of  the  fall  unrestricted 
powers  and  faculties  given  them  by  us,  faculties  and  powers 
which  authorize  them  to  deal  and  stipulate  in  the  name  and  in 
behalf  of  the  republic,  and  to  mortgage  her  property  and  her  rev- 
enui  and  resources.  The  said  property,  revenue,  and  resources 
thaUbe  pledged  with  absolute  preference  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
contracted  l^  virtue  of  this  authority  J 

''Also  to  this  clause  in  the  instructions:' 

^^^ Fourth.  They  are  empowered  to  grant  the  contractors  who 
may  take  to  our  ports  the  above-said  elements  of  war  all  the 
Hdvantages  that  may  be  deemed  just,  relative  either  to  prefer- 
ence iu  the  payment  or  to  the  choice  of  the  particular  kind  of 
wrikles  produced  in  the  country^  or  to  the  amount  being  credited 
to  set  off  customs  duties.' 

^'It  will  bear  rex)eating,  in  this  connection,  that  General  Gle- 
mente,  in  the  certificate  referred  to,  says  the  contracts  made 
between  Idler  and  himself  provided: 

'*' First  To  pay  him  for  ea^ih  musket  twenty  hard  dollars^ 
which  was  the  price  paid  him  for  them  at  Montevideo.  But 
afterward  we  agreed  to  reduce  it  to  only  twelve  hard  dollars, 
if  the  government  should  give  him  the  monopoly  of  the  Barinas 
tobaeco  until  fuUpaymefit  of  the  contracts^  •  •  •  and  that 
the  amount  to  be  paid  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  was  to  be  paid  in  Vene- 
zuela icith  preference  to  any  other  debtj  and  in  hard  dollars,  if 
there  was  no  Barinas  tobacco  J 

"In  the  part  of  the  evidence  which  was  before  the  courts 
transmitted  us  (and  it  would  seem  to  be  but  a  small  part),  there 
18  corroboration  of  Glemente's  evidence  and  no  contradiction 
thereof.  The  contracts  themselves  as  to  particular  lots  not 
being  here,  we  are  unable  to  say  whether  they  contain  any 
modifying  provisions.  The  council  of  government  in  its  said 
eommunication  of  1834  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  delivery 
of  such  tobacco  under  the  four  several  contracts  '  never  was 
coDsidered  as  absolutely  necessary,'  and  enter  into  an  argument, 
quoting  brief  portions  from  the  contracts  in  support  of  that 
opinion. 

"But  a  careful  examination  of  the  argument  fails  to  discover 
to  us  the  correctness  of  its  conclusion.  For  instance,  with 
respect  to  the  first  contract  considered,  it  says  (italics  ours) : 

"*With  respect  to  the  amount  of  the  contract  by  the  brig 
Mela  [Elena],  according  to  folio  32,  articles  3  and 5  are  decisive. 

"*The  first  of  these  articles  says:  The  govemment  offers  to 
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pay  the  balance  (all  it  owed)  of  7,067.62  Spanish  dollars  at  tlie 
expiration  of  six  months,  in  ready  money  or  in  whatever  prop- 
erty of  the  republic  the  creditor  (in  de&ult  of  money)  shooU 
prefer  it.  The  other  article,  &fth,  says :  The  govemment  vitka 
aind  permits  that  the  sum  which  is  in  virtue  of  the  article  3d, 
of  this  contract,  if  it  is  declared  due,  can  be  received  as  pay- 
ment made  for  export  and  import  duties.' 

<<  Even  from  these  fragmentary  portions  of  the  contract  (and 
it  gives  no  other),  it  would  seem  that  if  the  offer  in  article  3 
was '  accepted.  Idler,  *in  default  of  money' — and  there  was 
default — ^had  the  right  to  select  the  product  of  payment^  which, 
of  course,  would  have  been  the  Barinas  tobacco  as  being  tbe 
most  desirable. 

<<  Article  5  is  merely  permissory  in  its  terms  and  effect,  aod 
so  far  from  being,  in  connection  with  article  3,  'decisiye'of 
the  question  at  issue  as  the  council  supposes,  it  is  as  we  view  it 
irrelevant.  The  rest  of  the  argument,  even  upon  its  assamp 
tion  of  facts,  seems  to  us  with  all  due  respect  equally  incoD- 
elusive. 

<^Now,  that  the  government  had  the  Barinas  tobacco  to  dis- 
pose of  every  year  .from  1820  on,  the  evidence  leaves  no  room 
to  doubt;  and  that  it  refused  to  let  Idler  have  the  crops  is 
equally  free  from  question. 

"Tbe  truth  is,  that  after  pledging  the  crop  to  Idler,  it 
pledged  it  in  London  to  secure  government  loans  there,  as 
letters  from  London  brokers  of  that  time  among  the  papers 
show. 

"The  Congress  of  Colombia  by  an  act  of  1822,  expressly 
pledged  the  *  resources'  of  the  republic  to  the  payment  of  th€ 
foreign  loan  authorized  by  it,  in  preference  to  all  other  debts, 
and  a  subsequent  act  on  this  subject,  1823,  specially  naoHi 
tobacco  as  among  the  resources  so  pledged;  bothindero^ 
tion  of  the  obligations  to  Idler  under  the  .'diploma*  and  ^in- 
structions.' So  that  he  was  effectually  cut  off  from  realizing 
under  his  contract,  although  hopes  were  still  held  out  to  him 
for  the  *next  crop'  by  the  intendants. 

^' There  was  then  a.  plain  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  government,  so  far  as  the  evidence  before  us  discloses. 

"What  was  the  measure  of  damagesf  Idler  claimed $8 s 
musket,  the  amount  of  reduction,  would,  in  strictnesss,  be  hu 
due.  There  were  over  11,000  muskets  in  the  last  three  ship- 
ments. His  claim  would  thus  exceed  $88,000.  That  was  not 
allowed  him.  Some  half  dozen  merchantis  were  called  on  for 
their  estimates.  They  computed  his  losses  at  about  the  sn* 
allowed,  perhaps  a  little  over.  There  is  no  other  testimony  on 
the  subject.  The  government  offered  none,  so  far  as  apprti«» 
While  this  sum  seems  to  us  large,  yet  we  are  unable  to  say  it» 
allowance  was  manifestly  wrong. 

"  It  had  passed  the  judgment  of  two  referees,  amply  author- 
ized to  take  testimony,  and  therefore  presumably  tboroagUf 
advised,  and  had  received  the  sanction  of  the  treasury  judge 
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and  the  8iii)erior  court;  besides  haying  the  coDcnrrence  of  the 
governmeut  itself,  tbroagh  its  fiscal's  written  consent  to  Cade- 
nas's  award,  tbroagh  the  failure  of  the  treasurers  to  appeal, 
and  by  the  direct  a])proval  of  Bolivar  bimsel£ 

'^  We  have  carefully  examined  the  other  contested  items — 
comparatively  small — agoing  to  make  up  the  judgment,  and  fail 
to  see  in  any  of  them  a  satisfactory  reason  for  refusing  its  rec- 
ognition as  an  entirety. 

"It  will  be  observed  that  the  decision  of  the  treasury  court, 
▼hich  under  the  law  properly  dates  from  its  confirmation, 
Oct  1,1832,  is: 

"'That  the  public  treasury  is  responsible  to  Mr.  Jacob  Idler 
for  said  sum  of  $70,520.11^,  which  shall  be  paid  him  in  the 
manner  and  in  the  form  that  the  supreme  government  may 
determine  upon.' 

''There  is  no  allowance  of  interest  from  June  30, 1825,  the 
date  to  which  the  referees  computed  it.  There  was  a  consid- 
erable sum  of  compound  interest  in  the  award.  It  may  have 
been  for  this  reason  interest  after  1825  was  not  included  in 
the  judgment.  At  any  rate,  such  is  the  judgment,  and  we 
are  nnable  to  say  it  is  palpably  wrong,  either  for  what  it  con- 
tains  or  may  seem  to  omit. 

"We  have  carefully  considered  the  arguments  in  favor  of 
computing  interest  up  to  the  date  of  the  former  award,  and 
then  allowing  interest  on  the  amount  from  such  date.  There 
is  much  force  in  the  views  presented  where  former  awards  are 
re-found.  But  we  feel  that  course  may  not  be  warranted  by 
the  interest  provision  of  the  treaty,  which  reads: 

"*And  in  the  event  of  interest  being  allowed  for  any  cause 
and  embraced  in  such  award,  the  rate  thereof  and  the  period 
for  which  it  is  to  be  computed  shall  be  fixed,  which  period 
shall  not  extend  beyond  the  close  of  the  commission.' 

"  But  one  period  here  appears  to  be  contemplated,  ending  at 
some  time  before  the  close  of  the  commission.  To  constitute 
two  periods,  thereby  augmenting  the  interest,  would  at  least 
be  of  doubtful  authorization.  The  failure  to  embody  in  the 
treaty  Mr.  Frelinghnysen's  understanding  is  rather  an  argu- 
ment against  the  view  urged  than  in  its  favor.  Treaties  are 
prepared  with  deliberation  and  care,  l^either  the  omission  nor 
insertion  of  material  matter  can  be  ascribed  to  inattention. 
(The  Nereide,  9  Cranch,  419.) 

"An  entry  can  be  prepared  allowing  the  claimants  the 
amountof  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court,  $70,520,  omitting 
the  odd  cents,  with  6  per  cent  interest,  that  being  the  rate 
named  in  the  contracts,  from  its  date,  October  1,  1832,  "to 
September  2, 1890,  inclusive,  less  the  deductions  provided  by 
the  treaty  on  aeeount  of  payments  made  on  the  old  award,  the 
same  to  be  distributed  as  i)er  the  agreement  on  file  dated 
March  17,  1868,  subject  to  mesne  transfers  of  certificates 
according  to  intervening  petitions  filed  in  this  case. 
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Idler's  Liquidation  at  Caracas,  Nocemher  21  y  IS. '4. 

No.  1. 

The  CU>YeTniDent  of  Colombia  in  current  acconnt  with  Jacob  Idler  and  Iiii 

asBooiates. 

Debtor. 
1820. 
Mar.  5.  To  value  of  InvoiceB  for  certain  war  supplies  fnmished 
under  contract  entered  into  with  General  Lino  de 
ClementC;  at  Philadelphia,  and  shipped  on  board  the 
brig  Elena,  then  transferred  to  the  brig  Eugene,  after- 
ward called  the  Meia,  a  transaction  which  was  Anally 
consnmmated  at  Ang^tnra  on  the  5th  of  March  1820 
on  the  one  side  by  Jnan  Bautista  Delia  Costa,  as  at- 
torney for  Mr.  Jacob  Idler,  a  merchant  of  the  city  of 
IPhiladelphia,  in  the  United  States,  and  on  the  other 
side  by  Jos^  Rafael  Revenga,  secretary  of  the  treas- 
ury, payment  to  be  made  according  to  the  contract..  I8,4?7.& 

Sum 8,457.e 

Crbditor. 
1820. 

Mar.  5.  Cash  paid  Jnan  Bautista  Delia  Costa  in  partial  payment 
of  certain  merchandise  delivered  to  the  government, 

said  Delia  Costa  being  Mr.  Idler's  attorney $t  3d0. 00 

Balance 7,07r.fi2 

Sum 8,457.0 

Mar.  5.  Balance  due 7,077.(8 

1824. 
Nov.  21.  Interest  on  the  above  from  September  5,  1820,  to  No- 
vember 21,  1824—4  years  2  months  16  days — at  6  per 
cent  per  annum,  according  to  the  contract 1, 78^  ^ 

Nov.  21.  Amount  due  to  date 8,86.91 

Errors  or  omissions  excepted. 

Jacob  Iduul 
Caracas,  Xovemher  fSl,  1824, 

No.  2. 

The  Government  of  Colombia  in  current  account  with  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  and 

his  associates. 

Debtor. 

1820. 
May  22.  To  value  of  invoice  of  certain  war  articles  shipped  on 
board  the  brig  Wilmot,  delivered  this  day  at  Angos- 
tura under  contract  entered  into  on  the  one  side  by 
Jacob  Idler,  of  the  United  States,  and  on  the  other 
by  Manuel  Torres,  the  agent  of  the  government  in 
the  United  States,  dated  in  Philadelphia,  April  6, 
1820,  to  the  payment  of  which  the  Barinas  tobacco 
was  pledged,  and  the  government  binding  itself  to 
pay  in  round  coin  (hard  dollars)  if  there  was  no 
tobacco,  as  it  appears  f^om  the  contract  No.  5 $63, 071. S) 

Sum 63,071.50 
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1821. 

Oct.  4.  Interest  on  $38, 933. 50  from  March  11, 1821,  to  October 
4, 1821 — six  months  twenty-three  days — at  6  per  100 
perannnm $1,317.07 

Oct    4.  Interest  on  $2,000,  as  per  Item  on  creditor's  side,  from 

March  11, 1821,  to  October  4,  1821 67.70 

1822. 

Oc' .  1.  To  interest  on  balance  dne  October  4,  1821,  $33,023.60, 
ontil  October  1, 1822,  eleven  months  twenty-seven 
days 1,964.83 

Sum 66,421.10 

Creditor. 
1820. 
Jane  11.  Cash  paid  on  account  of  the  cargo  of  the  brig  Wilmot  $22, 136. 00 

1821. 
May    1.  Cash  received  to-day,  balance  of  receipt  given  at  An- 
gostura Jnne  19,  1820 2,000.00 

May    1.  Cast,  which  ought  to  have  been  paid  with  the  first 

installment 2.00 

Joly  4.  To  553  bales  of  tobacco,  of  inferior  quality,  received 
at  La  Gnayra,  gross  weight  50,180  pounds,  at  $10.80 

per  quintal 5,419.42 

July   4.  To  24  bales  of  Barinas  tobacco,  of  inferior  quality, 

gross  weight  2,234  pounds,  at  $22  per  quintal 491. 49 

July   1.  Balance 36,372.20 

Sum 66,421.10 

1822. 

Oct.    1.  Balance  of  foregoing  account 36, 372. 20 

1824. 
Nov.  21.  Interest  on  the  above  from  October  1, 1822,  to  Novem- 
ber 21,  1824 — two  years    one  month  and  twenty- 
days— at  6  per  100  per  annum  4,667.78 

Balance 41,039.98 

Errors  or  omissions  excepted. 

Jacob  Idler. 
Caracas,  Norember  21,  1824. 

No.  3. 

The  Government  of  Colombia  in  cnrrent  account  with  Jacob  Idler  and 

his  associates. 

Debtor. 
1820. 

Nov.  3.  To  value  of  cargo  sent  by  the  Endymion  to  Angostara 
under  contract  made  by  Jacob  Idler,  of  Philadel- 
phia, on  the  one  side,  and  Manuel  Torres,  agent  of 
the  Government  of  Colombia,  on  the  other  side,  at 
the  city  of  Philadelphia,  on  August  18,  1820,  to  be 
paid  as  follows :  Exclusively  in  Barinas  tobacco,  hot 

if  there  is  none,  in  hard  dollars,  as  per  contract $72, 639. 93 

1822. 

Oct.  1.  Interest  on  half  of  the  above  sum,  or  $36, 319. 96,  from 
November  3,  1820,  to  this  date,  or  23  months  1  day, 
at  6  per  100  per  annum 4, 182.85 

Oct.  1.  Interest  on  the  second  half  of  the  same  sum  from  May 
3,  1821,  to  October  1,  1822,  or  17  months.  On  this 
date — that  is.  October  1. 1822 — the  present  accoant 
was  presented  to  General  Soublette,  and  pronounced 
by  him  correct 3,087.20 
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1821. 
May  20.  DemanageB  of  the  Bchooner  Endynwm  at  Angoatnia 
from  November  3,  1820,  to  May  20, 1821— Uiat  is  li« 
days,  at  the  rate  of  $32  per  day — as  per  accoant 

presented $6,338.00 

1822. 
Oct.    1.  Interest  on  the  above  from  May  20, 1821,  to  October  1, 

1822,  or  16  months  and  13  days 3M.61 

86,7fia.» 

Oct.     I.  Amonut  dae  on  this  date 96,766.99 

1823. 

Ang.  16.  Interest  on  the  above  sum  of  $86,766.59  froui  Octobfr 
1, 1822,  to  Annalist  16, 1823,  or  10  months  and  15(lay:» 
at  6  per  I00x>er  auDnm 4,555.25 

-    Snm 91,32Lfi 

Creditor. 
1822. 
Oct.     1.  Balance  dne  on  this  date,  as  per  acconut  presented  to 
His  Excellency  General  Soublette  and  found  by  him 
correct - 86,765.59 

1823. 

Aug.  16.  To  60  bales  Barinas  tobacco,  received  from  General 
Sooblette,  amonntinc  in  clipped  coin  to  1,674.93, 
which,  being  roducea  to  hard  dollars  at  12^  per  100 
discount,  make 1,466.56 

Aug.  16.  To  amount  received  from  the  intendaut  in 

drafts  on  the  La  Gnayra  custom-house. .  $18, 050, 00 
To  discount  of  15  per  cent  in  ]>Iace  of  35 
per  cent,  allowed  on  $7,000  to  equalize 
that  amount  with  maeuquina 1, 050. 00 

17,000.00 
To  18^  per  cent  on  $7,000,   to 
make  the  aforesaid  maeuquina 

equal  to  hard  dollars $1, 283. 33 

To  33i  per  cent  on  $10,000  lor 
loss  upon  the  drafts  and  maeu- 
quina      3,333.33 

4,616.66 

! 12,3ffl.» 

1823. 
Aug.  16.  Balance  due  on  this  date 77,472.» 

Total 91,«1.82 

Aug.  16.  To  balance  dne  this  date 77,47iS5 

1824. 
Nov.  21.  Interest  on  the  al>ove  from  August  16, 1823,  to  Novem- 
ber 21,  1824—15  months  and  5  days 5,875.flJ 

Balance  due  to  date 83,M7.85 

Jacob  Idlkk. 
Caracas,  November  21, 1824, 
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No.  4. 

The GoTeniment  of  Colombia  in  current  account  with  Jacob  Idler  and  his 

associates. 

Debtor. 

1821. 

Ott.    4.  To 4,360  Freneh  muskets,  arrived  on  this  date  at  La 

Guayra  under  contract  of  September  21,  1820,  to  be 

paid  balf  of  the  amount  30  days  nfter  this  date  and 

the  other  balf  6  months  after  this  date,  with  interest 

at  6  per  100  per  annum,  at  $12  per  musket $52, 320. 00 

%  — 

Crkditok. 
1821. 
Get.  20.  To  428 /aiM^iM,  6  pounds,  of  cocoa,  receiveil 
on  acooant^  at  $16  ^rfanega,  in  clipped 

coin $6,848.96 

Do.,  do.,  in  drafts,  to  be  used  to  pay  a 
fourth  part  of  duties  on  imports  in  the 
La  Guayra  custom-house 24, 340. 54 

31,189.50 
Lees  25  per  100  of  loss  or  depreciation  in 
the  drafts  and  difTemnro  between  clipped 

coin  and  hard  doUurs G,  085.  IS 

25,104.37 

1821. 
Nov.   4.  Balance  due 27,215.63 

52, 320. 00 

Nov.    4.  Balance  due  on  this  date 27,215.63 

1824. 
Nov.  21.  To  interest  from  April  4,  1822,  to  November  21,  1824, 
on  the  above  balance  of  $27,215.03 — twci  yoart},  seven 
months,  and  17  days— at  6  per  100  per  annum 4, 294. 42 

Nov.  21.  Total  balance  due  to  date 31,510.05 

Errors  and  omissions  excepted. 

Jacob  Idler. 
Caracas,  Xavember  SI,  1824. 

I,  Juan  de  Eacalona,  of  the  Order  of  the  Liberators,  a  brigadier-general, 
and  tbe  intendant  of  this  department,  do  hereby  certify  that  I  have  exam- 
ined the  foregoing  account  of  the  Government  of  Colombia  with  Mr.  Jacob 
Idler  for  4,360  French  mnsketn,  and  I  have  found  that  its  charges  agree 
with  the  prices  and  terms  of  the  original  contract  I  have  had  before  my 
fyes,  and  that  the  items  on  the  credit  side  also  agree  with  the  certificates 
issued  by  the  respective  officers,  which  I  have  also  had  before  me.  For 
these  reasons  I  judge  the  said  account  to  be  correct,  just,  and  well  made; 
sod,  attlie  request  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idler,  X  have  issued  the  present  certificate, 
»i  Caracas,  thia  7th  day  of  February  1825. 

J.  DE   E8CALONA. 

[Note. — A  like  certificate  of  the  Intendant  Escalona  is  appended  to  each 
of  the  other  three  accounts,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  first.] 
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Ogden^s  liquidation  at  Bogota,  December  31,  18X4. 

(No.  1.) 

Bogota,  December  SL  1S!4. 
This  commission  having  seen  and  examined  the  docnments  preaented  u 
to  the  amount  which  Mr.  Henry  Ogden,  agent  of  Mesare.  Bogert  &  Knee- 
land,  demands  as  what  belongs  to  them  for  three-fourtke  of  the  MeoQBt 
liquidated  in  Expedients  No.  6,  for  Mr.  William  Daaoe,  agent  of  Mr.  Jieob 
Idler,  upon  contracts  which  he  made  with  Mr.  Manaei  Torres,  agent  of 
the  republic,  for  himself  and  in  the  name  of  his  associates^  the  gentlemfii 
before  named,  it  declares  that  the  following  items  result  in  favor  of  toid 
gentlemen  against  the  republic : 


Interest 

from 

Janoarv  1, 

1822,  to 
December 

31, 1824. 


Interact 
to  end 
ofDe- 

cembcr, 
1821. 


Per  92,411.73  neeoe  charged  by  the  party  interested  as  bal- 
ance of  92,702.03  pesos  resulting  from  the  liquidation 
heretofore  made  for  Mr.  William  Dnane  as  agent  for 
Mr.  Idler,  deducting  291.20  pesos  for  18  fanegas  and  26 
pounds  of  cocoa,  at  16  pesos,  which  Mr.  W.  P.  I^emon 
admits  that  he  had  received  over  and  above  the  428 
fanegas  6  i>ounds  charged  to  him  by  the  custom-house 
at  La  Guayra,  the  whole  of  which  amount  proceeds  from 
articles  of  war  delivered  at  Angostura ;  and  it  having 
been  provided  by  the  supreme  government  that  this 
commission  shall  make  the  liquidAtion  and  distribution 
of  the  proportion  which  belongs  to  the  gentlemen  asso- 
ciated wltn  Idler,  whom  Mr.  Ogden  represents,  being 
three-fourths  i>art,  there  results  in  behalf  of  the  said 
gentlemen  an  item  of  60,308  pesos  7|  reals,  and  on  ac- 
count of  Mr.  Idler  23,102.77  [pesos] 

For  4,448  pesos  7|  reals,  three-fourths  part  of  the  interest  j 
at  6  per  cent,  as  expressly  stipulated,  running  from 
their  respective  dates  to  December  31, 1821,  belonging  to  i 
the  said  associates,  and  to  Idler  1,496  ))esos  2^  reus ' 

For  12,610  i>eaos  1  real  for  the  three-fourths  part  of  inter- 
est due  to  the  said  gentlemen  from  January  1, 1822,  to 
December  31, 1824,  because  of  6  per  cent  annually  arising 
to  the  party  interested  from  1822  by  the  liquidation  for 
Diuine,  in  addition  to  the  above 

For  the  item  of  7,077.62  pesos,  which  represent  the  8,847 
pesos  sencillos  acknowledged  by  the  commissioners  at 
Angostura  in  favor  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  for  materiids  of 
war  which  he  sold  to  the  government,  as  appears  by 
the  vale  signed  by  Mr.  Henry  Ogden,  agent  of  Messrs. 
Bogert  &,  Kneeland,  to  whom  bKBlong,  as  their  three- 
fourths  part,  5.308  pesos  16^  reals,  and  to  Idler  1,769 
pesos  3|  reals 


Priw- 


a.»e.:j' 


For  the  three-fourths  of  interest  at  6  per  cent,  as  agreed 
on,  belonging  to  said  gentlemen,  accrued  from  Septem- 
ber 5,  1820,  to  the  end  of  December,  1821,  420  pesos  4| 
reals 


For  that  incurred  from  January  1,  1822,  to  the  last  of 
December,  1824, 955  pesos  3  reals 

For  2,238  penos  4  reals,  interest  at  6  per  cent  on  the  amount, 
74,617  pesos  Ij  r<»al8,  to  which  foregoing  items  amount, 
from  January  1, 1825,  to  June  30  of  same  year,  as  resolved 
by  the  government 


By  the  foregoing  adjudication  and  liquidation  there  result 
in  favor  uf  Meitsrs.  Bogort  &  Kneeland  the  amount  of 
items  aforesaid 

For  interest  to  the  end  of  December  1821,  4,909  jiesoa  4 
reals 

Interest  accrued  from  January  1,  1822,  to  June  30,  1825, 
15,804  pesos  53  reals 


Which  items  added  amount  in  all  to  95,330  pesos  52 
reals , 


(Signed) 


4,488. 


12, 610. 1 


5,3AH 


420141 


955.3 


2. 23S.  4 


74.«n.i| 

4,9(14 

'  i&.aM 

95,  ^K 
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(No.  2.) 

Bogota,  December  31,  1824. 
Thiseommissiou  having  Been  and  examined  the  docnments  presented  by 
Mr.  Henry  Oeden,  showing  the  amount  which,  as  agent  of  Messrs.  Bogert 
&  Kneelandylie  demands  from  the  republic  for  their  part  of  the  total  value 
of  the  guns  sent  from  North  America  for  the  use  oi  Colombia,  under  the 
contract  between  Mannel  Torres,  agent  of  that  government,  ana  Mr.  Jacob 
Idler,  for  himself  and  in  the  name  of  his  associates,  it  declares  that  the 
following  items  result  in  favor  of  said  gentlemen  against  the  repablio : 


Intere»t 
to  the 
8Itt  of 
Decem- 
ber, 1824. 


Princi- 
pal. 


Vor  S2,3eO  peeoa,  Taloe  of  4,360  gnnfl  delivered  at  La  Gnayra  October 
14,  }$ZL,  at  the  price  of  12  peeoe,  in  virtue  of  the  contract  above 
nferred  to,  made  September  21,  1820,  npon  which  amoant  have 
been  credited  the  following  sums:  6,848.96  pemw  faertea  fur  428 
iaoegM  6  poanda  cocoa,  at  16  pesos  faertes,  and  24,340.54  pesos  in 
tolet  for  one-fourth  of  tiie  dnties,  which,  being  maeuquh%amao»y, 
when  reduced  to  fuertea  are  19,472.44  i>e80s,  and  make  In  all 
28,211.40  pesos;  which,  dieducted  from  the  charge  of  52,320  pesos, 
Istves  of  the  principal  25,908  pesos  41  reals,  to  be  divided  between 
Kessrs.  Idler  and  hia  aa80ciat«s  in  the  proportion  of  Ave  twenty- 
foorihs  for  Idler  and  nineteen  twenty-fourths  for  Ids  associates. 
Begert  &  Kneeiand,  in  accordance  with  which  there  is  dae  to 
these  the  amount  of  20,582  pesos  2i  reals,  and  to  Idler  that  of 
5,416  pesos  2  reals,  all  being  proved  oy  the  documents  in  the 
dirate 


20,582.12 


For  4,235  pesos  1|  reals  of  interest  accrued  from  October  14, 1822. 
■iz  months  after  the  delivery  of  the  guns,  as  expressly  sUpnlatea 
for,  St  6  per  cent  aa  agreed  upon,  until  December  81.  1824,  which 
■moont  Being  divisible  between  Messrs.  Idler  and  his  associates, 
there  bslongs  to  these  for  their  nineteen  twenty-fourth  parts, 
3,398  psMMTi  reals,  and  to  Idler  882  pesos  2i  reals 


3,852.71 


Bj  the  foregoing  ai^ndieation  and  liquidation  there  results  in  favor 
of  Messrs.  Bogert  ic  Kneeland  on  account  of  the  above  item  of 
20,582  pesos  ^  reals 

hittresttotheendof  1824,  3,352  pesos  7i  reals 


20. 582. 2| 
8, 852. 71 


Which  items  being  added  amount  to  23,935  pesos  li  reals. 


23, 085.  If 


(Signed) 

Mickelena^e  settlement, 

Bogota,  June  SO,  18t6, 
This  commission  having  seen  and  examined  the  documents  presented  and 
filed  in  the  archives  of  the  liquidated  foreign  debt,  Nos.  39  and  42,  it  thence 
determines  the  part  l>elonging  to  Mr.  Jacob  Idler,  now  demanded  from  the 
repablic  by  Mr.  Santos  Michelena,  as  agent  for  the  said  Idler,  and  declares 
that  as  adjudicated  and  liquidated  the  following  items  result : 


Interest 

from 
January  1, 

1822,  to 
December 

31, 1824. 


Interest 
to  the 
end  of 
Decem* 

ber.  1821. 


Princi- 
pal, 


1.  Valne  of  4,360  gnns  sold  to  the  government,  amounting 
to  53,220  pesos,  from  which  sum  iMing  deducted  26,321.40 
peaos,  received  by  the  parties  interested,  in  a  vale  for 
diseoont  of  duties,  and  428  fanegas  6  pounds  of  cocoa, 
there  remained  25,908  pesos  4|  reals  that  was  liquidated, 
of  which  belonged  to  Mesant.  Bogert  8l  Kneeland,  aa  ap- 
pears by  ExfMinnte  No.  39,  nineteen  twenty-fourth 
parts,  and  so  is  left  for  this  liquidation  to  Mr.  Jacob 
Idler,  for  his  five  twenty-fourth  parts,  5,416  pesos  2 
reals,  as  appears  from  t  he  said  expedients 


5, 416. 2 


5627— VOL.  4- 


-20 
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Interest 
from 


to  the 


January  l,f»  ..^  r 
lH22,to    (^"i?! 

31,1824.   ,»>«'• '«1 


PHaci 

pil. 


For  1,044  peaos  6  realn  of  interest  incurred  from  April  4, 
1822,  six  montha  after  the  delivery  of  the  guDH,  nndcr  I 
the  express  stipalation  of  6  per  cent,  to  June  30,  1825. . .       1, 044. 6 

2.  For  balance  resulting;  from  the  liquidation  in  Jixpe-  i 
dienU  No.  42,  amounting  to  92,702.93  pesos,  from  which  | 
amount  having  been  dedacted  291.20  (value  of  18  fanegns 
26  pounds  of  cocoa  receive^]  by  the  parties  in  interest 
over  and  above  the  428  fanpgas  6  pounds  above  men-  j 
tioned,  in  La  (yuajTa)  remain  92,411.73  pesos,  <»f  which  ■  ' 
amount  a  liquidation  has  been  made  as  to  the  threo  I 

fourth  parts  belonging  to  Messrs.  Bogert  &Kuecland.  i 

BO  that  there  remain,  for  the  one-fourth  part  of   Mr.  I  | 

Jacob  Idler,  23, 103  pesos  6  reals,  all  of  which  appears  . . 

from  J?arperfi«>it«  No.  42,  above  cited S,Vlt 

Interest  on  the  last  amount  at  0  per  cent,  as  Btijmlated,  i 
from  the  respective  dates  that  appear  in  the  Exptditnte  \ 
No.  6  of  William  Duane,  to  December  31,   1821,   1.496 
pesos  2t  reals 1,4Ml21 

That  accrued  from  January  1,  1822,  up  to  Jane  30,  1825, 
4,851  pesos  4  reals 4,851.4 

3.  For  8,847  pesoa  st^ncillos,  value  of  various  war  material 
sold  to  the  government,  as  acknowledged  by  the  com- 
mission at  Angostaru,  in  favor  of  Mr.  Idler,  as  is  shown  '  i 
by  the  vale  that  appears  in  JExpediente  Ko.  42,  which  ' 

being  reduccKl  to  pesos  fuertes  make  the  sum  of  7,077.62 

pesos,  of    which    three- foinths    belonged    to  Meaflrs. 

Bogert  Si  Kneeland,  leaving  for  this  liquidation  in  favor  i  ^  ^ 

of  Mr.  Idler  1,769  pesos  3^  reals ' l*^"* 

Interest  at  6  per  cent,  as  expressly  agreed  upon,  firom 
Septembers,  1820,  to  December  31, 1821, 140  pesos  1|  reals 140.  U 


That  accrued  from  January  1,  1822,  to  June  30,  182S,  371 
pesos  4g  reals 

By  the  foregoinz  a<lJudication  and  liquidation,  results  in 
favor  of  Mr.  Jacob  Idler  against  tne  republic  for  the 
said  particulars,  3U,288  pesos  3|  reals 

Int^'^reHt  to  end  of  December,  1821,  amounts  to  1,636  pesos 
3X  reals 

Same  accrued  from  January'  1, 1822,  to  June  30, 1825, 6,267  , 
pesos  ©8  reals 


371. 4f 


AVhich  items,  being  added  together,  amount  in  all 
to  38,192  pesos  5;^  reals I 


i.«3ti: 

,  3ii.l»i« 


(Signed) 

Mr.  Andrade,  VeDezaelaii  coinmisaionWjde- 
Dinentiiig  Opinion,  j^^^j,^  ^^le  following  dissenting  opinion: 

''In  two  essential  points  I  regret  to  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  ■? 
learned  coUeagrieB:  (1)  In  regard  to  their  concex^tion  of  the  chwact**' 
this  court  and  their  mode  of  understanding  and  applying  in  relatioo 
thereto  the  principle  of  the  validity  and  authority  of  foreign  judgiBfo^' 
and  (2)  with  respect  to  their  views  of  the  responsibility  of  Venewel»" 
consequence  of  the  liquidation,  which  was  the  primary  cause  of  thiscl*""- 

"1.  As  to  the  first  point,  it  will  sulflce  to  read  the  passages  in  V»tt«i 
and  Wheatou  cited  in  support  of  their  opinion  and  the  reflections  pi^ 
ceding  these  to  perceive  that  my  colleagues  treat  this  commission  tf  > 
domestic  court  of  the  United  States  or  of  England,  and  aa  if  tlie  tw» 
Venezuelan  judgments  appearing  as  evidence  in  this  case  were  fotei^ 
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jndgmentfi.  Acoording  to  my  apprehension,  the  commiMion  U  what  it  w 
{idqtiod€8i),  an  international  coort  of  arbitration  of  the  United  Statee  of 
America  and  the  United  States  of  Venezuela!  There  would  be  little  pro- 
priety in  saying  that  before  such  a  court  Venezuelan  judgments  are  foreign 
jadgmenta. 

''There  is  a  substantial  difference  between  a  domestii*  court  instituted 
by  a  Bovereign  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  justice  within  his  territorial 
jorisdiction  and  a  court  of  arbitration  especially  instituted  by  two  sover- 
eigns for  the  settlement  of  certain  matters  in  dispute  between  them.  The 
one  springs  from  domestic  power,  and  has  exclusive  right  of  jurisdiction 
within  its  own  territory ;  the  other  springs  out  of  the  autonomy  and  free 
will  of  both  contracting  parties,  and  its  jurisdiction  may  be  said  to  extend 
to  the  territory  of  both.  The  former  in  adjudging  performs  an  act  of 
national  jurisdiction ;  the  latter  an  act  of  international  j  urisdiction.  The 
mnnicipal  court  of  a  state  can  not  but  consider  as  foreign  the  j  ndgments 
of  the  municipal  courts  of  another  state,  and  in  virtue  of  the  principh^  of 
national  independence  has  the  right  to  subject  the  recognition  of  their 
validity  and  authority  to  rules  more  or  less  restrictive.  To  a  court  of 
arbitration  created  by  two  Htates  judgments  of  one  of  them  can  not  be 
fortign,  and  the  confidence  voluntiirily  put  by  both  in  its  impartiality  and 
prudence  should  bind  it  to  apply  openly  and  frankly  to  the  judgments  of 
both  the  general  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  res  judicata  pro  reritate 
Mcdpitur, 

"Moreover,  here  two  judgments  are  treated  of,  both  rendered  by  Vene- 
znelan  courts;  one  in  support  of  the  claim,  the  other  denying  it.  My  col- 
leagues have  applied  to  the  first  the  principle  of  the  law  of  nations 
adverted  to,  and  to  the  second  the  doctrine  of  the  exclusive  national  juris- 
diction, thus  establishing  a  distinction  which  has  not  seemed  to  me  per- 
fectly conformable  to  justice,  as  I  understand  it.  Justice  would  put  both 
jndgments  upon  the  same  footing.  In  regard  to  the  former,  the  Govcmmeut 
of  Venezuela  had  contended  that  the  court  which  rendered  it  had  not 
jorisdiction  over  the  cause.  If,  then,  preference,  perhaps  undue,  were  to 
be  given  to  municipal  doctrines  and  the  course  of  reritiou  were  to  be  adopted, 
the  power  which  that  court  professed  to  have  of  taking  jurisdiction  ought 
also  to  be  looked  into,  because  if  it  had  not  that  power  its  judgment  was 
a  luere  nnllity  not  entitled  to  any  respect.  It  is  of  no  use  to  say  that  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  over  that  cause  was  in  the  last  resort  decided 
against  the  government  by  the  supreme  court,  for  under  the  course  adopted 
tiiat  decision  itself  was  also  reexaniinable. 

"But  to  prefer  such  course  without  proper  nutans  to  pursue  it  (inasmuch 
SH  serions  doubts  may  be  entertained  whether  the  commission  has  the 
means)  was  probably  to  run  risk  of  error  and  injustice.  *  Some  of  the  wit- 
nesses  may  be  since  dead ;  some  of  the  vouchers  may  be  lost  or  destroyed. 
The  merits  of  the  case  as  formerly  before  the  court  upon  the  whole  evidence 
may  have  been  decidedly  in  favor  of  a  judgment ;  upon  a  partial  possession 
of  the  original  evidence  they  may  now  appear  otherwise.  '*  "  *  Or  is 
the  court  to  review  the  fbrmer  decision,  like  a  court  of  appeal,  upon  the 
old  evidence  f  In  a  case  of  covenant,  or  of  debt,  or  of  a  breach  of  eon- 
tnct,  are  all  the  circumstances  to  bo  reexamined  anew?  If  they  are,  by 
what  laws  and  rules  of  evidence  and  principles  of  justice  is  the  validity  of 


\ 
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the  original  jad[nnent  to  be  tried  f  Is  the  court  to  open  the  judgineDtaiid 
to  proci^ed  ex  equo  et  honof  Or  is  it  to  administer  strict  law  and  stand  to 
the  doctrines  of  the  local  administration  of  jnsticef  Is  it  to  act  npoa 
the  rules  of  evidence  acknowledged  in  its  own  jarispmdencc  or  upon 
those  of  the  foreign  j  nrisprudence  f  These  and  many  more  questions  might 
be  put  to  show  the  intrinsic  difficulties  of  the  subject.'  (Story,  Os  iht 
conflict  of  laws,  $  607.) 

''Besides,  for  me,  that  which  the  commission  was  to  decide  was  not  the 
merits  of  the  Veuesuelan  judgments,  but  the  real  justice  of  the  claim 
itself,  viz,  that  which  was  submitted  to  Sprotto  in  January  1830,  arising 
out  of  the  differences  between  the  liquidation  made  by  the  tieasiuexB*  sad 
that  by  Idler.  To  examine  de  novo  the  original  accounts,  upon  whicb 
those  two  liquidations  were  made,  was,  in  the  actual  state  of  things,  the 
only  right  way  to  establish  whether  the  Ogden  liquidation  contained 
'undue  rebatementa  and  substantial  errors '  by  consequence  of  whiehld]er 
had  been  overpaid  $37,000  at  Bogota;  or  whether  if,  on  the  contrary,  aone 
items  of  charge  against  the  government  had  been  omitted  therein  whidi 
Idler  had  the  right  to  add  afterward  to  his  account,  and  by  reason  of 
which  he  became  creditor  of  the  public  treasury  for  Uie  amount  of 
$70,520. Hi,  which  the  treasury  court  ordered  to  be  paid  to  him  in  Octo- 
ber 1832 ;  in  short,  the  only  correct  method  to  make  evident  the  rights 
of  the  parties  and  the  genuine  justice  of  the  claim. 

''  2.  As  to  the  other  point  of  disagreement,  I  can  not  entertain  any  doubt 
that  the  political  existence  of  Colombia  definitively  dated  from  the  iTtli 
of  December  1819.  The  law  of  that  date,  by  virtue  of  which  the  aaid 
republic  was  declared  to  be  constituted,  positively  says : 

*'  'Art.  1.  The  republics  of  Venezuela  and  New  Grenada  rosMis  fiw 
this  day  united  as  an  individual  one  under  the  glorions  name  of  BefiMiff 
Colombia,' 

'''Art.  13.  The  Republic  of  Colombia  shall  he  solemnly  prodmmed  in  the 
towns  and  in  the  armies,  with  public  festivals  and  rejoicings,  which  ahall 
be  done  at  this  capital  on  the  Soth  of  the  present  December,  in  commemor*- 
tion  of  the  birth  of  the  Saviour  of  the  world,  under  whose  patronage  tttf 
longed-for  reunion,  by  which  the  state  is  to  be  regenerated,  has  been  attMsd. 

' '  'Art.  14-2.  The  present  fundamental  law  of  the  liepublic  of  ColombU  shall 
be  solemnly  promulgated  in  the  towns  and  in  the  armies,  entered  t«  oU  tif 
public  records,  and  deposited  in  all  the  archives  of  the  chapters,  munieipali^ 
and  corporations,  both  ecclesiastical  and  secular, 

'"  The  arguments  of  Bolivar,'  as  stated  by  General  O'Leary,  in  hb 
Memoirs,  'prevailed,  and  he  had  the  goqd  fortune  to  see  his  noble  efforts 
meet  wi  th  victory.  The  fundamental  law  constituting  the  Bepubli^  of  Col9»r 
bia  was  sanctioned  at  Angostura  on  the  17th  of  December  1819,  a  memoisbk 
date  in  the  annals  of  the  country,  for  two  reasons :  because  it  was  the 
day  of  the  birth  of  the  great  republic,  and  of  its  founder's  death.* 

"  '  Meanwhile  the  Congress  of  Angostura  elected  the  chief  magistntM 
the  same  day  in  which  it  decreed  the  Republic  of  Colombia,  Bolivar  ▼» 
elected  president. 

'"In  the  short  period  of  two  weeks  of  unceaeing  labor  and  diligt^i^ 
Bolivar  laid  down  the  foundations  of  a  great  republic,  and  dictated  nieasnrff 
appropriated  to  insure  its  progress  at  home,  and  to  establish  its  credit 
abroad.     To  this  end  he  appointc'd  Don  Francisco  Antonio  Zea,  in  whose 
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ability  and  clear  intelligence  he  had  the  greatest  confidence,  as  special 
eommissioner.  Zea  carried  with  him  instmctious  to  examine  all  pendi^ 
clahu,  to  cofutolidate  the  debt,  and  to  negotiate  a  loan.  He  ought  also  to  eolieit 
ike  recognition  of  the  Eeptthlic  of  ColomMay  and  to  conclude  treaties  with  those 
nations  wishing  to  do  so.' 

"General  Francisco  £.  Gomez  addresses  himself  to  His  Excellency  the 
President  of  Colombia,  in  writing  to  Bolivar,  from  the  city  of  Asnncidn, 
February  14.  1820. 

"Oeneral  Santander,  Vice-President  of  Cnndinamarca,  wi'itee  from 
Bogota,  February  15,  1820,  to  His  Excellency  the  President  of  Colombia, 
General  Simon  Bolirar,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  fundamental  law 
of  the  Republic  of  Colombia. 

'''On  no  occasion  like  the  present  one,'  adds  General  Santander,  'does 
Your  Excellency  so  justly  deserve  the  glorious  title  of  Father  of  the 
Ji^public.  Your  Excellency  has  liberated  her  from  her  tyrants,  has  reunited 
her,  and  will  also  present  her,  before  the  eyes  of  the  whole  world,  as  free, 
iniependent,  and  organized.' 

"Observe  also  how  Bolivar  himself  speaks  in  his  proclamation  of  March 
3, 1830,  the  day  of  his  entrance  in  Bogota,  returning  from  Angostura: 

"'Colombians!  The  Bepublic  of  Colombia  proclaimed  by  the  General  Cbn- 
gress  (of  Angostura)  and  sanctioned  by  the  free  people  of  Venezuela  and 
Vundinamaim  l^the  seal  of  your  independence,  prosperity,  and  national 
glory.  The  foreign  powers,  on  presenting  yourselves  before  them,  constl- 
tutedupon  solid  bases.  *  •  «  Spain  herself,  on  seeing  you  standing  up 
over  the  immense  ruins,  which  she  has  heaped  up  within  the  boundaries 
of  Colombia.    •     ♦     • 

"  *  Colombians  !  The  twilight^  of  the  day  of  peace  already  illuminate  the 
sphere  of  Colombia.  ' 

"  *  Cundinamarcans !  I  wanted  to  be  convinced  that  you  stUl  wished  to 
be  Colombians.    Yon  answered  to  me,  "  Yes,"  and  I  call  you  Colombians. 

" '  Venezuelans !  You  have  always  shown  the  ardent  interest  to  belong 
to  (he  great  Bepublic  of  Colombia,  and  your  wishes  are  fulfilled.  The  aim 
of  my  life  has  been  one :  the  creation  of  the  free  and  independent  Bepublic  of 
Colombia  between  two  brotherly  peoples.  I  have  succeeded!  Long  live  the 
Ood of  Colombia!' 

"So  Bolivar's  reply  to  Morillo,  who  proposes  an  armistice,  on  April  21, 
1820: 

" '  The  Bepublic  of  Colombia  congratulates  itself  to  see  the  rising  up  of 
the  day  in  which  Liberty  extends  her  blessed  hand  over  the  unhappy 
Spain,  and  to  see  her  ancient  mother  country  follow  her  on  the  pathway 
of  reoson. 

"  *  The  people  of  Colombia  being  determined  ♦  •  *  i  take  the  liberty 
to  hand  Your  Excellency  the  fundamental  law  herewith  inclosed  (that  of 
Angostura)  which  establishes  the  only  basis  on  which  the  Government  of 
Colombia  can  treat  with  the  Spanish  Government. 

"*A  single  cry  resounds  throughout  Colombia.'  (See  the  treaty  of  ar- 
mistice.) 

'*  Letter  of  Bolivar  to  Brigadier  Torres,  Spanish  governor  of  Cartha- 
gena,  Tnrbaco,  August  26, 1820: 

** '  It  is  the  summit  of  madness,  and  more  yet,  of  ridiculousness,  to  pro- 
pose to  the  Bepublic  of  Colombia  her  submission  to  Spain.' 
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''Another  time,  Bolivar^  writing  to  Morillo,  in  regard  to  the  annittiee, 
from  San  Fernando^  October  26,  1820,  says : 

"  *I  will  give  Your  Excellency  an  idea  of  the  bases  that  I  propose  for 
the  armistice,  in  order  that,  should  they  be  acceptable,  Yoor  Excellracy 
may  send  his  delegates  to  negotiate  and  conclade  it  at  my  headqaarten. 

*"  An  armistice  will  be  maintained  during  four  or  six  months,  ts  all  tht 
departments  of  Colombia,* 

''Finally,  there  is  not  one  function  of  the  domestic  or  external  life  of 
Venezuela  and  New  Granada,  subsequent  to  December  17,  1819,  whick 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  accomplished  in  the  name  of  the  Republic  of 
Colombia  and  by  authority  of  the  constitution  of  that  date.  Thereafter, 
there  is  not  a  single  act  of  Bolivar  or  of  the  vice-presidents  of  Veneniela 
and  New  Granada,  or  the  permanent  commission  of  the  Congress  of  An- 
gostura, or  the  municipalities  and  courts  of  justice,  which  does  not  bear 
testimony  to  the  fact  that  a  new  state,  de  facto  et  de  jure,  started  into 
existence  on  the  17th  of  December  1819,  and  that  a  new  sovereignty  was 
established  in  the  world  for  all  the  effects  of  political  and  civil  life  nntler 
the  name  of  Pepublic  of  Colombia.  This  is  a  fact  well  recognized  thfnee- 
forward  by  history  and  international  law,  which  is  not  permitted  to^it 
to*be  put  in  doubt. 

"  *  Venezuela,'  says  Calvo,  'took  part  in  the  war  of  independence  in 
1811,  and  was  united  in  1819  to  Ecuador  and  New  Grenada  to  ferm  fit 
Republic  of  Colombia,' 

"  When  Idler  sold  to  Torres,  in  1820,  the  three  invoices  of  flints,  fire- 
locks, and  muskets,  he  knew  very  well  that  he  sold  them  to  Colombia  aiul 
not  to  Venezuela,  which  was  alreadj'  incorporated  in  the  former;  he  knew 
it  because  his  accounts  for  those  invoices  were  made  out  against  CoIod- 
bia,  and  he  always  dealt  with  Colombia  in  regard  to  the  liquidation  sod 
settlement  of  the  same.  This  }§  a  proof  of  fact  beyond  all  qaestion. 
Therefore,  when,  in  1830,  Venezuela  was  again  severed  from  Colombia.  lie 
had  no  other  right  against  her,  f  f  anything  were  still  due  to  him,  on  account 
of  the  above  mentioned  invoices,  than  that  which  was  left  to  him  by  the 
agreement  concerning  the  partition  of  the  general  debt  of  Colombia  be- 
tween the  three  sections  which  had  constituted  the  said  republic.  X^Imo 
a  state  is  divided  the  law  of  nations  only  requires  that  its  obligations  be 
proportionately  distributed  among  the  new  states  into  w^hich  the  former 
has  been  divided. 

"  For  the  same  reason  the  responsibility  of  Venezuela  in  this  case  could 
never  be  extended  beyond  the  28^  units  of  the  debt  of  Colombia  assifni^ 
to  her  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  agreement;  and  I  believe  that  this  com- 
mission can  not  in  justice  impose  ux)on  her  a  larger  one.  Nothing  done  or 
said  to  the  contrary  by  her  own  government  or  courts,  or  by  the  Boanlof 
Liquidation  of  Bogota,  can  have  had  for  effect  to  make  her  obligation  to 
Idler  either  better  or  worse.  In  order  to  change  the  right  of  the  one,  c« 
the  obligation  of  the  other,  it  was  necessary,  previously,  to  change  ihf 
facts  which  had  produced  them;  tind  the  facts  that  Idler  contracted  with 
Colombia,  and  that  Venezuela  only  accepted  the  obligation  of  paying  38^ 
per  cent  of  the  debt  of  the  former,  have  not  been  altered. 

"  Such  is  my  opinion." 
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In  the  Ijitter  part  of  April  1812  there  arrived 
Sale  of  PRmAffiu:  at  La  Guayra,  Venezuela,  from  Baltimore,  in 
AHowaaeeof  Inter-  the  United  States,  two  cargoes  of  flour  belong- 
MiF  Bz  tor  and  ^°^  ^  merchants  of  Baltimore,  citizens  of  the 
of  Hoiiins  ft  Xo-  United  States,  and  consigned  to  Gerardo 
Bkir.  Patrullo.    Patrullo,  as  agent  of  the  owners, 

sold  the  flour  to  Pedro  Ednardo,  agent  of 
the  Venezuelan  Government,  agreeing  to  receive  in  payment 
a  certain  quantity  of  coffee.  Only  a  part  of  the  coffee  was 
delivered,  and  as  to  the  undelivered  part  Patrullo,  on  July  25, 
181:2,  entered  a  protest,  in  which  he  also  claimed  demurrage 
apparently  paid  by  him  to  the  vessels  while  they  were  waiting 
for  the  undelivered  coffee.  After  his  return  to  the  United 
States  he  had  some  correspondence  with  his  principals  in  Bal- 
timore, and  the  claim  then  disappeared  till  1835,  when  one  of 
the  interested  parties  in  Baltimore  submitted  it  to  Mr.  Forsyth, 
then  Secretary  of  State.  By  the  correspondence  of  Patrullo 
with  his  principals  in  1814  it  appeared  that  the  Spanish  loyal- 
ist government,  which  regained  its  ascendancy  in  Venezuela  a 
few  days  after  he  made  his  protest,  and  into  the  hands  of 
which  the  flour  had  fallen,  paid  him  off  with  a  deposit  of  Ven- 
ezuelan paper  money,  of  little  or  no  value.  Patrullo,  in  the 
oorresx)ondence  in  question,  took  the  ground  that  this  could 
not  be  considered  as  payment,  for  the  reason  that  coffee  was 
to  be  given  for  the  flour,  and  that  the  paper  money  was,  as  he 
said,  to  be  received  back  by  Venezuela, 

The  claim  was  presented  to  Venezuela.  That  government 
replied  that  Patrullo  had  received  full  payment  for  the  flour  in 
a  castomhouse  credit  allowed  bim  by  the  Spanish  authorities, 
and  that  this  credit,  in  a  long  course  of  dealings,  from  1812  to 
1820,  had  been  extinguished  by  debits  which  he  passed  through 
the  custom-house  when  it  was  under  the  control  of  the  Spanish 
loyalists.    Did  this  transaction  discharge  Venezuela? 

It  was  argued  on  the  part  of  Venezuela  (1)  that  the  law  of 
Spain,  which  ^as  alleged  to  have  been  in  force  at  the  time  of 
Patmllo's  dealings  with  the  Spanish  authorities,  permitted  one 
person  to  pay  the  .debt  of  another,  even  against  the  latter's 
^11;  and  (2)  that  the  law  in  force  in  Venezuela  at  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  made  treated  a  foreign  factor  as  to 
third  parties  as  a  principal. 

As  to  what  was  the  law  in  force  in  Venezuela  at  the  differ- 
ent periods  in  question,  there  were  oi)inious  of  counsel  but  no 
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proof  iu  the  form  usually  observed  in  proving  fiureigQ  laws. 
The  commission  therefore  pronounced  no  definitive  opinion  on 
the  question,  but  adopted,  as  ^Hhe  most  sensible  and  enlight- 
ened rule,"  the  doctrine  that  the  relations  of  the  parties  to  a 
contract  are  to  be  deduced  "not  from  a  fixed  presnmptiDn  ct 
law,  but  from  their  intention,  as  an  inference  to  be  drawn  from 
the  facts  in  each  particular  case."  (Citing  Green  v.  £ap^  36 
Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  396,  399 ;  Oelrx4ik9  v.  Ford,  23  Howard, 
49-65.)  Applying  this  rule,  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the 
proofs  that  it  was  understood  that  Patrullo  was  acting  not  for 
himself  but  merely  as  the  agent  of  another,  and  that  the  &eoTj 
of  payment  really  rested  upon  an  alleged  fraud  by  Patrollo^ 
which  the  Spanish  authorities,  strangers  to  the  original  con- 
tract, enabled  him  to  perpetrate.  It  appeared  that  it  was  not 
till  January  16,  1813,  that  Patrullo  applied  to  the  Spanisi 
authorities  for  a  custom- house  credit  for  the  balance  dne  on 
the  flour,  and  that  a  credit  was  allowed  him  in  the  following 
April  to  the  amount  of  8,964.3  reals.  On  what  basis  this  allow- 
ance was  made  it  was  impossible  from  the  proofs  to  say. 
Counsel  for  the  claimants  contended  that  it  was  for  a  lot  of 
flour  iu  which  Patrullo  was  individually  interested.  The  com- 
mission allowed,  as  principal  on  one  cargo,  $6,364.32,  and  on 
the  other,  $7,041.80,  each  being  the  amount  of  Venezuelan 
paper  deposited  by  the  Spanish  authorities  on  the  respectire 
cargoes. 

Interest  was  allowed  on  these  sums  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent 
from  May  14,  1868.  The  commission  (Mr.  Findlay  delivering 
the  opinion)  said  that  the  case  was  one  that  called  for  *'tlie 
rigid  application  of  the  doctrine  that  interest  is  the  indemnifi- 
cation which  the  law  allows  for  detaining  money  unjustly" 
The  claim  was  not  presented  to  the  United  States  till  1835. 
In  1838  the  diplomatic  correspondence  ceased  with  the  appar- 
ent acceptance  by  the  United  States  minister  at  Caracas, 
though  under  protest,  of  the  defense  of  payment  by  the  Span- 
iards. The  claim  then  ceased  to  be  prosecuted  till  1868,  whea 
it  was  revived  before  tlie  commission  under  the  convention  of 
1866.    In  this  relation  Mr.  Findlay  said  : 

"  There  is  nothing  that  we  can  perceive  in  the  origin  and 
history  of  such  a  claim  which  calls  for  an  allowance  of  interest 
such  as  would  be  proper  and  just  in  any  ordinary  case  wberc 
money  lawfully  due  has  been  unjustly  detained  by  the  debtor 
without  any  excuse,  legal  or  equitable,  for  its  nonpayment 
It  has  been  contended  that  the  conduct  of  the  Venezuelan 
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aathorities  in  setting  up  the  contradictory  defenses  of  pay- 
ment to  Patmllo  by  the  Spaniards  and  of  payment  by  the 
deposit  made  by  him  in  paper  money  shows  insincerity  and 
double  dealing,  and  a  deliberate  design  to  escape  from  per- 
formance of  a  plain  obligation. 

"When  it  is  remembered,  however,  that  a  period  of  twenty- 
five  years  had  elapsed  before  the  claim  was  originally  pre- 
sented, and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  community  represented 
by  the  political  entity  which  goes  by  the  name  of  Yenezaela. 
had  first  been  patriot  and  then  Spanish,  then  patriot  and 
Spanish  again,  and  then  patriot;  and  had  besides  been  merged 
in  another  sovereignty  for  a  period  of  ten  years  incladed  in 
this  interval,  the  whole  period  being  marked  by  a  continued 
straggle  for  existence,  frequent  changes  in  administration,  and 
aU  the  uncertainty  and  confusion  in  the  orderly  administration 
of  government  and  in  the  keeping  of  regular  accounts,  which 
SQch  a  dislocated  and  revolutionary  career  involves,  it  is  no 
caose  for  injurious  criticism  that  her  ofiicials,  when  called  upon 
to  explain  a  transaction  as  antiquated  and  obscure  as  this, 
should  have  taken  the  course  complained  of,  but  it  is  rather 
matter  of  surprise  that  they  succeeded  in  rescuing  as  much  as 
they  did  from  the  confused  rubbish  at  hand  upon  which  to 
construct  any  defense  at  all.  At  all  events,  we  do  not  think 
that  it  would  be  either  a  wise  or  a  just  exercise  of  the  discre- 
tion vested  in  us  to  allow  int/crest  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
Caracas  Commission.'^ 

John  DannelVs  executor  v.  Venezuela,  No.  3,  and  Holline  4-  MeBlair  v.  Ven- 
«nie2a.  No.  4,  United  States  and  Venezuelan  Claims  Commission,  conven- 
tion of  December  5, 1885. 

Mr.  Andrade,  the  Yeneznelan  commissioner,  contended  (1)  that ''  the  paj- 
ment  made  bj  Spain  for  Venezuela  was  law  and  released  the  latter  of  her 
obligation,  at  least,  granting  that  Patrullo  was  the  legal  person  entitled 
to  receive  the  payment,"  and  (2)  that  Patrullo,  by  the  law  in  force  in  Ven- 
woela,  was  such  person. 

Mr.  Little,  in  a  separate  opinion,  said : 

"  The  salient  facts  appear  to  be : 

*'  (1)  The  claimants  bartered  their  flour  to  Venezuela  for  coffee — a  bar- 
nl  of  the  former  for  two  quintals  of  the  latter. 

"(2)  Venezuela  received  all  the  flour,  1,020  barrels. 

''  (3)  They  in  return  received  only  a  part  of  the  coifee. 

^*  (4)  There  was  a  balance  due  them  which  they  never  received  from  any 
Kwroe,  and  which  eXe  never  delivered  or  accounted  for  to  anybody. 

"The  defense  is,  that  {^atruUo,  their  agent  in  the  transaction,  after  the 
Bpaniards  obtained  control,  secured  from  them  a  credit  on  his  own  account 
on  the  custom-house  books  of  La  Guayra  for  the  value  of  this  balance  due, 
uid  that  that  canceled  the  obligation. 

"  I  think  not.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  authority  from  the  claimants 
to  him  to  deal  with  that  balance  on  his  own  account,  or  otherwise  than  to 
receive  and  forward  the  produce.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  an  agent 
tbus  beyond  the  reaoh  of  bis  principals  might  not,  under  some  conceiva- 
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ble  cirramBtances,  deal  with  their  rredita  outside  of  the  scope  of  hisges- 
enU  author  it} ,  w  i  thout  thei  r  express  consen  t.  It  may  be  that  if  VeaeziieU. 
as  a  political  entity,  had  become  irretrievably  extinguished,  and  tkstfsrt 
had  been  generally  known  and  acknowledged  when  PatruUo  got  the  credit, 
the  law  would  have  presumed  an  assent  on  the  part  of  hisprincipalBtoilM 
transaction,  made  in  good  faith,  as  the  only  hope  of  any  return  left  to 
them. 

''  But  such  was  not  the  situation  at  that  time  in  Venezuela.  The  spirit 
of  liberty  was  still  abroad  in  the  laud.  Its  citizens  were  preparing  for  a 
renewal  of  the  confliot,  and  had,  in  fact,  an  army  in  the  field.  The  chaD«ei 
of  payment  to  the  principals  were  not  gone,  nor  even,  perhaps,  despente, 
in  April  1813,  when  Patrullo  got  the  credit.  Under  suoh  circumstsncet 
their  authority  or  affirmance  would  be  necessary  to  bind  them. 

'^  Unquestionably  the  lex  loci  contractus  entered  into  and  formed  a  put 
of  the  contract  of  barter  with  Venezuela.  But  no  law  of  that  country 
has  been  cited,  as  I  conceive,  that  would  authorize  a  broker  thus  to  deal 
with  his  principaFs  property. 

''And  I  do  not  at  all  question  the  law  quoted  by  Mr.  CommissioDer  io- 
dra<le,  to  wit: 

**  'And  not  only  is  a  person  acquitted  of  what  he  owes  by  paying  hiumM 
but  also  by  another  paying  in  his  name.  And  although  he  who  owes  roeh 
debt  did  not  know  that  the  other  was  paying  for  him,  still  he  woold  be 
acquitted,  and  even  if  he  knew  it  and  opposed  it.' 

**  The  difficulty  is  in  the  application  i-o  the  facts.  Spain  did  not  psy  tbr 
balau<-e  for  or  in  the  name  of  Venezuela.  There  was  no  purpose  to  fnt 
her  enemy  from  the  obligation,  either  on  her  part  or  that  of  Patnlla 
The  latter,  as  the  evidence  shows,  always  regarded  that  obligation  as  con- 
tinuing, and  even,  as  it  would  seem,  attempted  to  discharge  it  in  vortii- 
less  Veuezuelan  paper  mouey,  as  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Commissioner  Fiodl^- 

''The  claims  were  not  presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
in  their  true  character,  not  from  any  purpose  to  deceive  on  the  part  of  the 
claimants,  but  because  of  lack  of  full  information  from  their  agent.  Tbe 
demands  were  not  therefore  well  understood  by  either  government,  aad 
for  that  reason — visiting  the  penalty  upon  those  necessarily  to  be  charged 
with  the  fault — they  should  not  bear  interest  prior  to  their  full  elocida> 
tiou,  which,  it  may  bo  assumed,  occurred  before  the  former  commiasion." 

"After  several  revolutions  in  Venezuela,  con- 

Immigratioa    Con-  tinned  at  intervals  of  greater  or  less  duratioD 

tract:  Question  as  f^^^^  ^343^  leaving  the  country  in  an  nnsettW 

^  *  "p.  ^®™'and  almost  chaotic  condition,  General  Pa« 
menta:    uaaeof  ^ 

Bealea,  Nobles  *  assumed  the  dictatorship  on  the  29th  of  Aii^TJ« 
Oarriaon.  1801,  and  from  that  time  to  the  ratification  of 

the  so-called  treaty  of'Ooche,  on  tlie  22d  rf 
May  1863,  held  possession  of  the  capital  at  Caracas.  During 
the  period  of  his  government,  however,  outside  of  the  province 
of  Caracas,  the  country  was  by  no  means  pacltied,  but  in  ow 
part  or  another  of  its  extensive  territory  was  embroiled  in  civil 
tumult  and  insurrection  aimed  against  the  ruling  power,  bj 
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bbe  faction  which  it  had  succeeded  in  displacing.  This  state  of 
ftffuirs  was  terminated  by  the  treaty  referred  to,  and  in  conse- 
i^Qence  of  it  General  Falcon  succeeded  Paez,  who  abdicated 
big  dictatorship,  and  became  the  President  of  the  Republic  on 

the day  of  Jaly  1863y  and  was  confirmed  in  his  place  by 

a  constitutional  convention  which  assembled  on  the  21st  of 
December  1863.  The  United  States  refused  to  recognize  the 
Paez  goTemmentf  and  disavowed  the  act  of  its  minister,  Mr. 
Galver,  in  attempting  to  do  so. 

''  This  being  the  condition  of  the  government  and  the  country, 
a  Colonel  Nobles,  in  the  winter  and  early  spring  of  1863,  while 
on  a  visit  to  Caracas  for  the  purpose,  succeeded  in  obtaining, 
through  the  aid  of  his  associate.  Dr.  Beales,  a  x>ower  of  attorney 
from  General  Paez  to  Simon  Camacho,  then  consul  of  Venezuela 
in  New  York,  authorizing  him  to  enter  into  contracts  with  the 
said  loobies  and  Beales  for  the  establishment  of  a  steamship 
service  between  New  York  and  La  Ouayra,  and  also  for  the 
'establishment  of  a  constant  current  of  immigration  to  the  Re- 
public of  Venezuela.'  To  carry  these  enterprises  into  due  effect, 
'the  said  consul  will  act  without  any  limitation,'  so  the  power 
recites,  -only  following  as  far  as  possible  the  instruction  to  be 
communicated  to  him  by  my^  secretary  general.'  For  fear  that 
this  broad  grant  of  jwwer  might  be  restrained  or  limited  by 
some  unforeseen  construction,  the  general  proceeds  to  add, 
'and,  to  remove  at  once  any  objections  which  might  be  urged 
against  the  validity  of  the  terms  in  which  this  authority  is 
granted,  I,  Jos6  Antonio  Paez,  Supreme  Chief  of  the  Bepublic 
of  Venezuela,  hereby  approve  now  and  for  all  times  whatever 
«wy  be  contracted  for  by  Simon  Camacho,  consul  of  Venezuela 
in  New  York,  with  respect  to  the  said  contracts  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  line  of  steamships  between  New  York  and  La 
^nayra,  and  the  immigration  and  colonization  scheme.' 

''Under  this  power  Camacho,  on  the  1st  of  May  1863,  con- 
tracted for  the  establishment  of  the  steamship  line,  by  the  terms 
of  which  the  first  steamer  was  to  sail  within  one  hundred  days 
from  the  date  of  the  contract,  which  time  was  atterward,  on 
the  4th  of  June,  extended  to  eight  months  in  addition — that  is, 
say,  eleven  months  in  all.  And  which  extension,  by  the  way, 
^as  contrary  to  the  direction  of  the  Secretary,  and  opposed  to 
one  of  the  principal  objects  of  the  scheme.  Other  steamers 
^ere  to  follow  as  they  could  be  made  ready,  and  they  were  to 
be  suitable  for  carrying  the  mails,  twenty-five  passengers  and 
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six  hundred  tons  merchandise.    Preference  was  to  be  given  to 
the  effects,  articles,  and  properties  of  the  Crovemment  of  V«i- 
ezoela  over  all  other  cargoes  and  passengers,  to  be  paid  for, 
however,  at  the  nsnal  rates  charged  to  merchants  or  prlTste 
individuals.    Officers  and  troops  of  the  government  were  to  be 
carried  at  reduced  rates.    Two  young  men,  to  be  selected  by 
the  government,  were  also  to  be  carried  free  of  expense,  ii 
order  that  they  might  receive  practical  instruction  in  DATiga- 
tion  and  the  management  of  steam  machinery.   Ofh»  pro- 
visions were  made  for  the  carriage  free  of  seeds,  plants,  etc^ 
not  exi)orted  for  profit.    For  these  services  and  someptben 
Oamacho  agreed  that  Venezuela  should  pay  $50,000  in  gold 
coin  of  the  United  States  yearly,  payable  in  monthly  instal- 
ments of  $4,166.66,  to  be  deducted  from  the  40  per  o^tdntj 
belonging  to  the  government  on  the  imports  ^u A  exports  canid 
by  the  steamers,  but  this  limitation  was  removed  by  thel2A 
article  of  the  contract,  which  expressly  stipulated  that  any  de 
flciency  on  this  account  occurring  during  any  month  shonldbc 
made  good  by  the  receipts  of  the  next  month,  although  the  oon- 
pany  was  to  bear  the  loss  on  any  deficiency  at  the  end  of  the 
year.    The  thirteenth  article  then  provides  that  this  payneil 
of  $50,000  shall  continue  for  three  years  only  from  ^e  date 
of  the  contract,  after  which  time  the  sum  of  $30,000  shall  be 
paid  for  the  period  of  twenty-seven  years,  as  provided  in  the 
fourteenth  article. 

<^The  eighteenth  article  then  stipulates  for  submission  to  ar- 
bitration at  Caracas:  *Any  doubts,  differenceSy  di^cid*«tfj* 
misunderstandings  that  may  arise  from,  or  have  any  connection 
with,  or  in  any  manner  relate  to  this  contract,  diredlji  or  «»• 
directly,^  and  then,  after  providing  that  'the  opinion  of  tlietfo 
arbitrators  or  the  decision  of  the  umpire,  should  there  he  oie, 
shall  be  considered  as  a  judgment,'  etc.,  goes  on  to  say,  ^^ 
therefore^  this  contract  shall  never j  under  any  pretext  nf  f^^ 
whatever y  he  cause  for  any  international  claims  or  ^wwA 
This  provision  is  found  in  both  contracts.  It  has  already  1** 
observed  that  Messrs.  Beales  and  Nobles,  who  alone  sign  this 
contract,  put  themselves  under  no  pecuniary  obligation  what- 
ever for  the  due  performance  of  its  stipulations,  except  a&  is- 
efiectual  and  meaningless  pledge  of  person  and  propyl  ^ 
it  is  now  to  be  observed  that  these  parties  do  not  contract  is 
behalf  of  themselves  at  all,  but  Hn  behalf  of  the  stock  cotfOl 
to  be  formed  upon  the  following  terms  and  conditions,' etc. 
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''Accordingly  this  imagiuary  company  withoat  a  name,  which 
appears  only  by  reference  toit  as  a  body  yet  to  be  formed,  is 
pat  forward  by  Beales  and  Nobles  as  the  party  agreeing  to  the 
terms  of  a  contract  which  they  in  its  behalf  bind  themselves 
and  tbeir  successors  to  perform  Beales  and  Nobles,  except 
as  becoming  security  in  the  way  mentioned  for  the  company, 
don't  agree  to  anything.  Each  article  in  the  contract  begins 
with  a  recital  that  <  the  company  agrees  and  binds  itself'.  It  is 
too  clear  for  argument  that  the  contaract  was  made  by  Beales 
and  Kobles  in  behalf  of  a  company  which  was  yet  to  be  created, 
and  that,  treating  themselves  as  members  of  the  said  company, 
as  if  it  had  already  been  established,  sign,  as  ^members  of  said 
company,  for  themselves  and  their  successors,'  accompanying 
the  signature  with  the  pledge  of  their  x>ersons  and  properties 
before  referred  to.  Treating  it  as  a  contract,  however,  in  the 
absence  of  any  bond  for  performancei  Venezuela  could  only 
look  in  case  of  failure  to  Beales  and  Nobles.  The  comp&ny 
which  had  no  existence  certainly  could  not  be  responsible. 

''This  being  the  character  of  a  contract  which  was  to  run  for 
thirty  years,  made  under  a  discretionary  power  of  this  kind, 
4^e  qaestion  arises  whether  General  Paez,  as  the  lawful  defa4:to 
aathority  of  the  state,  had  the  right  in  its  name  to  grant  such 
a  power.  If  he  had,  of  course  the  contracts  executed  in  pur- 
inance  of  the  power  would  be  valid  and  binding  upon  any 
sacceeding  government,  and  any  attempt  to  annul  them,  with- 
<Hit  compensation  to  the  parties  injured  by  the  revocation, 
woold  be  unjustifiable  and  illegal.  In  stating  the  proposition 
in  this  way  it  will  be  observed  that  we  are  assuming  that  the 
contracts  are  a  lawful  emanation  of  the  power,  although  on 
careful  analysis  it  will  be  i)erceived  that,  in  the  very  concep- 
tion of  his  authority,  Mr.  Gamacho  exceeded  his  i>ower.  His 
power  was  *to  contract  with  either  Dr.  J.  C.  Beales  or  Col- 
<mel  W.  H.  Nobles,  or  with  both,  or  with  any  other  person  or 
company  of  acknowledged  responsibility.'  He  did  neither  or 
uiy  of  these  things  as  far  as  the  steamship  contract  is  con- 
cerned. He  entered  into  a  contract,  as  we  have  before  shown, 
with  Beales  and  Nobles,  not  in  behalf  of  themselves,  but  in 
behalf  of  a  company  yet  to  be  organized.  This  was  not  a  con- 
tract with  either  Beales  or  Nobles  severally,  or  with  both  jointly, 
^toryet  was  it  a  contract  with  any  other  person  or  company  of 

^knowledged  responsibility.    It  was  a  contract  in  behalf  of  a 

company  infuturo^  the  responsibility  of  which,  of  course,  could 
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not  be  ascertained,  and  whose  very  existence  was  specolative 
and  conjectural.    But  waiving  this,  and  recurring  to  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  Paez  government  had  the  right  to  giSBt 
the  power  to  Camacho,  it  may  be  well  enough  to  make  one  ortio 
general  observations  on  the  subject  of  de  facto  govemmentB. 
"There  is  a  well-recognized  distinction  between  a  state aa*! 
a  government  or  the  governing  body.    The  state  is  a  person  iu 
law,  and  when  once  admitted  into  the  family  of  states,  pre- 
serves its  identity  as  an  international  person,  until  it  is  lost  by 
absorption  in  some  other  state,  or  by  the  continuance  of  an- 
archy so  prolonged  as  to  render  reconstitution  imposable  or, 
in  a  very  high  degree,  improbable.    (Halleck's  IntematioMl 
Law,  p.  29.)    As  a  person  invested  with  a  will  which  is  exerted 
through  the  government  as  the  organ  or  instrument  of  society,  it 
follows  as  a  necessary  consequence  that  mere  internal  changes 
which  result  in  the  displacement  of  any  particular  organ  fa 
the  expression  of  this  will,  and  the  substitution  of  another, 
can  not  alter  the  relations  of  the  society  to  the  other  membert 
of  the  family  of  states  as  long  as  the  state  itself  retains  it» 
X)ersonality.    The  state  remains,  although  the  governmCTts^ 
may  change;  and  international  relations,  if  they  are  to  have 
any  permanency  or  stability,  can  only  be  established  hetweea 
states,  and  would  rest  upon  a  shifting  foundation  of  sand  if 
accidental  forms  of  government  were  substituted  as  their  hastf. 
Idem  enim  est  populus  Bomanus  sub  regibus,  consolibas,  inpe- 
ratoribus,  says  Grotius,  as  an  argument  for  the  continaed  it 
sponsibility  of  the  state,  although  the  particular  character  of 
responsibility  he  is  speaking  of  is  an  obligation  to  respect 
treaties.    (Grotius,  I.  II.  chap,  ix.,  v.  8.)    All  leagues  and  ti«- 
ties  are  national  and  will  bind  legal  princes  though  madewiw 
usurpers.    (Tindall  on  Law  of  Katious;  1  Phillimore,  p.  W 
It  is  a  clear  position  of  the  law  of  nations,  says  Kent,  tW 
treaties  are  not  affected  nor  positive  obligations  of  any  to« 
with  other  powers  or  with  creditors  weakened  by  mtxxvA 
changes  in  the  form  of  government.    The  body  politic  is  *• 
same  although  it  may  have  a  different  organ  of  communication 
(Kent,  vol,  1,  pp.  25-26.)    A  state  is  responsible  for  the  wroop 
done  to  the  government  or  subjects  of  another  state  notwith- 
standing any  intermediate  change  in  the  form  of  govemffl«nt 
or  in  the  persons  of  its  rulers.    Treaties  of  amity,  commtf* 
and  real  alliance  remain  in  force;  public  debts,  either  to  «f 
from  the  state,  are  neither  canceled  nor  affected.    (HjJlec^ 
1».  77.) 


CONTRACT   CLAIMS.  3553 

<<  A  state  subject  to  periodical  changes  in  tbe  form  of  its 
government  or  in  the  x>ersons  of  its  rulers  has  a  deeper  interest, 
perhaps,  in  the  maintenance  of  this  doctrine  than  another 
more  securely  rooted  in  the  principles  of  social  order,  but  it 
is  absolutely  necessary  to  the  whole  family  of  states,  as  the 
only  possible  condition  of  intercourse  between  nations.  If  it 
was  not  tbe  duty  of  a  state  to  respect  its  international  obliga- 
tions, notwithstanding  domestic  changes,  either  in  the  form 
of  the  government  or  in  the  x)ersons  who  exercise  the  govern- 
ing power,  it  would  be  impossible  for  nations  to  deal  with  each 
other  with  any  assurance  that  their  agreements  would  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  and  the  consequences  would  be  disastrous  on 
the  peace  and  well-being  of  the  world.  It  may  also  be  stated, 
with  great  confidence,  that  a  government  de  facto^  when  once 
invested  with  the  jwwers  which  are  necessary  to  give  it  that 
character,  can  bind  the  state  to  the  same  extent  and  with  the 
same  legal  effect  as  what  is  styled  a  government  d^  jure. 
Indeed,  as  Austin  has  pointed  out,  every  government,  prox)erly 
socaDed,  is  a  government  de  facto.  A  goveiiiment  dejure  but 
not  defactOj  says  he,  is  that  which  teas  a,  government,  and 
which,  according  to  the  view  of  the  speaker  ought  still  to  be 
a  government,  but,  in  point  of  fact,  is  not.  (Austin,  Juris. 
Tol  1, 336.) 

"As  to  what  constitutes  a  government  de  facto  is  a  question 
that  must  necessarily  depend  somewhat  upon  the  facts  and 
ciicanistanees  in  the  particular  case  to  which  it  is  proposed  to 
apply  the  principle.  Austin  speaks  of  it  as  a  government 
which  presumably  commands  the  habitual  respect  and  obedi- 
ence of  the  bulk  of  the  people.  Halleck,  when  speaking  of 
the  power  of  a  (2e  facto  government  to  dispose  of  the  i>ublic 
domain  or  other  property,  describes  it  as  a  government  sub- 
mitted to  by  the  great  body  of  the  people  and  recognized  by 
other  states.  Both  these  conditions  are  essential  to  the  lawful 
cession  of  the  public  domain  of  a  state  under  the  control  of  a 
de  facto  government.  (Halleck,  p.  127.)  Sir  Matthew  Hale 
only  consented  to  act  as  judge  under  a  government  established 
and  recognized  by  other  governments  and  in  full  possession, 
de  facto,  of  the  records  and  power  of  the  kingdom,  after  Crom- 
well had  declared  he  would  rule  by  red  gowns  rather  than  by 
wd  coat*.  (Hale's  Hist.  Com.  Law,  p.  14.)  It  has  been  held 
in  England,  that  the  courts  of  that  country  will  not  take 
notice  of  a  foreign  government  not  recognized  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Great  Britain.    (City  of  Berne  v.  The  Bank  of  England, 
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9  Yes.  347.)  The  Supreme  Coart  of  the  United  States  in 
noting  the  featores  by  which  a  government  de  facto  is  to  be 
discriminated,  mentions  as  one  of  these  lecognition  by  a 
foreign  power.  (Thorington,  v.  Smith,  8  WaL  p.  9.)  So  by 
the  same  court  it  was  held  that  a  foreign  government,  in  posr 
session  of  a  portion  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  o?ef 
which  it  exercised  undisputed  dominion  for  the  time  being, 
was  a  government  de  facto  as  far  as  the  place  occapiedwas 
concerned,  and  entitled  to  demand  and  receive  from  tbe  inbab- 
itants  local  allegiance.  (U.  S.  v.  Price,  4  Wheat,  p.  253.)  A 
government  de  facto  ^  said  Justice  Kelson,  delivering  the  opinioB 
of  the  court,  is  a  government  in  the  possession  of  the  supreme 
power  of  the  district  of  country  over  which  its  jurisdiction 
extends.  (Mauran  v,  Ins.  Co.  6  W.  p.  137.)  And  this  pover 
has  been  elsewhere  styled  ^the  ruling,'  the  <  supreme  powtf  -  of 
the  country.    (Nesbitt  t?.  Lushington,  4  Term.  763). 

"While  it  has  been  uniformly  held  by  all  the  writers upoo 
this  subject  that  the  substitution  of  one  form  of  govenuneBl 
for  another,  or  a  mere  change  in  the  person  of  tbe  ndiig 
power,  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  state  action,  the  appli- 
cation of  this  rule  seems  to  have  been  confined  in  t^e  main  to 
the  maintenance  of  treaty  obligations,  and  responsibiUtyfor 
wrongs  and  injuries,  or  torts,  and  where  it  has  been  extended 
to  claims  contractual  in  their  character,  appears  to  havebeea 
limited  to  public  debts  owing  by  one  state  to  the  citizens  of 
another.  It  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the  United 
States  almost  without  exception  to  refuse  interveotion  in 
behalf  of  its  citizens  claiming  for  breach  of  contract  again^ 
the  government  of  a  foreign  power,  and  wherever  it  has  inttf' 
fered,  to  restrict  the  character  of  its  interference  to  good 
offices,  which  were  defined  by  Secretary  Fish  as  mere  persooil 
unofficial  recommendations.  (2  Whar.  233,  p.  664.)  Wbik 
this  has  been  the  practice  of  Great  Britain  in  similar  easflii 
the  Government  of  Her  Majesty  has  been  careful  to  maintii" 
that  the  refusal  to  intervene  has  been  largely  governed  b; 
considerations  of  a  domestic  character,  and  not  upon  ao; 
notion  that  a  breach  of  contract  between  a  subject  of  tbat 
country  and  a  foreign  power,  was  not  a  wrong  which  might  be 
redressed  by  diplomatic  intervention  whenever  the  govera- 
raent  in  its  discretion  saw  fit  to  interfere.  (Lord  Palmerstoa^ 
circular  to  British  representatives  in  1848.    Hall's  Note,  p.  35T0 

"It  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  assign  a  good 
reason  why,  on  principles  of  abstract  right  and  justice,  M 
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injury  to  a  citizen  arising  out  of  a  refasal  of  a  foreign  power 
U)keep  its  contractual  engagements,  did  not  impose  an  obliga- 
tion upon  the  government  of  his  allegiance  to  seek  redress 
from  the  offending  country,  quite  as  binding  as  its  recognized 
duty  to  interfere  in  cases  involving  wrongs  to  x>^rson  and 
property.    (Hall,  p.  257.)    The  reasons  assigned  by  our  Secre- 
tanes  of  State  for  refusing  any  relief,  except  the  mere  tender 
of  i)ersonal  good  offices,  in  eases  of  breach  of  contract,  seem 
rith  some  exceptions  to  be  placed  upon  the  broad  ground  that 
the  government  has  no  right  to  compel  another  power  to  per- 
form its  contracts  made  with  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
(See  Mr.  Adams's  instructions,  April  29, 1823,  cited  2  Whar. 
P'  644.)    Mr.  Fish,  as  late  as  1870,  declares  that  the  reason  of 
this  policy  is  that  claims  based  on  contract  are  supposed  to 
Stated  upon  a  very  different  footing  from  those  which  arise 
froDD  injuries  to  person  and  property.    (Whar.  2,  p.  656.) 

"  But  however  this  question  may  stand  on  principle  it  can 
not  be  doubted  that  if  the  present  claim  was  valid  in  other 
Tespects  it  would  be  the  duty  of  this  commission,  under  the 
convention  between  the  Unit^  States  and  Venezuela,  to  make 
an  allowance  of  damages  sufficient  to  compensate  for  the  wrong, 
notw^ithstanding  the  fact  that  it  originated  in  a  breach  of  pri- 
vate contract  between  a  citizen  of  one  state  and  the  govern- 
ment  of  another. 

''Conceding  now  that  a  de  facto  government  can  bind  the 
state  in  a  matter  of  private  contract  between  it  and  the  citi- 
^ns  of  another  state,  and  that  good  faith  as  between  nations 
binds  the  state  as  a  j)ersonality  to  fulfill  the  terms  of  its  private 
contracts,  or  pay  damages  for  their  non-fulfillment,  notwith- 
standing any  subsequent  change  in  the  ruling  powers,  the 
Question  first  to  be  determined  here  is  whether  the  govern- 
ment of  Paez  was  such  a  government.    Before  answering  the 
QHestiou,  however,  it  is  proper  that  we  should  state  some  of 
tte  provisions  of  the  second  contract  relating  to  the  coloniza- 
tiou  scheme  and  executed  by  Camacho  under  the  same  power 
pVen  by  Paez.    By  this  contract  Camacho  cedes  to  the  con- 
tracting parties,  their  associates  and  assigns,  those  public 
lands  which  until  now  have  not  been  ceded,  in  the  parts  of  the 
lepablic  which  they  may  select  and  in  the  quantities  herein- 
l/fer  explained.    The  second  article  provides  that  ^the  cession 
ihall  be  made  of  1,000  English  acres  for  each  person  in  them 
during  the  first  year  of  the  cession,  the  contractors  being 
obliged  to  have  for  each  1,000  acres  two  persons  in  the  second 
5627— VOL..  4 21 
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year,  three  in  the  third,  foar  in  the  fourth,  and  so  sacccasively 
one  x>erson  for  each  year  ap  to  the  number  of  ten  in  the  si^aee 
of  ten  years,  so  that  for  each  1,000  acres  there  shall  be  ten 
persons  within  ten  years  from  this  date'  (date  of  contract  5th 
of  May  1863).  To  enable  the  contractors  to  carry  oat  this 
provision  they  are  given  'the  right  every  year  to  select  in  the 
part  of  the  republic  where  they  may  see  fit  100,000  square  acres 
of  land,  either  in  one  parcel  or  in  divided  portions  •  *  * 
provided  that  within  two  years  from  the  date  of  such  selectioii 
of  lands  the  contractors  shall  have  placed  two  colonists  for 
each  1,000  square  acres.' 

"By  the  tenth  article  it  is  stipulated  that  the  mines  which 
may  be  found  in  the  lands  ceded  to  this  colonization  enterpii^e 
shall  belong  in  fee  to  the  contractors,  and  in  the  generic  teis 
mines  are  to  be  included,  not  only  those  of  metal  but  also  those 
of  petroleum,  asphaltum,  marble,  coal,  and  others.  LavM 
possession  of  the  lands  occupied  is  provided  for,  and  proviaon 
is  also  made  for  the  selected  lands.  'The  titles  shall  be  given 
in  favor  of  the  contractors  the  day  the  colonists  arrive  at  a 
Venezuelan  port,'  while  the  colonists,  who  are  to  acquire  in  lo 
case  more  than  fifty  acres  each,  must  wait  a  year  before  they 
receive  a  conveyance  of  title.  If  at  the  end  of  ten  years  the 
contractors  shall  not  have  introduced  the  required  number  of 
colonists  to  entitle  them  to  the  number  of  acres  of  laud  as  t» 
which  they  have  already  received  the  initial  right  of  selection,  * 
the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  vacant  lands  within  the  limits 
of  the  cession,  at  the  rate  of  fifty  cents  an  acre,  is  granted,  (A 
the  single  condition  that  the  contractors  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  survey. 

"The  eleventh  article  further  provided  that  if  within  the 
limits  ceded  to  the  colony,  and  before  the  introduction  of  the 
colonists  in  the  number  and  manner  stipulated,  the  contractors 
desire  to  buy  the  vacant  lands,  ^  they  shall  have  the  choice  to  do 
so,  being  previously  measured  by  the  surveyors  of  the  govem- 
ment,  paying  half  a  dollar  Venezuelan  currency  per  acre,  the 
expense  of  the  measurements  of  the  lands  to  be  paid  by  the 
contractors.'  By  this  contract  then  there  was  a  deed  of  cessioii 
of  a  large  portion  of  the  territory  of  Venezuela,  to  be  increased 
indefinitely,  at  the  rate  of  100  acres  for  every  immigrant^  good, 
bad,  or  indifferent,  introduced  into  the  country,  along  witi  the 
conveyance,  of  what  is  usually  reserved  in  such  donations,  of 
^  fee-simple  title  to  aU  the  mines  within  the  limits  of  the  ces- 
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sioDfinclading  therein  everything  of  valae  that  attaches  to  or 
is  found  in  the  soil,  with  no  obligation  whatever  on  the  Con- 
tractors to  supply  a  single  immigrant,  and  with  the  right  to 
purchase  vacant  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  cession  at  fifty 
cests  per  acre. 

<^  Drawn  up  in  solemn  form,  acknowledged  before  a  notary, 
and  sealed,  too,  this  iustrnment  has  all  the  exterior  legal  re<ini' 
site^s,  both  at  the  civil  and  common  law,  to  protect  it  from  crit- 
icism and  assaalt  for  want  of  consideration,  but  it  is  in  fact  no 
contract  mutually  binding  upon  tlie  parties ;  but  the  concession 
of  a  privilege  by  Venezuela  to  be  availed  of  or  not,  and  when 
or  never,  as  Messrs.  Beales  and  Nobles  in  their  discretion 
saw  fit 

*^Such  being  the  character  of  this  immigration  contract,  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  commissioner,  Mr.  Camacho,  exceeded 
hi8  power  in  this  case  as  well  as  in  the  execution  of  the  steam- 
ship contract.  Under  the  power  he  had  authority  to  contract 
for  the  establishment  of  a  constant  current  of  immigration  into 
Venezuela,  and  he  had  no  right  to  contract  for  anything  else. 
For  the  first  year  of  the  cession  it  will  be  remembered  that  the 
planting  of  one  colonist  entitled  the  contractors  to  one  thousand 
acres  of  land  for  the  first  colonist  settled,  two  thousand  for  the 
second,  and  so  on.  If  at  the  end  of  two  years  they  had  suc- 
ceeded in  planting  two  colonists  they  were  then  entitled  to 
select  one  hundred  thousand  acres  of  land,  mines,  and  all  as 
defined  by  the  contract;  and  if  at  the  end  of  ten  years,  they 
had  not  furnished  ten  emigrants,  but  only  the  half  of  that 
nnmber  they  were  at  liberty  to  buy,  at  the  rateof  fifty  cents  an 
sere,  the  excess  of  land  remaining  over  and  above  the  number 
of  emigrants  agreed  to  be  supplied.  Not  only  so,  but  if  they 
8aw  fit  to  introduce  no  emigrants  at  all ;  if  they  believed  that 
tbe  purchase  of  all  the  lands  within  the  limits  ceded  to  the 
^colony  at  a  half  dollar  an  acre  in  Venezuelan  currency,  would 

)ay  them  better  than  the  turning  of  a  '  constant  stream  of  im- 
ition^  into  Venezuela,  they  were  at  liberty  to  abandon  the 

ionization  scheme  altogether,  and  turn  the  contract  into  a 

nd  speculation  pure  and  simple. 

^*It  is  obvious  from  this  statement  that  the  contract  did  not 

^wide  for  a  constant  current  of  immigration,  and  even  if  that 
|regult  had  been  an  accidental  consequence  of  what  was  pro- 

ided  for  the  terms  of  the  power  would  not  have  been  gratified. 

It  was  not  its  intention  to  leave  anything  to  accident  or  to  a 
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choice  between  two  lines  of  conduct,  as  the  one  or  tbe  otb« 
might  seem  best  designed  to  promote  the  interests  of  the  con- 
tractors, but  to  impose  upon  Gamacho  an  imperative  andabso^ 
lute  obligation,  to  exact  compliance  with  this  condition,  as  the 
sole  and  paramount  object  of  the  power.  Failure  in  this,  what- 
ever else  may  have  been  accomplished,  is  failure  in  everything. 

*'  Eecurring  now  to  the  question  of  the  lawfulness  of  the 
power  it  may  be  more  than  doubted  whether  Paez,  if  he  had 
been   supreme  chief,  both  de  facto  and  de  jure,  could  ha?e 
granted  such  a  power.    It  appears  that  the  constitution  of  the 
31  St  of  December  1858,  was  in  force  when  he  assumed  this 
character.    Title  IX.  of  this  constitution  concerns  the  power 
of  congress,  and  among  these  powers,  as  prescribed  in  artkie 
64,  is  the  power  to  decree  what  may  be  convenient  for  the  ad- 
ministration, preservation,  and  alienation  of  national  property, 
to  assist  in  the  immigration  and  colonization  of  foreigners,  and 
to  encourage  by  means  of  legislation  and  by  contracts  the  navi 
gation  and  canalization  of  rivers,  the  opening  of  roads,  and 
other  works,  provided  they  be  of  national  utility  (sections  13, 
16,  30).    This  is  a  clear  devolution  of  the  authority  exercised 
by  Paez  upon  the  legislative  department  of  the  government, 
and  unless  we  assume  that  the  supreme  chief  for  the  time  being 
in  the  possession  of  the  capital  and  of  the  province  of  Caracas, 
had  supplanted  completely  the  constitution,  and  could  exwtise 
in  his  own  person  the  functions  of  the  executive  as  well  as  the 
legislative  department,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  authority 
granted  to  Camacho  was  an  excess  of  power  in  it-self  as  to  both 
contracts. 

"  We  have  already,  in  a  general  way,  referred  to  the  dis- 
tracted condition  of  affairs  at  the  time  he  assumed  control  of 
the  government,  and  now  as  a  matter  of  more  historical  than 
legal  interest,  perhaps,  it  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  quote  the 
preamble  of  the  decree  of  the  10th  of  September  1861,  under 
whicli  he  took  x)ossession  of  the  government  as  supreme  cbirf 
of  Venezuela : 

** '  The  people  of  Caracas,  to  whom  entire  liberty  was  left  te» 
deliberate  in  the  use  of  their  sovereignty,  spontaneously  rati- 
fied this  vote  (that  of  the  defenders  of  society  within  tliefn^f 
ince  of  Caracas),  and  appointed  me  civil  and  military  chief  «t 
the  republic,  with  full  power  to  pacify  and  reconstruct  it  under 
the  popular  republican  form.  At  La  Victoria  I  was  met  by 
the  commission  sent  to  present  me  the  vote  of  the  capital  (Cara- 
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cas)  and  to  request  my  acceptance.  Bat  1  feel  satisfied,  fully 
satisfied,  with  the  uniformity  of  the  vote  of  Caracas  and  of 
this  province  (Caracas).  I  am  still  ignorant  of  the  will  of  the 
repablic.  National  opinion  is,  and  has  always  been,  the  guide 
of  my  conduct.' 

"Venezuela  at  that  time  was  composed  of  twenty  one  prov- 
inces, Caracas,  of  coarse,  being  the  principal  one,  as  the  seat 
of  the  capital,  but  there  is  no  inference  to  be  drawn  front  the 
mere  possession  of  the  capital  as  to  the  established  character 
of  a  government  de  facto  claiming  to  be  such.  One  faction  may 
have  possession  of  the  capital  to-day,  another  to-morrow,  while 
the  authority  of  neither  is  recognized  and  established  as  the 
supreme  power  of  the  country  over  which  its  jurisdiction  ex- 
tends, or  rather  over  the  district  [over  which]  each  is  attempt- 
ing to  extend  its  jurisdiction.  This  government  lasted  about 
twenty  months,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  Falcon  administra- 
tion, which  was  also  in  possession  of  the  capital  when  the 
contracts  were  annulled.  How  much  of  the  habitual  respect 
of  the  bulk  of  the  people  outside  of  the  province  of  Caracas  it 
managed  to  acqnire  before  its  overthrow  we  have  no  means  of 
knowing,  but,  if  the  preamble  of  the  decree  just  quoted  affords 
any  reliable  evidence  of  the  condition  of  affairs  at  that  time, 
there  is  not  much  ground  for  believing  that  the  Paez  govern- 
ment was  founded  on  any  tenure  more  reliable  than  the  ability 
to  maintain  its  authority  for  a  limited  period  within  a  cir- 
cumscribed district  of  the  country. 

"  Such  being  the  internal  condition  of  the  country  and  the 
war  of  factions  with  varying  success,  the  United  States,  while 
maintaining  relations  of  intercourse  with  the  state  itsel'f, 
through  whatever  organ  of  government  might,  for  the  time 
being,  have  the  ascendancy  and  occupy  the  capital,  refused  to 
recognize  the  government  of  Paez  as  the  de  facto  government 
of  the  state,  rebuked  its  minister  for  attempting  to  do  so,  and 
promptly  repudiated  his  act.  This  treatment  of  the  I*aez  gov- 
ernment was  in  strict  accordance  with  the  settled  policy  of  the 
United  States  from  the  organization  of  the  government.  AU 
questions,  said  President  Jackson,  relative  to  the  government 
of  foreign  nations,  whether  of  the  Old  or  New  World,  have 
been  treated  by  the  United  States  as  questions  of  fact  only, 
and  they  have  continuously  abstained  from  deciding  on  them 
until  the  clearest  evidence  was  in  their  possession  to  enable 
them  to  decide  correctly.    (Message  to  Congress,  2l8t  Decem- 
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ber,  1836.    Repeated  by  Mr.  Forsyth  iu  his  answer  to  the  Texan 
Envoy  in  1837.) 

"  It  is  a  rule  of  our  courts  that  the  judicial  department  of 
the  government  in  such  cases  is  bound  by  the  action  of  the 
political  or  executive  department,  the  same  rule  which  was 
laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  (rreat  Britain  in  the  case 
of  the  City  of  Berne  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  before  dted. 
When  a  civil  war,  says  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  rages  in  a  for 
eign  nation,  one  part  of  which  separates  itself  from  the  old 
established  government,  the  courts  of  the  Union  must  view 
such  newly  constituted  government  as  it  is  viewed  by  the  leg 
islative  and  executive  departments  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States.  (U.  S.  v.  Palmer,  3  Wheat,  p.  6U;  Kose  r. 
Himely,  4  C.  p.  272.)  Besides  the  case  of  the  City  of  Berne, 
this  doctrine  has  been  recognized  in  England  in  several  cases 
directly  growing  out  of  transactions  with  the  South  American 
republics.  In  the  case  of  Jones  r.  Garcia  del  liio,  where  a  bill 
had  been  filed  by  subscribers  to  a  l^eru  vian  loan  for  an  acconnt, 
the  answer  to  which  admitted  that  no  such  government  as  the 
Peruvian  Government  had  been  recognized  by  His  Majesty's 
government,  Lord  Eldon  said,  'What  right  have  I  as  the  king's 
judge  to  interfere  upon  the  subject  of  a  contract  with  a  coun- 
try which  he  does  not  recognize!'  (Turn,  and  Rus.  1,  p.  ^? 
Taylor  r.  Barclay,  2  Sim.  p.  213;  The  Colombian  Government 
V.  liothschild,  1  Sim.  p.  100;  3  Bing.  p.  432.) 

"But  if  it  be  replied  to  this  that  the  question  of  a  defati$ 
government  iu  its  relations  to  recognition  by  other  govern- 
ments is  a  large  question  to  be  determined  on  considemtionfi 
of  grave  public  policy,  and  without  strainifig  analogy  can  nor 
be  associated  with  the  njirrower  question  of  private  contract- 
ual obligations,  entered  into  by  a  government  purporting  to 
be  such,  as  they  come  for  adjudication  before  an  inteniatiomd 
tribunal  like  this,  which  is  not  bound  by  the  rule  of  policy 
referred  to,  it  may  nevertheless  be  answered,  that  the  question 
of  fact  involved  in  the  determination  of  the  lawfulness  of  sncli 
a  government  when  its  authority  is  disputed,  is  a  question 
absolutely  necessary  to  be  established  before  a  correct  judf 
meut  as  to  the  law  can  be  pronounced.  While  the  failure  or 
refusal  of  the  United  States  to  recognize  the  government  of 
Paez  is  not  binding  upon  us  as  a  court  in  determining  the 
question  whether  that  government  was  a  government  rfe/<w^^ 
or  not,  the  necessity  of  determining  that  question,  in  some iw.v 
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as  an  essential  prerequisite  absolutely  vital  to  the  correct 
determinatioii  of  the  main  issue  involved,  is  just  as  binding 
and  imperative,  as  it  would  be  upon  any  other  tribunal  empow- 
ered to  adjnilicate  the  question.  In  the  absence  of  presump- 
tions, which,  in  the  condition  the  country  was  at  the  time, 
can  not  be  made  in  favor  of  the  lawfulness  of  the  government, 
resort  must  be  had  to  evidence  to  establish  its  true  character, 
as  any  other  fact  in  doubt  is  required  to  be  proved,  and  on  this 
question  otfact  the  failure  of  the  United  States  to  recognize 
the  Paez  government  is  a  fact  which  can  not  be  ignored. 

^'The  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  United  States 
and  the  claimants  was  addressed  largely  to  establishing  the 
proposition  that  a  government  de  facto  was  invested  with  the 
same  authority  to  conclude  binding  contracts  as  a  government 
dejure^  and  having  succeeded  in  this,  then  proceeded  upon  the 
pure  assumption  of  the  petition  that  the  Government  of  Vene- 
zuela was  a  government  d^  facto ^  when  this  x>ower  was  granted; 
but  this,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say.  is  not  only  the  very  ques- 
tion at  issue,  but  the  duty  of  establishing  the  affirmative  rests 
npon  the  petitioner.  Ordinarily  the  authority  of  the  ruling 
power  in  a  state,  when  the  instrument  of  evidence  is  once 
duly  authenticated,  would  not  be  drawn  in  question  for  the 
reason,  as  already  given,  that  states  are  immortal,  and  in  the 
course  of  time,  according  to  varying  degrees  of  stability, 
aeqoire  a  fixed  personal  status  like  that  of  an  individual,  with 
a  capability  of  binding  themselves  with  a  like  freedom  ^om 
question  and  suspicion.  No  one  would  question  an  authority 
given  under  the  great  seal  of  Great  Britain  or  the  United 
States,  and  no  one  would  question  the  lawfulness  of  a  power 
emanating  from  the  United  States  of  Venezuela  under  the 
happier  conditions  of  government  which  now  prevail  in  that 
coontry.  But  in  a  case  like  this,  where  no  assistance  can  be 
derived  from  presumptions,  the  petition  must  be  treated  as  if 
it  had  averred  in  terms  that  the  power,  in  virtue  of  which 
these  contracts  were  executed,  was  itself  a  deed,  not  only  duly 
authenticated,  as  an  instrument  passing  from  the  hands  of  its 
apparent  maker,  but  also  as  the  medium  through  which  the 
undisputed  authority  of  the  state  was  conveyed,  and  by  which 
it  was  bound.  A  man  claiming  under  a  deed  must  prove  it, 
and  if  there  is  any  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  grantor  to 
do  the  deed  he  must  establish  that  also.  The  mere  fact  of 
execution  is  a  matter  of  formal  evidence,  but  the  right  to  do 
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the  act,  of  which  the  paper  instrainent  usually  called  the  deed 
supplies  the  proof,  is  the  essential  issue  in  controversies  of  this 
character.  Treating  this  x>^tition,  then,  as  setting  ap  Dot 
merely  the  paper  power  to  Camacho,  but  as  asserting  the 
actual  authority  of  Paez  to  issue  such  a  iwwer,  as  the  found*- 
tiou  stone  on  which  this  claim  is  erected,  we  are  confronted  by 
the  general  denial  which  Venezuela  has  interposed  to  the  peti- 
tion, and  which,  under  our  rules,  puts  in  issue  every  esseitial 
constituent  of  the  petitioner's  claim.  The  question  is  to 
raised  whether,  conceding  that  a  de  facto  government,  accord- 
ing to  Austin's  definition,  has  the  same  authority  to  bind  the 
state  as  a  government  cfejurcj  the  Paez  government  can  lay 
claim  to  such  a  character,  and  on  this  question  thebnrdenof 
proof  is  on  the  claimants. 

"It  would  be  enough  to  say  that  they  have  not  discharged 
this  obligation,  but  from  the  references  we  have  made  to  the 
origin  and  character  of  this  government  it  would  seem  reason- 
ably clear  that  if  the  claimants  had  assumed  to  carry  such » 
burden  they  must  have  failed  in  the  undertaking. 

"But,  passing  this,  it  is  further  to  be  observed  that  the 
clause  in  both  of  the  contracts  providing  for  arbitration  at 
Caracas  clearly  shows  that  neither  of  them,  on  any  pretext. 
was  ever  to  be  made  cause  for  an  international  claim.  ItB 
true  that  it  has  been  urged  in  answer  to  this,  that  both  con- 
tracts were  struck  down  by  the  decrees  aunnling  them,  vA 
that  the  arbitral  clause  fell  with  them.  But  that  argument  is 
more  specious  than  real.  It  is  conceded,  of  course,  that  one 
party  to  a  contract  can  not  break  it  at  his  pleasure  and  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  other,  but  when  both  parties  agree,  as 
in  this  case,  that  any  doubts,  differences,  difficulties,  or  mi* 
understandings  of  any  class  or  nature  whatever  that  may  anse 
from,  or  have  any  connection  with,  or  in  any  manner  relate  to 
the  contract  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration,  and  one  of  the 
parties  declares  that  he  is  not  bound  by  the  contract  and 
attempts  to  annul  it,  then  the  attempt  to  revoke,  of  necessity» 
if  language  has  any  meaning,  being  a  'difficulty'  relative  to 
the  contract,  must  be  one  of  the  questions  agreed  to  be  sub- 
mitted. If  these  contracts  had  been  good  aiid  valid  i«  oth* 
respects,  and  the  Messrs.  Beales  and  Nobles  had  demanded 
that  the  'difficulty'  growing  out  of  their  annulment  shonldh* 
referred  to  arbitration  as  provided,  and  the  government  at 
Caracas  had  refused  its  assent  to  the  submission,  then  aqnes^ 
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tion  might  have  arisen  whether  there  was  not  sach  a  denial 
of  justice  on  the  part  of  that  government  as  would  have  war- 
Tanted  the  interposition  of  the  good  offices  of  the  United 
States  in  behalf  of  the  injured  parties.  Ko  such  demand  ap- 
pears to  have  been  made,  but  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
old  commission  under  the  convention  of  1866,  and  was  decided 
by  the  umpire  upon  the  assumption  just  stated,  that  the 
decrees  annulled  the  provision  as  to  arbitration,  and  thus  pro- 
duced the  very  result  of  converting  into  cause  for  an  inter- 
national claim  a  difficulty  relating  to  the  contract  which  by  its 
terms  expressed  in  the  most  solemn  manner  was  never  to  be 
made  such  on  any  pretext  whatever.  A  distinction  was  made 
in  argument  between  a  reference  of  differences  or  misunder- 
standings arising  out  of  the  construction  of  the  contracts,  and 
a  difSculty  as  to  the  existence  of  the  contract  itself,  it  being 
admitted  that  a  controversy  of  the  first  kind  was  legitimate 
matter  for  arbitration,  but  the  second  was  not,  or  rather  could 
not  be  made  so,  becsause  when  the  contract  was  annulled  there 
was  no  longer  any  provision  for  arbitration.  But  that  assumes 
the  right  to  annul  without  making  the  revocation  a  subject  of 
arbitral  decision,  and  such  assumption  can  not  be  made  with- 
out the  further  assumption  that  a  difficulty  relative  to  the  con- 
tract does  not  and  was  not  intended  to  include  a  question  as 
to  whether  there  was  such  a  contract.  The  case  seems  to  us 
too  clear  for  doubt,  and  on  this  ground  alone,  if  there  was  no 
other,  we  should  reject  the  claim. 

^^1.  On  the  whole  our  conclusions  are  that  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  Venezuela  the  lawful  and  undisputed  government  of 
that  country  could  not,  by  its  executive  department  alone, 
have  granted  the  power  in  question,  and  therefore  the  grant 
by  Paez  was  without  lawful  authority,  even  if  the  de  facto 
character  of  his  government  had  been  established,  as  to  which 
there  is  not  only  a  failure  of  proof  but  the  evidence  seems  the 
other  way. 

"2.  That  both  the  contracts*  purporting  to  have  been  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  power  contain  provisions  and  stipulations 
clearly  in  excess  of  its  terms,  and  where  drawn  within  the 
limitations  of  the  power  have  failed  to  conform  to  the  pre- 
scribed requirements  as  to  the  parties  with  whom  the  contracts 
were  authorized. 

"3.  That  the  contracts  provide  a  mode  of  settlement  by 
arbitration  for  any  differences  or  difficulties  that  may  arise  as 
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to  their  legal  validity  which  is  inconsistent  with  any  attempt 
to  make  them  cause  for  an  international  claim  on  any  piretext 
whatever. 

"  4.  That  there  is  no  evidence  satisfactory  to  us  that  the  peti- 
tioners' testator  was  interested  to  the  extent  of  one-third  of 
the  claim  for  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  snff^ed  by  the 
annulment  of  the  said  contracts,  or  that  he  ever  expended  any 
money  or  incurred  any  liability,  or  did  anything  in  execotion 
of  the  said  contracts;  and,  treating  the  petitioners  repwacnt- 
ing  their  testator  as  original  claimants,  we  can  discover  no 
ground  on  which  to  base  an  award  in  their  favor. 

"5.  That  the  evidence  seems  to  indicate  very  strongly  that 
the  petitioners'  testator  came  into  possession  of  a  single  cer- 
tificate, which  was  found  among  his  papers,  by  pnrehase, 
hypothecation,  or  some  other  channel  than  his  interest  in  the 
original  claim,  and  if  the  petitioners  are  to  be  regarded  as 
claiming  derivatively  in  the  right  of  bona  fide  holders  for  value 
under  the  9th  section  of  the  treaty,  the  claim  must  be  rejected, 
because  for  the  reasons  stated  the  original  claim  itself  is  with- 
out merit,  and  falls  therefore  within  the  purview  of  the  first 
article  of  the  supplementary  convention.  The  claim  is  accord 
ingly  disallowed,  and  the  petition  dismissed." 

Findlay,  commissioner,  for  the  commission,  Melville  E.  Dajf  and  D^ 
E.  Garrison,  as  surviving  executor9  of  Cornelius  K.  Garrison  v.  Veseauk, 
Xo.  38,  United  States  and  Venezuelan  Claims  Commission,  conTentionof 
December  5,  1885. 

Mr.  Little  delivered  the  following  separate  opinion: 

"  I  am  constrained,  with  high  respect,  to  dissent  from  the  third  cowIb- 
sion.  The  declaration  of  annulment  of  the  contracts  hy  the  Yeatinelvi 
Executive  was  tantamount  to  a  refusal  to  arbitrate.  Declaring  the  iM 
of  the  contracts  at  an  end,  it,  the  company  had  a  right  to  assume,  wooW 
not  countenance  action  under  any  of  their  provisions.  The  governioeiit 
under  the  contracts  had  a  voice  in  the  selection  of  arbitrators.  Its  action 
closed  the  door,  therefore,  to  arbitration,  and  the  failure  to  resort  to  ii«^ 
means  of  adjustment  can  not,  in  my  judgment,  be  rightfully  set  up  *^* 
defense  here  in  its  behalf.  Still,  the  contracts  being  invalid  (if  for  do 
other  reason  because  in  excess  of  Camacho's  authority,  which,  ^^^  ^^ 
so  high  and  extraordinary  a  character,  should  have  been  strictly  coostraw 
and  action  confined  clearly  within  its  terms),  neither  the  arbitration 
clauses  nor  the  decrees  of  annulment  are  of  moment,  and  I  join  in  ^ 
decision." 

A  claim  was  made  against  Venezuela  for 
Case  of  Fiannagan,  breaches  of  a  certain  contract  or  concession. 

^    «y.     M       Among  the  provisions  of  the  concession,  tlieie 

was  one  to  the  effect  that  nothiug  relatingtothe 

contract  nor  any  decision  upon  matters  growiug  out  of  it  shottM 
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ever  be  made  the  subject  of  an  international  reclamation,  bat 
that  all  doubts  and  controversies  of  any  kind  whatsoever 
affecting  the  agreement  should  be  referred  to  the  judicial  tri- 
bunals of  Venezuela  and  there  determined  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  law. 

Fiudlay,  commissioner,  sx>eaking  for  a  majority  of  the  (com- 
mission, said : 

"The  failure  to  pay  the  stock  subscription,  in  our  opinion, 
was  a  clear  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  concession,  but  it  is 
equally  clear  that  Venezuela,  either  from  experience  or  fore- 
cast, realized  the  imx>ortance  of  referring  all  questions  which 
might  arise  in  the  prosecution  of  the  enterprise  to  the  juris 
diction  of  her  own  tribunals,  and  expressly  exclmled  them  from 
the  sphere  of  international  reclamations. 

"Nothing  could  be  clearer,  more  comprehensive,  or  specific 
than  the  language  of  the  concession  upon  this  point.  Even 
when  such  questions  were  transferred  for  adjudication  by  her 
courts,  such  was  her  anxiety  to  avoid  any  possible  international 
entanglement,  that  she  resorted  to  the  doubtful  expedient, 
perhaps,  of  providing  that  the  decision  of  her  courts  should 
not  be  drawn  in  question  by  foreign  intervention.  Whether 
a  decision  so  made  in  palpable  violation  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  could  be  allowed  to  stand  on  a  claim  of  denial  of  jus- 
tice is  a  question  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of  this  case, 
but  we  should  think  it  more  than  doubtful;  but  the  insertion 
of  «nch  a  provision  shows  how  solicitous  she  was  to  withdraw 
fAa  concession  and  the  questions  which  might  arise  under  it 
f^tn  every  possible  cognizance  and  jurisdiction  except  her 
']irn.  This  she  certainly  had  a  right  to  do,  and  the  conces- 
10  naries,  if  we  may  adopt  that  term,  had  an  equal  right  to 
decline  the  concession  on  such  terms.  When  they  made  their 
eotitract  they  knew  exactly  what  they  were  doing  and  with 
^\iom  they  were  contracting.  They  knew  that  Venezuela  had 
been  in  a  constant  state  of  war  and  civil  commotion  almost 
from  her  birth,  and  they  knew  that  a  reference  of  questions  in 
which  they  were  interested  to  the  courts  of  that  country,  sit- 
ting in  the  midst  of  such  confusion  and  anarchy,  might  mean 
practically  a  failure  to  have  the  questions  adjudicated  at  all, 
or  the  risk  of  an  adverse  decision,  prompted  by  prejudice  or 
partisanship.  But  in  spite  of  all  this  they  agreed  that  their 
whole  case,  whatever  it  might  be,  growing  out  of  the  conces- 
sion, should  be  finally  disposed  of  by  the  domestic  tribunals 
of  that  country. 

**  Have  they  any  standing  before  this  commission  ?  A  ma- 
jority of  its  members  answered  this  question  in  tlie  negative 
in  the  case  of  Beales,  Nobles,  and  Garrison,  and  they  have 
learned  nothing  since  which  induces  them  to  think  that  they 
were  wrong  in  that  conclusion. 

"  We  have  no  right  to  make  a  contract  which  the  parties 
themselves  did  not  make,  and  we  would  surely  be  doing  so  if 
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we  undertook  to  make  that  the  sabjeet  of  an  intemationalclariB, 
to  be  adjadicated  by  this  commission,  in  spite  of  tbdr  ovn 
voluntary  undertaking  that  it  was  never  to  be  made  8nch,aDd 
should  be  determined  in  the  municipal  tribunals  of  thecoantry 
with  respect  to  which  the  cx)ntroversy  arose.  Had  the  claim- 
ants resorted  to  the  courts  of  Venezuela  for  relief  and  been 
refused  in  a  case  clearly  showing  that  there  was  a  denial  of 
Justice,  a  difficult  question,  as  before  observed,  wonld  have 
been  presented  as  to  how  far  a  commission  of  this  kind  (M>nld 
afford  redress,  when  the  claimants  had  not  only  sabmitted 
themselves  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  another  tribnnal, 
but  had  also  agreed  that  any  decision  of  that  tribunal  should 
not  be  made  the  basis  or  occasion  of  an  international  claim. 
In  point  of  fact,  no  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  to  invoke 
the  aid  of  the  Venezuelan  courts,  but  the  claimants  made  their 
appeal  directly  to  the  executive  department  of  the  govern- 
ment. Whatever  may  have  been  the  practical  outcome  of  a 
resort  to  the  courts  for  assistance,  however  abortive  such  an 
attempt  may  have  proved,  we  have  no  right  to  assume  tlie 
folly  or  futility  of  such  a  course  in  the  face  of  the  solemn  stipa- 
lation  of  the  parties  that  they  would  look  to  that  quarter  for 
relief  and  no  other.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  they  wonld  not 
have  made  such  a  stipulation  if  the  laws  and  courts  of  Vene- 
zuela were  helpless  in  affording  them  a  remedy ;  but  whether 
they  were  or  not,  so  they  made  their  bed,  and  so  they  must  lie 
in  it." 

Henry  Woodruff  and  Flannugan,  Bradley,  Clark  4-  Co.  v.  VeneztuHA,'^^ 
20,  25,  United  States  and  Venezuela  Claims  Commission,  oonventioB  of 
December  5,  1885. 

Little,  commissioner,  dissenting,  said  : 

''The  majority  of  the  commission  express  donbt  whether  that  {*rt« 
article  20  which  binds  the  American  coucessionanee  not  to  make  a  ju^* 
iiient,  etc  ,  the  subject  of  an  international  claim  is  Talid.  I  wonld  g* 
further,  applying  the  objection  to  and  holding  invalid  all  that  partinlu^ 
iting  international  reclamations.  I  do  not  believe  a  contract  between  1 
sovereign  and  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  country  not  to  make  matters  of  differ- 
ence or  dispute,  arising  out  of  an  agreement  between  them  or  out  of  Mr 
thing  else,  the  subject  of  an  international  claim,  is  consonant  with  wniw 
public  policy,  or  within  their  competence. 

''It  would  involve  7>ro  tanio  a  modification  or  suspension  of  the  pnh^*" 
law,  and  enable  the  sovereign  in  that  instance  to  disregard  hi«  datr 
towards  the  citizen^s  own  government.  If  a  state  may  do  so  in  Bri»g* 
instance,  it  may  in  all  cases.  By  tliis  means  it  could  easily  avoid  a  ib** 
important  part  of  its  international  obligations.  It  wonld  only  haTe*" 
provide  by  law  that  all  contracts  made  within  its  jurisdiction  shoiiW** 
subject  to  such  inhibitory  condition.  For  such  a  law,  if  valid,  wo^* 
form  the  part  of  every  contract  therein  made  as  fully  as  if  expressed  111 
terms  upon  its  face.  Thus  we  should  have  the  spectacle  of  astateuxwh 
fying  the  international  law  relative  to  itself!  The  statement  of  the  prop- 
osition is  its  own  refutation.  The  consent  of  the  foreign  citizens^' 
cemed  can,  in  my  belief,  make  no  ditferenue — confer  no  such  antiion^y* 
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Inch  language  as  is  employed  in  article  20,  contemplates  the  potential 
btBg  of  that  hj  the  sovereign  towards  the  foreign  citizen  for  which  an 
klternational  reclamation  may  rightfully  be  made  nnder  ordinary  circum* 
lances.  Whenever  that  situation  arises,  that  is,  whenever  a  wrong  occnrs 
IftDch  a  character  as  to  justify  diplomatic  interference,  the  government 
ff  the  citizen  at  once  becomes  a  party  concerned.  Its  rights  and  obliga- 
Ions  in  the  premises  cannot  be  affected  by  any  precedent  agreement  to 
hich  it  is  not  a  party.  Its  obligation  to  protect  its  own  citizen  is 
Mlienable.  He,  in  my  judgment,  can  no  more  contract  against  it  than 
can  against  municipal  jirotection. 

^\  citizen  may,  no  doubt, ^lawfully  agree  to  settle  his  controversies 
tith  a  foreign  state  in  any  reasonable  mode  or  before  any  specified  tri- 
inal.  Bnt  the  agreement  mnst  not  involve  the  exclusion  of  intema- 
bnal  reclamation.  That  question  sovereigns  only  can  deal  with. 
"80  much  of  article  20  as  refers  to  that  subject  I  regard  as  a  nuUlty, 
hid  therefore  cannot,  even  if  in  harmony  with  my  colleagues  as  to  the 
•mpiehension  of  its  terms,  concur  in  the  dismissal  of  the  claims  on  that 
found." 

"Thomas  U.  Walter,  a  citizen  and  an  emi- 
of  Fledged  jj^^^  architect  and  civil  engineer  of  the  United 
i^'of ' i^^^'  States,  in  the  year  1843  entered  into  a  contract 
f  Waitsr'B  Case.  '  ^^^^  ^^^  municipality  of  La  Guayra,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Venezaela  lending  its  concarrence 
and  endorsement,  whereby  he  agreed,  not  later  than  the  end  of 
the  year  1846,  to  construct  a  mole  and  breakwater  with  appur- 
tenant works,  at  that  port,  for  275,000  i)eso8  in  coin  or  its  equiva- 
lent in  currency.  The  sum  of  160,000  pesos  was  to  be  and  was 
paid  by  the  completion  of  the  work,  which  occurred  within  the 
time  limited.  The  residue  was  to  be  discharged  from  certain 
entrance  fees  or  duties  received  at  the  custom-house  of  La 
Goayra,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum,  pay- 
ments to  begin  two  years  after  such  completion,  to  occur  quar- 
terly or  semiyearly,  as  said  municipality  might  elect,  and  to 
equal  2  x)er  cent  of  the  then  imi)ort  duties. 

"Payments  and  settlements  were  made  by  and  with  the 
government  from  time  to  time  until  June  30,  1858,  when  the 
balance  was  reduced  to  24, 956^^o\  pesos. 

"Theretofore  the  government  had  diverted  the  revenues  so 
set  apart  by  agreement  for  the  discharge  of  this  debt,  and 
stopped  further  payment  in  derogation  of  Mr.  Walter'^  rights. 
Since  then  nothing  has  been  paid,  notwithstanding  the  justice 
of  the  claim  has  never  been  controverted.  In  1865  the  claim 
was  presented  to  the  Venezuelan  Government  through  the 
American  legation  at  Caracas.  It  comes  within  the  purview 
of  the  present  treaty. 
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"The  ouly  question  made  resi)ecting  it  before  us  is  as  to  tk 
computation  of  interest. 

'<It  is  claimed  on  the  one  hand  that  interest  sboald  be  com- 
puted with  quarterly,  or  at  least,  with  semiannual  rests,  as  that 
mode  had  been  adopted  or  sanctioned  by  the  goYernmeot  daring 
the  continuance  of  the  payments;  and  on  the  other,  that  only 
simple  interest  is  allowable.  We  take  the  latter  view.  This 
was  a  Venezuelan  contract  where  compound  interest  was  pro- 
hibited by  law.  If  the  Government  chose  to  allow  it  in  disre- 
gard of  the  law,  that  does  not  authorize  us  to  do  so;  nor  are 
we  called  upon  to  review  and  rectify  the  action  of  the 
government  in  that  regard. 

"The  allowance  will  be  for  24,956iVo  pesos  with  5  per  cent 
from  June  30, 1858,  to  September  2,  1890,  inclusive,  express^ 
in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States. 

"There  are  two  pesos  known  to  commerce,  the  peso  fuerkvA 
the  peso  sencillo.  The  former  was  the  old  Spanish  silver  dollar 
equal  in  value,  until  modern  years,  the  world  over,  to  100  cents 
ill  gold.  The  latter  is  meant  when  the  general  term  is  used  in 
transactions  without  the  qualifying  word.  It  has  varied  some- 
what in  value,  from  time  to  time.  According  to  letters  received 
by  the  commission  from  the  director  of  the  mint  and  other 
sources  of  information,  we  estimate  its  present  value  at  75  cents 
to  the  dollar,  expressed  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States. 

"The  entry  may,  therefore,  be  for  $48,826.40,  gold  coin  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  as  of  September  1^  in  favor  of  the 
claimant." 

Little,  commissioner,  for  the  commission,  Amanda  G.  Walker,  executni- 
V.  Venezuela,  United  States  and  Venezuela  Claims  CommiBsion,  conventiea 
of  December  5,  1885. 

A  claimant  against  Ven  eznela  alleged  as  the 
^'T:'''''n.^''*^  basis  of  his  demand  that  by  prompt  advice 

Claim:    ODwyers  j    r        tr 

Qj^ge  tendered  to  General  Paez  at  a  critieal  inoroeni 

in  the  battle  of  Carabobo  he  saved  tbe  f(*r 
tnnes  of  the  day  and  enabled  Venezuela  to  establish  her  inde 
pendence.  Findlay,  commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  commission,  said:  ^'This  is  the  kind  of  deed  that  usoally 
calls  for  a  monument,  or  some  other  testimonial  of  national 
gratitude;  but  as  mere  dispensers  of  justice  we  must  disallow 
the  claim  and  dismiss  the  petition." 

Richard  CyVwyer  v.  Veneztiela,  No.  33,  United  States  and  VenexocUCflfr 
mission,  convention  of  December  5,  1885. 
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9.  COliVBNTION  BETWEEN  THE  UNITED   STATES  AND  CHILE 

OP  August  7, 1892. 

Claimant,  a  citizen  of  Chile,  asked  compen- 
*  ticAwnfeTrm^  sation  for  professional  services  to  tbe  United 
tan's  GaM.  Stat€8  before  the  Chilean  courts  in  the  extra- 

dition of  William  A.  Boshnell,  in  1889.  He 
ayerred  that  Mr.  Boberts,  the  United  States  minister  at  San- 
tiago, reqaested  him  to  represent  the  legation  of  the  United 
States;  that  he  complied,  and,  when  he  incidentally  referred 
to  his  remuneration,  was  told  that  there  were  no  "instructions 
as  to  expenses,  but  to  have  no  concern  in  the  matter,  as  he 
would  be  paid  by  the  United  States  for  his  services;''  that 
the  case  lasted  more  than  six  months,  and  was  twice  argued 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Chile,  which  decided  that  the 
criminal  should  be  extradited;  that  he  presented  his  bill  to 
Mr.  Eoberts,  who  forwarded  it  to  the  State  Department;  that 
on  the  17th  of  September  1889  the  Department  returned  it 
to  Mr.  Egan,  then  United  States  minister,  with  the  declaration 
^'that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  assumed  no  re- 
sponsibiUty  in  the  premises;"  that  when  the  bill  was  again 
presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  through 
Mr.  Egan,  Mr.  Blaine,  who  had  then  become  Secretary  of 
State,  returned  it  with  the  statement  that  it  had  been  for- 
warded to  the  authorities  of  the  State  of  New  York,  who  had 
replied  that,  while  claimant  had  rendered  service  in  the  case, 
he  did  so  as  attorney  for  the  West  Coast  Telephone  Com- 
pany, which  was  interested  in  BushnelPs  extradition.  Claim- 
ant asked  for  $6,000  in  United  States  gold. 

The  agent  of  the  United  States  demurred  to  the  claim  on 
the  ground  (1)  that  by  section  3732  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  it  was  forbidden  to  make  any  contract  or 
purchase  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  except  by  authority 
of  law,  except  in  certain  specified  cases;  (2)  that  a  minister 
was  not  authorized  to  employ  counsel  in  extradition  cases 
(Moore  on  Extradition,  1. 607);  (3)  that,  as  the  offense  charged 
was  a  violation  of  State  law,  only  the  State  was  responsible 
for  the  expenses  (id.  G04) ;  (4)  that  claimant,  if  he  could  estab- 
lish his  contract,  had  a  remedy  against  the  United  States  in 
the  courts  (Bevised  Statutes,  sec.  1068;  Supplement  to  the 
Revised  Statutes,  I.  559,  560). 
The  agent  of  Chile  maintained  that  the  question  whether 
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Mr.  Roberts  had  authority  from  the  Secretary  of  State  to 
employ  claimant  was  immaterial  before  the  commission;  that, 
Mr.  Roberts  being  the  representative  of  the  United  States, this 
question  lay  between  him  and  his  government;  that  as  the 
United  States  was  the  demanding  government,  it  should  pay 
the  expenses  (Calvo,  Droit  Int.  par.  400;  Opinions  of  the 
Attorneys-General,  VII.  612;  Moore  on  Extradition,  I.  599); 
that  the  fact  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States  might  haTe 
jurisdiction  of  the  claim,  would  deprive  the  commission  ot 
jurisdiction  under  the  convention. 

The  commission  rendered  the  following  decision: 

*'In  the  opinion  of  the  commission  the  sections  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  the  United  States  (sections  732  and  527S) 
upon  which  the  respondent  government  bases  its  demurrer 
are  not  applicable  to  the  relations  that  subsisted  between  the 
claimant  and  the  honorable  minister  at  Santiago. 

"The  first  provision  seems  to  have  been  enacted  for  the 
regulation  of  the  officers  of  the  United  States  in  the  i)erform- 
ance  of  their  duties,  and  the  second  as  a  rule  for  the  settle- 
ment of  expenses  between  the  States  and  the  National  Gov- 
ernment. 

"  By  no  rule  or  legal  prescription  was  the  memorialist  bound 
to  know  the  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  or  to  act  in  con- 
formity with  them. 

"  On  the  contrary,  he  knew  that  the  minister  of  the  Unit«i 
States  was  instructed  by  his  government  to  proceed  in  a  mat- 
ter of  extradition,  and  that  the  proceedings  before  the  Ghilfttt 
court  could  only  be  conducted  through  an  intermediary  conn- 
sel.  Mr,  Trumbull  was  requested  by  the  minister  to  act  as 
counsel. 

''  He  was  justified  in  presuming  that  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  acted  in  jiccordance  with  his  instructions  from 
the  Secretary  of  State,  and  also  pursuant  to  the  rule  that  the 
expenses  of  extradition,  including  fees  of  counsel,  are  pai^ 
by  the  demanding  State. 

"He  was  right  also  in  assuming  that  the  minister  was aa- 
thorized  to  say  to  him,  "to  have  no  concern  in  the  matter, as 
he  (Trumbull)  would  be  paid  by  the  United  States  Govern 
ment  for  his  services." 

"  Whether  the  honorable  minister  of  the  United  States  at 
Santiago  exceeded  his  authority  in  entering  into  the  contwfi 
with  Mr.  Trumbull  is  a  question  that,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
demurrer,  is  of  no  importance. 

^*  As  a  representative  of  the  United  States  he  made,  as  is 
confessed  by  the  demurrer,  a  promise  in  the  name  of  hisgov-^ 
ernment,  which,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  responsibihtyot 
governments  for  acta  performed  by  their  agents  in  Ibrei^jt 
countries,  can  not  be  repudiated.     (Calvo,  DictionairedeProit 
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International  et  Prive,  vol.  11,  p.  170.  Also  Calvo,  Droit  In- 
teruatioual,  vol.  1,  §  417.) 

"As  to  the  argument  that  the  claimant  has  a  complete 
remedy  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  it  is  to  be  said  tbat 
the  competency  of  this  commission  to  take  jurisdiction  of  this 
claim  can  not  be  denied  under  the  authority  to  settle  and 
ai^ust  amicably  all  claims  of  citizens  of  Chile  and  of  the 
United  States  against  the  government  of  either  country. 

"The  demurrer  filed  by  the  agent  of  the  respondent  govern- 
ment is  therefore  overruled. 

"The  commissioner  of  Chile  concurs  with  his  honorable  col- 
leagues in  the  foregoing  decision  in  so  far  as  it  establishes 
the  responsibility  of  the  government  for  the  acts  of  its  agents, 
bat  does  not  accept,  without  certain  limitations,  the  last  point 
in  said  decision.'' 

Bieardo  L,  Trumbull  v.  Ckilej  No.  27,  United  States  and  Chilean  Clauns 
Commission,  convention  of  Augnst  7,  1892. 

T.  EUet  Hodgskin,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
^SSwa  Claim  *  ^^^^^?  Submitted  to  the  mixed  commission 
under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Chile  of  Augnst  7, 1892,  a  claim  against  the  latter 
government  based  on  the  discovery  in  Peru  of  certain  guano 
deposits  by  J.  Theophile  Landreau,  a  citizen  of  France.  A 
similar  claim  was  filed  by  J.  C.  Landreau,  a  naturalized  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  Both  claims  were  dismissed  by  the 
commission  on  demurrer,  Mr.  Goode,  the  United  States  com- 
missioner, dissenting. 

Tbe  opinion  of  the  commission  in  the  case  of  Hodgskin 
(No.  39)  was  as  follows: 

^'T.  EUet  Hodgskin,  in  his  memorial,  numbered  39,  x^laims 
from  the  Government  of  Chile  a  sura  equivalent  to  a  third  of 
the  proceeds  of  certain  guano  beds  situated  in  the  territory 
of  Peru,  which,  as  he  says,  were  received  by  the  Government 
of  Chile  during  the  war  with  the  Republic  of  Peru. 

^^The  claimant  declares  that  he  deduces  his  right  from  a 
cession  that  J.  Theox>hile  Landreau,  a  French  citizen  and  dis- 
coverer of  those  deposits  of  guano,  made  to  his  father,  James  B. 
Hodgskin,  an  American  citizen. 

"In  behalf  of  his  alleged  right  Hodgskin  declares  that  J. 
Theophile  Landreau,  relying  upon  a  decree  appearing  among 
the  documents,  marked  'Exhibit  1,'  and  on  the  public  faith  of 
the  Government  of  Peru,  dedicated  himself  for  several  years 
to  the  discovery  of  new  deposits  of  guano,  in  the  belief  that 
the  laws  then  in  force  and  the  aforementioned  decree  secured 
to  him  the  third  part  of  the  minerals  or  other  natural  sub- 
stances that  he  might  discover,  or  a  third  of  the  value  thereof; 
that  said  Landreau  was  fortunate  in  his  efforts  and  succeeded 
5627— VOL.  4 — -22 
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in  discovering,  between  the  years  1844  and  1856,  valuable  de- 
posits of  guano;  that  later  on  he  aided  Peru  to  raise  its  credit 
and  to  contract  loans  abroad ;  that  in  spite  of  the  great  advaD- 
tages  obtained  by  that  republic  from  the  discoveries  made  by 
J.  Theophile  Landreau  and  of  the  mauy  inillioiis  of  dollan 
received  from  the  sale  of  said  guano,  neither  said  Landreau 
nor  his  successors  or  representatives,  nor  the  present  claimant, 
had  recei vcwi  any  compensation  from  the  Grovemnient  of  Peru 
when,  in  1879,  the  war  with  Chile  broke  out;  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  Peru  rendered  to  the  Government  of  Chile,  aaawar 
indemnity,  certain  territories  in  which  the  deposits  of  gnapo 
were  located,  and  that  the  claimant  had  at  that  time,  individ- 
ually and  as  trustee,  a  just  and  legal  claim  against  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Peru  in  regard  to  the  deposits  of  guano  and  its 
products,  upon  which  he  had  a  lien. 

"The  claimant  adds  that  the  documents  on  which  bisdMm 
is  based  are  to  be  found  in  *  Exhibit  No.  1,'  which  accompanies 
the  memorial,  and  he  calls  special  attention  to  a  de<!ree  promnl 
gated  by  the  President  of  the  republic,  which  is,  in  his  jodg- 
ment,  the  basis  of  this  controversy. 

"From  the  documents  in  'Exhibit  IMt  is  seen  that  in  18M 
Jean  Theophile  Landreau,  a  French  citizen,  understanding thj^ 
the  Government  of  Peru  had  solemnly  bound  itself  torewaro 
in  a  specific  manner  any  individual  who  should  make  a  discov- 
ery that  would  increase  the  wealth  of  the  country,  determined 
to  devote  himself  to  a  careful  scientific  exploration  andexao- 
ination  of  the  territory  of  Peru,  with  a  view  to  discover  depos- 
its of  guano,  the  existence  of  which  was  unknown  to  the 
government. 

"On  the  30th  of  December,  1869,  Landreau  addressed  the 
following  petition  to  the  minister  of  finance  of  Peru : 

" '  YoiTR  Excellency:  Jean  Theophile  Landreau,  a  native 
of  France  and  a  resident  of  this  city,  with  due  respect  pre 
sents  himself  before  your  excellency  and  states  tbat  he  htf 
discovered  certain  guano  deposits  on  the  coast  of  Peru  and  is 
ready  to  point  out  the  location  and  bring  samples  of  the  ?naw 
immediately  the  government  informs  him  what  Ms  recompw*' 
will  he;  soliciting,  at  the  same  time,  a  list  of  the  deposits  known 
to  the  government  up  to  this  date. 

"  M.  T.  Lakdeeau. 

"The  minister  of  finance  of  Peru  requested  information  fw' 
the  director  jeneral  de  hamendu  (director-general  of  finance) 
with  regard  to  the  preceding  petition,  and  this  functionary,  o" 
the  5th  of  January  1860,  set  forth  Hhe  necessity  of  proving 
that  the  deposits  of  guano  mentioned  in  the  petition  were^^^J* 
Jide  new  discoveries.  That  the  government  was  aware  that  tw 
coast  district  of  Peru  abounded  in  deposits  of  guano,  and  thit 
all  of  them  belonged  to  the  state;  but,  in  case  Landreau'^P^ 
tition  referred  to  deposits  that  were  new,  then  it  would  be  bot 
fair  to  agree  to  his  receiving  a  share,  as  a  discoverer;  bot  that 
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the  minister  of  finance  was  the  only  person  who  could  desig- 
nate the  said  share,  there  being  no  law  bearing  on  the  vage.^ 

^*The  said  petition  was  then  referred  to  the  attorney-general 
(M.  Villaran),  who,  upon  the  18th  of  January  1860,  reported 
that  he  was  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  director  of  finance,  and 
suggested  the  necessity  of  ascertaining  if  it  was  a  fact  that 
Landreaa's  discoveries  of  deposits  were  positively  new,  as  in 
that  case  he  considered  the  minister  of  finance  coald  accept 
Landreaa's  declaration  and  assign  him  one-third  of  the  value 
of  the  guano  that  he  had  discovered,  in  accordance  with  the 
6th  paragraph  of  the  vote  of  the  conncil  of  state  dated  the 
13th  of  February  1833,  but  insisting  that  a  search  should  be 
made  to  decide  whether  the  deposits  mentioned  by  Landreau 
had  ever  been  previously  known,  as  no  premium  could  be 
allotted  to  him  if  they  were  not  newly  discovered. 

"The  6th  paragraph  of  the  decree  to  which  Attorney -Gen- 
eral Villaran  refers  is,  as  cited  by  claimant,  as  follows: 

" «  Lima,  February  13,  1833. 

"'The  council  of  state  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Executive 
be  made  acquainted  with  the  following:  That  any  one,  within 
a  year  after  the  publication  of  these  presents,  who  shall  have 
discovered  property  belonging  to  any  suppressed  convents,  or 
other  property  belonging  to  the  state,  shall  have  a  right  to  a 
third  part  of  said  property. 

"  *  Those  who  shall  have  been  convicted  of  having  kept  secret 
the  discovery  of  any  property  after  the  year  has  expired  will 
be  oondemned  to  pay  double  the  amount  of  its  value.' 

"Two  years  having  elapsed  without  the  Peruvian  Govern- 
meut  ailopting  a  resolution  regarding  Landreau's  petition,  he 
renewed  his  application  on  the  2d  of  December  1862. 

"This  latter  appeal  was  referred  to  the  attorney-general 
(TJreta),  who,  on  the  31st  of  October  1863,  gave  an  opinion 
contradicting  that  of  his  predecessor,  Attorney  General  Vil- 
laran, as  follows: 

"'That  Landreau,  having  asked  ichat  the  recompense  would 
be  for  his  discoveries,  was  answered  by  Dr.  Villaran  on  the 
18th  of  January  1860,  that,  according  to  his  opinion,  he  was 
entitled  to  one-third  part  of  the  value  of  the  property  discov- 
ered, this  being  the  general  practice  and  in  accordance  with 
the  6th  paragraph  of  the  vote  of  the  council  of  state  (February 
13, 1883);  but  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  said  premium  is 
only  meant  for  those  who  should  discover  national  property 
which  is  unlaicfully  possessed,  for  as  soon  as  it  becomes  the 
domain  of  private  right  there  is  a  posvsibility  of  having  to  run 
the  risk  of  seeing  said  usurpation  legitimized  by  a  transfer  to 
a  second  person,  who,  reeeicing  it  in  good  faith,  might,  after  a 
certain  number  of  years,  consider  it  as  prescribed  property ;  fur- 
thermore, the  risk  run  by  the  nation  of  losing  said  property  is 
only  too  evident,  should  it  not  be  discovered  in  due  time,  and 
in  consetiuence  the  necessity  of  stimulating  discoverers  with  a 
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heavy  premium.  Again,  such  property  a^  d^podU  of  gwm  ii 
not  exposed  to  individual  ap|^roprt*a<ton,  for  it  is  held  piw^tow* 
property^  though  it  be  unknown  for  years,  and  this  fact  de- 
stroys the  cause  for  the  allowance  of  the.one-third  in  question; 
besides  which  there  is  not  reason  for  holding  oatapremmm 
whereby  the  nation  loses  a  great  share  of  its  own  property,  m 
integrity  of  which  is  preserved  under  all  circumstances^  whilst 
the  use  of  the  same  is  not  imperative  at  present,  for  the  m 
of  guano  is  limited  to  the  demand  of  the  whole  consumptioD, 
and  for  this  reason  there  are,  as  yet,  deposits  that  have  not 
been  worked. 

*^ '  If  by  the  above  reasons  we  come  to  the  conclusion  ttai 
the  one-third  premium  can  not  be  applied  in  such  an  akowe 
manner^  it  cannot,  however,  be  detiied  that  a  just  reempeMeM 
due  to  the  person  tcho  discovers  property  the  intrinsic  value  of 
which  swells  the  wealth  of  the  nation.  Among  the  legal  pm 
ciples  that  might  with  less  propriety  be  cited  to  cov^  the 
present  case,  though  not  pointing  to  an  exact  analogy,  is  the 
article  520  of  the  Civil  Code,  whereby  the  premium  of  la  per 
cent  is  allotted  to  any  person  who  finds  property  not  his  own  m 
case  of  jettison  or  shipwreck.  In  this  there  is  no  usurpation, 
a  true  owner  exists,  and  yet  there  is  a  discovery,  although  the 
cause  that  led  to  the  placing  of  the  property  on  the  beach  is 
dlflferent  to  that  of  placing  the  unknown  deposits  said  to  have 
been  discovered  by  Landreau. 

"  *  Now,  then,  if,  notwithstanding  the  possibility  of  pnv«e 
appropriation  in  the  case  of  jettison  or  shipwreck,  tbe;>rf«Mi» 
does  not  exceed  15  per  cent,  how  much  less  must  it  be  when 
the  risk  of  such  malappropriation  does  not  exist 

"  *  From  these  remarks  the  attorney-general  concludes  thai 
the  third  part  cannot  be  granted  to  Landreau^  nor  even  15  per 
cent;  and  the  only  manner  of  bringing  the  point  at  issue  to  a 
conclusion  is  to  come  to  a  private  understanding  iclih  Landm^^ 
who,  convinced  by  the  above  reasons,  will,  no  doubt,  enter  into 
a  prudent  arrangement^  which  will  always  prove  beneficial  w 
him  if  the  discovery  is  of  the  magnitude  he  describes,  and  tor 
the  preservation  of  which  he  had  used  neither  efforts  noi 
capital.'  . 

"On  the  24th  of  October  the  Government  of  Peru  tooK  ror- 
raally  into  consideration  the  application  of  Landreau,  repre- 
sented at  that  time  by  Tomas  Carlos  Wright,  and  acknowledge. 
as  Attorney-General  Ureta  had  done,  that  it  was  just  to  giy* 
Landreau  a  proportionate  reward  for  his  services,  under  certain 
circumstances  and  conditions.  And  it  issued  the  follo^n^ 
doc*r6e  * 

*« '  Lima,  October  24, 18^^ 

" '  This  petition  having  been  examined  by  the  council  of  Vi^ 
isters,  and  considering  that  the  deposits  of  guano  tobefouna 
in  the  different  localities  of  the  territory  of  the  republic ood 
stitute  the  principal  part  of  the  national  wealth,  and  that  toe 
discovery  of  new  beds  will  enhance  the  same,  as  well  as  ^^ 
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&na{i(!i.dl  credit  of  the  nation;  that  Jean  Theophile  Landreau^ 
^V^^'9»tinted  to-day  by  Tomas  Carlos  Wrijjht,  says  that  there 
»%^^po8itdof  gaano  entirely  unknown,  and  offers  to  make  the 
same  known  to  the  government,  demandiug  for  this  service  a 
proportionate  recompense;  that  it  is  strictly  just  to  accede  to 
said  reeompeme  in  case  the  deposits  are  altogether  new,  in 
accordance  with  the  unanimous  vote  of  the  conncil  and  with 
the  report  of  the  attorney  general  of  the  supreme  court;  the 
petition  of  the  said  Landreau  is  granted  under  the  following 
conditions: 

*'^h  Landreau,  immediately  after  accepting  this  decree,  and 
f^  public  contract  of  the  same  having  been  drawn  up,  will  des- 
i^ate  the  deposits  of  which  he  calls  himself  discoverer,  said 
designation  being  made  with  the  greatest  possible  minuteness. 
It  being  well  understood  that  no  deposits  known  up  to  that 
date  shall  be  named  in  the  same. 

"'2.  The  premium  accorded  to  the  discoverer  is  10  per  cent 
on  the  net  proceeds  of  the  giiano  discovered,  if  the  number  of 
tons  is  one  million  or  less;  8  per. cent  on  the  tons  exceeding 
one  million  and  not  reaching  two  millions;  6  per  cent  on  the 
tons  exceeding  two  millions  and  not  reaching  three  millions; 
4  per  cent  on  the  excess  of  three  millions  and  not  reaching  four 
naillions;  2  per  cent  on  the  excess  of  four  millions  of  tons  and 
not  reaching  hye^  it  being  well  understood  that  for  any  number 
of  tons  above  five  millions  there  will  be  no  recompense,  the 
excess  belonging  exclusively  to  the  nation. 

***3.  Neither  Landreau  nor  any  person  or  i)ersons  represent- 
iDg  him  shall  ever  agitate  any  question  growing  out  of  the 
concession  established  in  this  decree  before  any  other  author- 
ities or  tribunals  than  those  of  the  republic  and  in  accordance 
yith  the  laws  of  the  same,  renouncing  expressly  all  diplomatic 
^Btervention,  it  l>eing  an  expressed  condition  that,  should  he 
®ver  employ  such  means,  that  sole  fact  will  destroy  the  effect 
^9  this  resolution,  and  he  will  be  unable  to  claim  any  premium 
Whatsoever. 

"*4.  The  discoverer  or  his  attorneys  2bte  forbidden,  directly 

^T  indirectly^  to  interfere  in  the  contracts  of  sale  or  any  other 

^^^y»ntract  that  the  Oovernment  may  be  pleased  to  make  regarding 

t.Tie  guanos  of  the  new  deposits^  for  his  rights  tcill  be  limited  to 

Asking  the  share  which^  according  to  the  i)ercentage  already 

^iientioned,  may  fall  to  him. 

" '  5.  The  government  will  begin  operations  on  the  new  guano 
<lei)08its  as  soon  as  it  will  deem  it  convenient,  the  discoverer  or 
liis  attorneys  not  having  the  option  to  demand  when  a  start 
^hall  be  made. 

"*6.  This  concession  will  be  Void  in  case  the  government 
Or  any  authority  can  plainly  prove  that  they  had  official  or  any 
private  report  of  the  deposits  said  to  have  been  discovered  by 
Landreau.' 

"Four  days  later,  on  the  28th  of  October  1S65,  a  contract 
^^  signed  between  the  minister  of  Peru  and  Don  Tomas  Carlos 
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Wright  by  which  Landreau  accepte<l  the  stipalations  of  the 
foregoinor  decree. 

*' A  new  decree  from  the  government  of  Peru,  dated  Decern 
ber  12, 1868,  and  signed  by  President  Balta  and  Minister  Cal- 
deron,  reads  as  follows: 

^'  ^  The  government,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  said 
contract  can  never  be  accepted  on  account  of  several  defects 
that  render  it  null;  that  the  premium  stipulated  to  be  accorded 
to  him  is  of  such  a  great  amount  that  it  can  never  be  given  by 
the  government;  that  it  is  convenient  to  examine  the  goajio 
deposits  discovered,  so  as  to  see  if  the  same  be  of  good  quality 
and  of  any  advantage  to  the  national  interests: 

^^ '  In  virtue  of  these  reasons  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the 
contract  signed  between  the  government  and  Landreau,  Nov. 
2, 1865,  is  null  and  void;  whilst  the  discovering  and  the  infor- 
mation of  the  same  made  by  him  are  accepted,  and  it  is  hereby 
decreed  that  as  a  basis  for  a  new  contract  said  new  guano  de- 
posits  shall  be  examined  by  a  special  commission  appointed  for 
that  purpose. 

" '  This  commission  is  to  proceed  in  company  of  the  discov- 
erer, Mr.  Landreau,  to  the  different  places  indicated  by  him 
and  to  measure  the  deposits  of  guano  referred  to  in  hisdedara- 
tion,  taking  from  each  a  sample  in  order  to  have  the  necessary 
analysis  taiade  in  view  of  testing  the  quality  and  value  of  the 
same. 

" '  Let  Landreau  be  made  acquainted  witb  this  resolution 
that  he  may  name  the  recompense  he  asks  for  in  the  aforesaid 
declaration. 

(Signed)  " '  Balta. 

"*Caldbbon.' 

^<  The  claimant  has  cited  also  in  behalf  of  his  alleged  right 
the  following  paragraph,  taken  from  the  VI  Law,  Book  X. 
Chapter  XXI.  of  the  New  Summary  (Xueva  Recopilaeidn): 

"  <  No.  3,  law  6,  book  10,  title  22  of  the  New  Spanish  Com- 
pilation, still  in  force.  Article  7.  The  case  being  termiDated 
the  tribunals  declare  by  a  sentence  that  all  proclaimed  prop- 
erty will  be  applied  to  the  construction  and  preservation  rf 
roads,  and  it  will  be  distributed  as  follows:  Two-thirds  vifl 
be  applied  to  the  above-mentioned  end,  and  tbe  remaining  third 
to  the  discoverer.  The  same  application  shall  be  made  with 
unknown  property.  And  if  the  thing  discovered  is  less  than 
six  thousand  maravedis,  the  expenses  will  be  deducted,  and 
the  balance  will  be  divided  in  three  parts,  as  mentioned;  then 
the  property  will  be  sold  at  auction.  As  to  vacant  or  doabtfol 
property,  the  same  procedure  will  be  followed.' 

''  Has  also  invoked  a  decree  of  1847  that  reads  as  follows: 

"  <  Agreeably  to  the  papers  and  the  report  of  the  superi* 
tribunal  of  accounts,  and  also  that  of  the  attomey-genwal  o( 
the  supreme  court,  and  considering  that  according  to  informa- 
tion received  by  the  government  it  is  probable  that  there  i* 
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mach  manieipal  and  governnient  property  which  prodaces 
nothing,  because  the  state  officers  lack  informatioD  and  neces- 
sary knowledge  on  that  snbject,  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the 
revenne  officers  seek  and  discover  said  property  in  order  to 
form  the  matricnlation  books;  for  those  discoveries  being  con- 
sidered as  decliurations,  the  said  functionaries,  or  anyone  else, 
win  be  allowed  one-third  of  the  capital  discovered,  and  interest 
not  discharged  according  to  the  6th  law,  title  22,  book  10  of  the 
new  compiliation  and  decree  of  Febrnary  13,  1833.  Let  this 
be  drcolated  and  published.    Rubric  of  his  excellency. 

(Signed)  "  *  Rio,  Minister  of  ike  Interior: 

"The  s^eut  of  the  government  of  Chile  interposed  a  de- 
mnrrer  to  the  memorial  of  T.  Ellet  Hodgskin,  alleging  that  the 
claimant  has  no  title  to  claim  from  Chile,  because  he  had  no 
real  right  to  the  guano  of  which  he  said  that  government  had 
taken  possession. 

"  The  commission  before  giving  a  decision  has  requested  and 
has  taken  into  consideration  the  whole  text  of  the  decree  of 
13th  of  February  1833  and  article  7  of  the  New  Spanish  Com- 
pilation  (Nueva  Recapilacuki)^  of  which  the  preceding  para- 
graphs, cited  by  the  claimant,  are  a  part.  The  decree  reads 
as  follows: 

"'Republic  of  Peru, 
"'Department  of  State  and  Foreign  Affairs, 
"  'Government  House^  Lima^  13th  of  February  1833. 

"*8ir:  His  excellency  the  President  of  the  republic  has 
approved  the  vote  of  the  council  of  state,  which  I  copy  as  fol- 
lows:  • 

"  'The  council,  pursuant  to  the  advice  asked  by  the  execu- 
tive, through  your  excellency's  ministry,  in  your  note  of  the 
loth  of  January  last,  as  to  whether  he  could  carry  into  execu- 
tion that  part  of  the  bill  approved  by  Congress  relating  to  the 
nationalization  of  the  property  of  suppressed  convents,  has 
resolved,  at  its  session  of  this  date,  as  follows: 

" '  No  law  can  be  enforced  which  has  not  been  enacted  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the  constitution.  Nevertheless,  in 
the  bill  herein  referred  to  there  were  only  three  almost  unim- 
portant {sections  upon  which  the  two  chambers  failed  to  agree. 
It  appears  that  the  determining  of  priority  of  payment  among 
the  creditors  of  the  state  ie  a  matter  exclusively  within  the 
purview  of  the  judicial  power^  whenever  a  paaiy  appears 
claiming  the  right  of  preference;  and  surely  it  was  for  this 
reason  tiiat  the  chamber  of  deputies  rejected  said  sections.  If 
the  bill  had  passed  through  all  its  stages,  and  the  executive 
had  agreed  with  the  senate,  where  the  rejected  sections  origi- 
nated, and  it  were  t«o  be  resubmitted  for  discussion  by  the 
reviewing  chamber,  and  the  latter  should  remain  inflexible, 
would  it  not  be  reserved  for  the  next  legislature  just  as  though 
the  objections  should  have  agreed  with  the  rejecting  chamber! 
The  council  before  giving  its  approval  should  study  all  of  this, 
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and  also  what  would  become,  daring  the  session  of  the  former, 
or  in  the  mean  tinrn,  of  the  property  of  suppressed  convents. 

" '  Suppose  that  the  (constitutional)  convention  meets  this 
year,  and  that  no  change  is  made  in  the  division  of  the  cham- 
bers, owing  to  the  benefits  to  be  derived,  as  experience  hzs 
demonstrated,  and  as  harmonizes  with  the  well  uigh  genenl 
opinion  of  publicists,  when  will  the  first  legislative  congress 
convene!  Should  no  impediment  intervene  to  cause  delay 
(and  it  is  very  unlikely  that  there  will  be  none)  it  will  he  in 
the  year  1834;  and  if  in  said  session  the  chamber  should  still 
be  inflexible,  notwithstanding  the  objections  of  the  executive, 
it  can  not  be  introduced  in  the  succeeding  legislature,  which, 
should  not  the  slightest  impediment  arise,  will  meet  in  ^ 
year  1835.  And  to  what  will  the  properties  be  reduced  doiiBg 
all  this  time  t  To  nothing ;  for  the  state  has  no  funds  to  reptir 
the  estates — ^which  consist  mostly  of  houses— and  althoagh 
they  should  be  well  repaired,  they  would  not  then  produce 
anything  under  direct  management,  not  even  enoagii  Co  paj 
the  employees,  who,  if  they  do  not  appropriate  their  incomes, 
would  have  to  run  the  risk  of  the  false  returns  of  subalt^ra 
hands,  who  will  report  them  as  unproductive,  and  ahnoftt 
always  empty  or  occupied  by  tenants  unable  to  pay  rent  So 
that  the  administrative  books,  in  lieu  of  correct  accounts^  will 
•  contain  the  record  of  payments  preferred  to  the  claims  of 
legitimate  creditors;  for  the  salaries  of  those  engaged  in  the 
management,  far  from  diminishing,  will  increase  in  proportion 
to  the  disorder  in  which  the  properties  are,  until  by  the  very 
nature  of  things  they  will  become  the  mere  semblance  of  vbit 
they  formerly  were,  and  finally  the  state  will  have  to  satisfy 
all  the  encumbrances  resting  on  the  estates,  because  it&lM 
to  repair  them  in  time  and  1^  make  the  opportune  appropru* 
tions  demanded  by  the  conditions.  If  this  could  occur  while 
the  chambers  continue  in  the  order  established  bytheooBati* 
tution,  what  can  be  expected  if  the  convention  should  make i 
complete  change  and  leave  the  legislative  power  indimbte 
and  vested  in  one  body?  Let  it  not  be  said  that  it  can  not  do 
this  because  of  the  inconveniences  which  would  result  from  tiif 
change  when  it  has  authority  therefor.  And  in  such  an  event 
how  would  the  bill  under  consideration  fare?  As  if  it  had 
never  been  introduced.  And  the  property  of  suppressed  coo 
vents!  It  seems  as  if  the  bare  sight  of  the  convents  of  SaD 
Ildefonso,  Guadalupe,  S.  Pedro  Nolasco,  Guia,  Belen,  vA 
others  mutely  replies.  And  would  they  then  be  worth  vbat 
they  formerly  weref  Would  it  not  have  been  more  beneficial 
and  just  had  some  of  the  nation's  debts  been  paid  with  these 
estates  than,  through  an  illy  advised  delicacy  or  false  zeal, to 
allow  them  to  disappear! 

**  *  If  the  estates  in  mortmain  never  increase,  because  rf 
which  sales  thereto  are  prohibited,  experience  has  proved  tW 
such  as  are  managed  at  the  expense  of  the  state  are  instantly 
destroyed  or  annihilated  j  and  this  alone  could  have  sufficed  to 
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)blige  congress  to  consider  them,  order  their  nationalization, 
lud  amortize  the  internal  debt  therewith.  The  national  will 
is,  therefore,  manifest,  since  both  chambers  have  agreed ;  but, 
2?en  had  no  law  been  passed,  wonld  the  preexisting  laws 
ieclaring  the  temporal  holdings  of  monastic  orders  national- 
ized have  been  derogated t  The  only  difference  existing 
between  the  properties  now  engaging  the  attention  of  the 
Doancil  of  state  is  that  the  council  determined  their  proceeds 
shonid  be  app.ied  to  works  of  charity.  And  was  not  the  coun- 
cil of  state  the  executive  power  I  Its  authority,  according  to 
its  decree  of  organization,  is  it  not  the  same  as  that  vested  in 
tiie  President  of  the  republic  f  Who  suppressed  the  con  vents  t 
riie  executive,  in  compliance  with  the  law  which  provided 
that  none  should  exist  where  the  designated  number  of  monks 
was  lacking.  Who  has  put  them  under  direct  management! 
The  same  executive  who  has  disposed  of  many  of  the  proper- 
ties, increasing  revenues  to  colleges,  and  distributing  the  pro- 
ceeds among  other  charitable  objects.  Will  he  be  denied  this 
authority  because  he  wishes  to  pay  debts  with  such  funds  f 
EvcD  though  the  distribution  formerly  made  be  the  most  bene- 
ficial, will  it  be  said  it  is  not  just  and  holy  to  pay  therewith 
some  portion  of  what  is  owing  f  Is  it  not  better  to  pay  before 
giving  alms,  even  though  the  latter  be  one  of  the  most  com- 
mendable virtues !  The  one  thing  the  executive  and  Congress 
can  not  do  is  to  derogate  the  encumbrances  resting  on  said 
properties. 

^'Had  there  been  no  bill,  and  under  present  circumstances 
an  advisory  vote  had  been  asked  of  the  council  of  state  for  the 
intended  purpose,  would  it  have  been  of  opinion  that  it  could 
not  dispose  of  them,  even  though  it  recognized  the  existing 
necessity  of  diminishing  the  internal  debt  and  the  absolute 
nrin  to  which  they  would  be  reduced  because  of  the  failure  to 
take  the  step!  It  seems  not.  And  the  national  will  that  said 
properties  should  be  nationalized  and  with  them  the  internal 
debt  be  funded,  will  it  hesitate  a  moment  in  giving  its  vote  to 
this  end  ? 

"*  Wherefore  the  judgment  of  the  council  of  state  is  that 
the  executive  be  informed : 

"  ^Firgt  The  chambers  having  declared  the  property  of  con- 
^€nU  9uppr€89ed  and  those  that  may  hereafter  be  supprensed  as 
national,  save  encumbrances  resting  thereon  and  the  appli- 
cations already  made. 

"  ^Second.  That  the  amortization  be  made  at  public  sale  after 
Appraument  and  advertiftementjor  a  period  of  thirty  day  ft  to  the 
highest  biddery  whose  bid  shall  in  no  case  be  less  than  the  full 
amount  of  the  appraisement,  and  who  shall  pay  the  purchavse 
price  by  personal  or  endorsed  draft. 

^ [Third.  That,  in  order  to  bring  to  the  notice  of  all  the  in- 
WHtants  of  the  republic  which  are  all  the  properties  to  be 
wctioned,  he  (the  executive)  shall  cause  to  be  made  in  each 
department  a  list  of  the  estates  therein  situate  which  may  not 
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have  been  previously  applied,  giving  the  respective  valuation 
of  each,  arrived  at  by  experts  to  be  appointed  by  the  finance 
board. 

"  'Fourth.  That  these  lists  be  published  in  the  newspapers  of 
each  department;  that,  in  order  to  reach  the  notice  of  all,tho« 
published  in  the  newspapers  of  one  department  shall  be  repub- 
lished in  those  of  the  others. 

"  'Fifth.  That  four  months  after  the  publication  of  theliste 
the  auctions  of  the  estates  shall  take  place  at  the  capital  of  the 
department  in  which  they  are  situated,  and  before  the  board  of 
auctions,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law. 

"  'Sixth.  That  whoever,  after  a  year  from  the  publicatioa  of 
the  lists,  shall  discover  property  of  suppressed  convents,  or  other 
properties  belonging  to  the  state  by  any  title,  shall  receive  a 
third  part  thereof;  and  those  who,  after  the  year,  are  convicted 
of  concealing  them  shall  be  punished  in  dotMe  the  value  iktn^y 
should  they  have  property. 

"  'Seventh.  And  that  contracts  of  rent  or  emphyteutic  sates 
shall  continue  in  force  until  the  expiration  of  the  term  stipo- 
lated  in  the  respective  instruments,  and  (the  proceeds  th^erfl 
shall  be  applied,  in  the  manner  indicated,  to  the  iiaymentrf 
the  internal  debt,  excepting  such  as  concern  the  (convent  of 
Buefianiuerte,  and  the  sites  of  the  convents  the  state  mayneri. 
in  whole  or  in  part,  for  courts,  offices,  educational  instit^tionSy 
and  charity. 

"  'I  transcribe  it  to  your  excellency  in  compliance  with  tbe 
resolution,   subscribing  myself  your  attentive  and  hmnW*  , 
servant, 

''<Jos6  MariI  Corbacho, 
"  'Honorable  Minister  of  State  in  the 
"  '  Department  of  Government  and  Foreign  Relatm^ 

"  ^And  the  necessary  provisions  for  its  enforcement  having 
to  be  issued  by  Your  Excellency,  I  have  the  honor  to  transcribe 
it  to  you,  announcing  that  I  shall  opportunely  transmit  to  Yoar 
Excellency  a  statement  of  the  real  est4ite  and  rights  of  the  «iF* 
pressed  convents  which  have  been  nationalized  for  tite  purpm 
set  forth  in  the  preceding  vote. 

" '  I  renew  to  Your  Excellency  the  assurances  of  the  distil- 
guished  regard  with  which  1  am,  your  attentive  and  obedient 
servant, 

"  '  Jos6  MariA  Pajido.* 

[1]  (Cole.  vol.  4,  No.  15). 

"Article  7  of  the  VI.  law.  Book  X.  Title  XXII.  of  tiieneT 
Spanish  compilation  {Nueva  Recopilacion)^  says  as  follows: 

"  'Article  7.  Wlienever  any  person  shall  die  without  mak 
ing  a  will,  and  shall  leave  no  known  relatives  within  tli^ 
fourth  degree,  the  ordinary  constable  or  constiibles  of  thestt^ 
delegation,  or  any  other  person  to  whom  notice  shall  come, shall 
make  the  declaration  before  the  subdelegate  judges,  and  tbej 
shall  take  testimony  as  to  how  the  deceased  died  withooi 
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naking  a  will  and  leaving  no  relatives  within  the  fonrth  degree, 
i,nd  said  testimony  once  taken  the  jadges  shall  cause  three 
idiets  to  be  posted  and  proclaimed,  setting  forth  therein  the 
"act  that  John  Doe  is  dead  and  left  no  will ;  that  if  anyone  has 
■;he  right  of  succession  ex  testamenio  vel  ab  inteHtato,  he  shall 
appear  before  them  within  thirty  days,  or  any  other  term  siyt- 
il>l«  to  the  judges,  provided  it  be  not  less  than  thirty  days,  and 
iJiatif  within  such  term  any  heirs  shall  appear  and  show  their 
right,  they  shall  be  heard  and  their  rights  recognized,  other- 
wise the  i>roperty  will  be  applied  to  the  construction  and  niain- 
t^eoance  of  roads  (5  and  6) ;  and  if  within  the  three  terms  of  the 
said  edicts  heirs  shall  appear,  they  shall  aver  the  property 
restored  to  them,  as  provided  in  said  edict;  and,  if  said  terms 
kaving  expired,  no  heirs  a))pear,  the  cause  will  be  tried  on 
proofs,  notifying  the  halls  of  justice,  and  the  witnesses  of  the 
preliminary  proceedings  will  be  reexamined  and  the  case 
closed,  and  once  closed  they  shall  decree  the  said  property  to 
be  set  apart  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  roads, 
i^nd  it  shall  be  so  applied  in  this  way:  Two-thirds  thereof  to  go 
\o  the  said  object  for  which  it  is  intended,  and  a  third  part  to 
die  declarer,  cost  of  suit,  and  subdelegate,  ministers,  and 
jndges  for  their  work,  and  a  like  application  shall  be  made  in 
3ases  of  property  of  unknoicn  owners^  and  if  the  suit  shall  be 
rf  six  thousand  mararedis  down,  the  costs  shall  be  subtracted 
from  the  whole  amount,  and  the  remainder  shall  be  divided 
into  three  parts,  as  provided,  and  the  application  made,  the 
property  will  be  sold  at  public  sale  in  due  form  of  law,  adjudg- 
ing it  to  the  highest  bidder.' 

'*The  commission,  having  examined  the  documents  produced 
by  the  party  claimant,  and  those  of  which  it  could  take  judicial 
notice,  has  reached  the  conclusions  following: 

^'First.  That  the  decree  of  the  13th  of  February  1833,  on 
irliieh  it  is  attempted  to  vest  in  Theophile  Landreau  a,  jus  in  re 
in  one-third  of  the  guano  by  him  discovered,  is  not  applicable 
to  the  present  case  for  the  reasons  following: 

**a.  That  the  sections  of  the  said  decree  and  the  dominating 
spirit  thereof  clearly  show  that  it  refers  solely  to  the  property 
of  convents  which  a  Peruvian  law  had  just  provided  should 
be  transferred  to  the  state.  In  fact,  the  preamble  to  said 
decree  is  in  these  words: 

"*The  council,  pursuant  to  the  advice  asked  by  the  execu- 
tive through  your  excellency's  ministry,  in  your  note  of  the 
^th  of  January  last,  as  to  whether  he  could  carry  into  execu- 
Son  tliat  part  of  the  bill  approved  by  Congress  relating  to  the 
^^^tionalizaiion  of  the  property  of  suppressed  convents^  has  re- 
solved,  at  its  session  of  this  date,  as  follows: 

*'*The  council,  after  adducing  several  reasons  tending  to 

^^monstrate  the  injuries  the  state  would  suffer  should  the 

execution  of  the  said  law  be  deferred,  owing  to  the  ruinous 

^^tidition  of  the  convents  of  San  Ildefonso,  (luadalupe,  San 

^%dro  NolascOy  Guia,  Belen,  and  others,  resolved  to  submit  to 
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the  executive,  among  other  couclnsions,  the  two  following: 
'*l8t.  The  Congress  having  declared  the  property  of  conmU 
suppressed  and  those  that  may  hereafter  be  suppress^  as  na^iulf 
save  the  incumbrances  resting  thereon  and  the  appropriation 
already  made.  :id.  That  they  be  sold  at  public  sale,  ato 
appraisement  and  advertisement  for  the  period  of  thirty  days, 
to  the  highest  bidder,  whose  bid  shall  in  no  case  be  less  tbsi 
the  full  amount  of  the  appraisement,  and  who  shall  pay  tJie 
purchase  price  by  personal  or  endorsed  draft.' 

^<  It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  no  part  of  said  decree  is  mentifli 
made  of,  nor  is  there  any  allusion  whatever  to,  discoveriarf 
guano;  and  that  if  the  Government  of  Peru  had  considcirf 
that  it  had  any  reference  to  deposits  of  guano  it  would  baw 
alienated  them  at  public  sale,  in  accordance  with  theproviaoai 
of  the  said  decree,  thirty  days  after  their  existence  shodl 
have  been  made  to  Landreau— which  was  not  done  then  i« 
afterwards,  as  is  proven  by  the  fact  that  they  were  o(»np«d 
by  Chile  twenty  years  later. 

"  b.  The  foregoing  argument  is  supported  by  the  fact  tlal 
(as  appears  from  the  exhibits  of  the  claimant)  Theophile  Laa- 
dreau  never  invoked,  in  support  of  his  rights  and  expectatioo^ 
the  decree  referred  to;  for  in  the  communication  which, on th 
30th  of  December  1859,  he  addressed  to  the  Government  rf 
Peru,  informing  it  of  certain  discoveries  of  guano  he  had  mid^ 
he  limits  himself  to  the  statement  that  he  would  reveal  tki 
locality  where  such  deposits  existed,  and  would  prodace* 
sample  of  the  guano  so  soon  as  the  government  would  advi* 
him  as  to  what  his  recompense  would  be, 

"c.  The  director- general  of  the  treasury  of  Peru,  of  whj 
the  government  requested  a  report  touching  Landreau's  p«» 
tion,  expressed  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  law  applica* 
thereto. 

*'f/.  Although  the  attorney-general  of  Peru,  Senor  Villartai 
whose  opinion  was  also  consulted  on  the  18th  of  JaiiMiT 
1860,  gave  it  as  liis  view  that  the  government  might  assign  tt 
Landreau,  under  certain  circumstances,  a  third  of  the  valne« 
the  guano  by  him  discovered,  in  accordance  with  the  decree* 
the  3d  of  February  1833;  said  opinion  was  later  on,  Octobff 
31,  1863,  counteracted  by  the  attorney  general,  Sefior  Ureta, 
who  held  that  the  said  decree  was  not  applicable  to  the  pefr 
tion  of  Landreau  because  the  reward  therein  oflfered  ref«r» 
only  to  the  declaring  of  national  property  illegally  held;  ftjr 
as  this  might  pass  into  private  hands,  it  was  feared  that  t» 
holders  in  good  faith  might  set  up  prescription,  after  the  lap* 
of  a  certain  number  of  years,  and  thus  oust  the  state  of  i» 
rights.  Confronted  by  the  fear  of  losing  such  property,  "J 
government  tiiought  it  well  to  stimulate  investigations  ani 
individual  interest  by  offering  to  the  declarers  of  such  ^V^ 
ties  a  third  of  the  value  thereof,— circumstances  which  cooM 
not  attach  to  cavses  of  guano  discoveries,  which  in  no  «fl 
could  become  private  property  through  simple  possessorjtitlA 
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**6.  Whatever  the  opinions  of  the  attorneys- general  of  Peru, 
Seiiores  Villanin  and  Ureta,  may  have  been,  neither  of  them 
involves,  according  to  the  laws  of  Peru,  a  binding  i)recedent, 
nor  has  it  any  legal  force  unless  such  opinion,  which  is  merely 
explanatory,  obtains  the  effective  approval  of  the  government. 

"/.  The  Government  of  Peru  disregarded  the  opinion  of  the 
Attorney- General  Senor  Villariu  and  followed  that  of  the 
Attorney-General  Senor  Ureta,  as  appears  from  the  decree  of 
the  24th  of  October  1865,  which  occasioned  the  petition  of 
Landreau  under  the  conditions  therein  set  forth. 

^^g.  Landreau,  upon  accepting  and  subscribing  the  contract 
of  October  28, 1865,  with  the  Government  of  Peru,  by  this  very 
fact  accepted  also  the  opinion  of  the  attorney-general,  Senor 
Ureta,  which  served  as  the  basis  of  the  decree  of  the  24th  of 
October  of  the  same  year,  and  according  to  which  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  council  of  state  of  the  13th  of  February  1833,  did 
not  apply  to  the  discoveries  of  guano  made  by  Landreau. 

'^Second.  That  the  seventh  paragraph  of  Law  VI.  Title 
XXI  r.  Book  X.  of  the  Nuera  Recopilacim  is  also  inapplicable 
to  this  claim,  for  the  reason  that  this  law  refers  solely  to  prop- 
erty left  by  persons  dying  intestate  and  without  heirs  within 
the  fourth  degree,  and  to  certain  property  having  no  known 
owner,  res  nullius. 

"^Third.  That  the  decree  of  1847  was  only  a  regulation,  hav- 
ing for  object  the  registration  of  all  the  properties  referred  to 
in  the  decree  of  1833  and  in  the  law  in  the  Neuva  Eecopilaciony 
before  cited. 

'^Fourth.  That  by  decree  of  the  12th  of  December  1868, 
the  Government  of  Peru  had  declared  invalid  the  contract  of 
October  28, 1865,  promising  to  later  on  give  Landreau  a  mod- 
erate compensation  for  his  services  as  discoverer. 

^^Fifth.  That  the  legal  standing  of  Landreau  has  been  the 
same  as  that  of  any  other  claimant,  having,  according  to  con- 
ventional agreement,  a  personal  claim  against  Peru. 

^^ Sixth.  That  Chile  took  possession  of  the  guano  deposits 
existing  in  the  territory  of  Peru  in  the  year  1881,  both  repub- 
lics being  in  a  state  of  war. 

^^Seventh.  That  Theophile  Landreau  lacking  all  jus  in  re 
recognized  by  the  Government  of  Peru,  in  the  aforesaid  guano 
deposits,  and  said  deposits  being  at  that  time  under  the  abso- 
lute control  and  possession  of  said  government,  that  of  Chile 
could  legitimately  take  possession  thereof  as  property  of  the 
enemy,  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  war.  That  Peru  has 
ceded  to  Chile  the  territory  mentioned  in  articles  2  and  3 
of  the  treaty  of  peace  of  October  20, 1883,  without  other  onu^ 
than  those  provided  for  in  articles  4  to  10  of  the  said  treaty 
of  peace. 

''^Eighth.  That  (to  leave  nothing  unsaid)  Chile  having  agreed 
in  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  peace  with  Peru,  to  deposit  in  the 
Bank  of  England  50  per  cent  of  the  product  of  guano  already 
collected  or  which  might  later  on  be  collected,  to  be  applied  to 
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the  paymeut  of  debts  dae  by  Peru  and  secured  by  said  guaoo, 
subject  to  the  award  to  be  made  by  an  arbitrator  to  be  naiMd 
by  the  interested  parties,  and  in  default  thereof  by  the  Gov 
ernmen  t  of  Chile ;  and  the  federal  court  of  Switzerland  ha?iDf 
been  named  tor  this  purpose  in  1893,  as  is  notorious,  Landieu, 
if  he  considered  he  had  a  jus  in  re  in  said  guano,  could  b&?e 
taken  advantage  of  the  medium  thus  offered  him  to  seeare  tbe 
full  recognition  of  his  alleged  rights. 

'*That,  besides  the  50  per  cent  already  referred  to,  Chile,  to 
help  Peru  to  the  liquidation  of  her  debt  secured  by  thedepoflits 
of  guano,  ceded  spontaneously  to  the  latter  and  made  a  fomuii 
delivery  on  the  5th  of  December,  1892,  of  80  per  cent  of  the 
50  per  cent  that  by  the  treaty  of  peace  had  been  reserved  for 
herself  since  the  12th  of  February,  1882,  as  appears  from 
the  protocols  subscribed  between  the  minister  of  foreig|Brdar 
tions  of  Chile  and  the  diplomatic  representative  of  Peru  in  S» 
tiago  on  the  8th  of  January  1890  and  of  the  5th  of  December 
1892  (Report  of  Foreign  Relations,  1892,  pages  50  and  156). 

"That  on  the  23d  of  July  1892,  a  protocol,  signed  by  the 
minister  of  foreign  relations  of  Chile  and  the  diplomatic  i^ 
resentative  of  France  in  Santiago,  Chile,  also  made  a  sponti- 
neons  cession  of  the  remaing  20  per  cent  in  favor  of  said  Frend 
creditors  whose  titles  should  obtain  a  favorable  decision  fros 
the  federal  court  of  Switzerland.  Therefore  Chile,  by  tin 
transactions  referred  to,  has  returned  in  favor  of  Pern  aodrf 
her  creditors  claiming  a  right  to  the  guanos,  all  proceeds  that 
had  resulted  from  the  sale  of  that  article.  (See  Report  of  For- 
eign Relations,  1892,  page  121.) 

'^That  in  conformity  with  the  said  protocol  of  DeoranberS, 
1892,  the  G-overnment  of  Chile  delivered  to  the  Ck)vemmenta 
Peru  on  that  date  and  for  a  period  of  eight  years  thereaftff 
the  guano  beds  that  existed  in  the  territory  transferred  t» 
Chile  by  the  treaty  of  peace,  in  order  that  the^'  might  be  ex- 
ploited and  their  proceeds  used  in  the  payment  of  the  Pot- 
vian  debt  guaranteed  by  that  article.  (See  Rei>ort  of  Foieip 
Relations  of  Chile,  1^92,  page  156,) 

"Finally,  that  the  rights  of  T.  Ellet  Hodgskin  being derivei 
from  those  of  Jean  Theophile  Landrean,  all  the  foregomg  cm- 
siderations  apply. 

"In  virtue  of  the  foregoing  statements  the  commission i5 of 
o])inion  that  the  present  claim  against  the  Government  d 
Chile,  under  whatever  aspect  it  may  be  considered,  is  inadmis- 
sible, and  therefore  decides  that  the  demurrer  filed  by  the 
honorable  agent  for  the  Republic  of  Chile  is  sustained,  and  the 
claim  of  T.  Ellet  Hodgskin  is  disallowed." 

In  the  case  of  Landrean  (No.  38)  the  opinion  of  the  commie- 
sion  was  as  follows  : 

"John  C.  Landrean,  in  his  memorial,  numbered  38,  subetto- 
tiallysays: 
"That  he  is  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United. States  ^ 
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the  legitimate  owner  of  one  andivided  tenth  part  of  certain 
gaano  deposits  sitaated  in  the  Kepablic  of  Peru. 

^^  That  he  derives  title  to  said  property  from  a  transaction 
made  by  public  instrnmeut  {escritura  piiblica)  on  the  29th  of 
October  1875  with  his  brother,  J.  Theophile  Landreau,  a  French 
citizen,  in  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  claimant  should  have 
an  interest  of  30  x)er  cent  in  the  guano  acquired  by  J.  Theophile 
Landreau,  and  the  latter  was  to  retain  the  remaining  70  per 
cent. 

^^  That  the  rights  of  Theophile  Landreau  grew  out  of  certain 
discoveries  of  guano  deposits  made  by  him  between  the  years 
1844  and  1839,  and  which  he  reported  to  the  Government  of 
Peru  in  1865. 

<'  That  by  reason  of  said  discoveries  the  said  Jean  Theophile 
Landreau  became  entitled,  and  had  a  right  under  the  laws  of 
Peru  then  in  force,  to  one-third  of  the  property  discovered,  as 
provided  in  §  0  of  the  resolution  of  the  council  of  state  (of 
Peru)  of  the  13th  of  February  1833,  and  contained  in  volume 
4  of  the  Collection  of  Laws  by  Quiroz. 

"The  memorialist  further  states  that  on  the  28th  of  October 
1865  the  said  J.  Theophile  Landreau,  representing  both  his 
interests  and  that  of  the  claimant,  and  with  the  consent  and 
acceptance  of  the  latter,  by  way  of  compromise  and  with  the 
view  of  facilitating  the  settlement  of  their  interests,  entered 
into  a  contra<;t  with  the  Government  of  Peru,  by  which  they 
were  to  receive  in  compensation  of  their  rights  to  one-third  of 
the  guano  deposits  discovered  by  J.  Theophile  Landreau  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  five  million  tons  of  guano  to  be  removed 
f**om  said  deposits,  and  the  claimant  refers  to  said  contract 
and  annexes  a  copy  of  it,  marked  "  Exhibit  G." 

''That  Peru  refused,  however,  to  carry  out  said  contract,  and 
formally  repudiated  and  attempted  to  annul  it  by  decree  of  the 
12th  of  December  1868,  whereby  the  memorialist  and  J.  Theo- 
phile Landreau  were  restored  to  their  original  rights  as  they 
existed  prior  to  the  said  28th  day  of  October  1865;  that  the 
Government  of  Chile,  knowing  well  the  places,  titles,  and 
rights  so  owned  by  the  memorialist  and  J.  Theophile  Lan- 
dreau, forcibly  took  possession,  in  1881,  of  the  said  guano 
deposits,  and  has  held  them  in  its  exclusive  possession  until 
the  present  time  and  has  worked  them,  having  extracted,  ac- 
cordmg  to  the  information  received  by  the  claimant,  more 
than  three  million  tons  of  guano,  upon  the  selling  price  of 
which  there  would  correspond  to  him  a  sum  exceeding  five 
million  dollars,  American  gold,  which  sum  the  memorialist 
claims  should  be  paid  him  by  Chile  plus  an  interest  of  6  per 
cent  from  the  1st  of  January  1882. 

"The  agent  for  the  Republic  of  Chile  has  tiled  a  demurrer  to 
this  claim,  alleging  that  John  Theophile  Landreau,  not  having 
had  Miyjus  in  re  to  said  deposits  of  guano,  can  not  claim  from 
the  Government  of  Chile. 

"The  commission  has  examined   this  claim,  which,  by  its 
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origin,  nature,  and  judicial  character,  is  Unalogons  to  the  one 
of  T.  Ellet  Hodgskiu,  No.  39,  and  decides  that  the  same  con- 
siderations adduced  in  said  case  are  in  general  applicable  to 
the  present  one. 

**  Therefore  the  commission  decides  that  the  demurrer  inter- 
posed by  the  agent  of  Chile  is  sustained  and  that  the  claim  of 
John  G.  Landreau  is  dismissed.''^ 

Mr.  Goode,  the  United  States  commiasioDer, 
Bineiitiiig  OpmimL  jgiiy^j^^^j  ^jj^  following  dissenting  opinion: 

''In  these  two  cases  the  same  questions,  substantially,  are preseatedbr 
the  demurrer  of  the  defendant.  As  a  matter  of  oonvenienee,  I  will  e<D- 
aider  the  latter  case. 

" The  following  facts  appear  from  the  memorial: 

*'  1.  That  the  claimant  is  a  native-born  citizen  of  the  United  8tote«  uA 
is  the  leg^al  and  equitable  owner  by  assignment  of  all  the  right,  title,  ni 
interest  in  and  to  the  claim  of  J.  Theophile  Landreau  against  the  Gown- 
ments  of  Peru  and  Chile;  that  the  justice  and  validity  of  said  claim  hsn 
been  inquired  into  by  the  GoYemment  of  Pern  repeatedly  and  sdnuttoi 
to  be  just  and  valid. 

^'2.  That  a  public  decree  and  proclamation  of  the  Government  of  Put, 
as  shown  in  '  Exhibit  Ko.  1/  accompanying  the  memorial,  ie  the  bsiis  tf 
this  controversy ;  that,  confiding  in  said  decree  and  proclamation  and  ii 
the  public  faith  of  said  government  as  therein  pledged,  said  J,  Tbeophili 
Landreau  devoted  years  of  labor,  toil,  and  privation  in  prospecting  f^ 
deposits  of  guano  and  other  heretofore  hidden  and  unknown  natnnl 
resources  of  the  lands  of  Peru,  and  expended  large  sums  of  money  in  tui 
about  the  search  for  the  same. 

''3.  That  by  the  then  existing  laws  of  Peru  and  the  expressed  ixrmd 
the  aforesaid  decree  said  Landreau  was  entitled  to  receive  either  one-taiii 
of  all  the  mineral  or  other  natural  resources  discovered  by  hun,  or  one* 
third  of  their  value. 

'*4..  That  said  J.  Theophile  Landreau  was  very  snccessfiil  in  his  lab«i 
as  aforesaid,  owing  to  his  discoveries  of  large  depo6its  of  guano  of  tki 
value  of  many  millions  of  dollars,  until  then  wholly  unknown,  and  tfet 
value  of  the  lands  of  Pern  was  very  greatly  increased. 

"5.  That  the  Government  of  Peru  obtained  every  benefit  of  the  fi^ 
coveries  made  by  said  J.  Theophile  Landreau  as  aforesaid. 

^The  commission  subsequently  amended  its  order  in  the  two  cases.* 
follows : 

''The  honorable  agent  of  the  United  States  having  submitted  a  doCMB 
to  amend  the  judgments  of  the  commission  in  cases  Nos.  39,  T.  EUet  Ho^ 
skin  r.  The  Republic  of  Chile,  and  38,  John  C.  Landreau  r.  The  BepoW* 
of  Chile,  by  the  addition  of  the  words  'without  prejudice,' we  decidftb* 
the  said  judgments  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"No.  39.  That  the  demurrer  tiled  by  the  honorable  agent  of  Chile  Js**" 
tained,  and  the  claim  of  T.  Ellet  Hodgskln  againtt  the  Bepnhlic  of  Oi^* 
disallowed. 

"No.  38.  That  the  demurrer  interposed  by  the  agent  of  Chile  i«*^ 
tained,  and  that  the  claim  of  John  C.  Landreau  against  ike  R€pt^^ 
Chile  is  dismissed." 
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*Hi.  That  neither  said  J.  Theophile  Landreau  nor  his  saocesson  and  rep- 
resentatives, nor  the  claimants,  have  ever  received  any  oompensation  of 
any  kind  at  any  time  from  the  Government  of  Peru,  notwithstanding  the 
result  of  said  discoveries  was  to  restore^  extend,  and  sustain  the  credit  of 
Peru  in  the  iinancial  markets  of  the  world. 

"  7.  That  said  claim  has  never  been  paid  or  satis  tied  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  the  said  Government  of  Peru.  Successive  administrations  of  said 
government  have  declared  that  under  the  law,  as  set  forth  in  'Exhibit 
No.  1,'  under  which  this  claim  is  made,  to  make  any  just  compensation 
to  Landreau  for  his  services  it  must  of  necessity  be  so  great  as  to  exceed 
the  ability  of  said  government  to  pay  the  same. 

''8.  That  upon  such  report  by  its  own  officials  said  government  entered 
into  negotiations  with  said  Landreau  for  the  reduction  of  his  claim  to  an 
amount  within  the  power  of  said  government  to  pay. 

'^9.  That  said  Landreau,  moved  by  said  reasoning,  offered  to  waive  the 
strict  legal  rights  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the  said  law  and  the 
aforesaid  decree,  and  to  accept  a  smaller  compensation  than  he  was  other- 
wise entitled  to  claim.  Whereupon  said  government,  on  or  about  the  24th 
day  of  October,  1865,  submitted  to  the  said  Landreau  a  basis  of  settle- 
ment, which  was  thereafter  duly  accepted  by  the  said  Landreau. 

''10.  That,  notwithstanding  its  promises  and  agreements  as  aforesaid, 
said  government  thereafter  neglected  to  carry  out  the  settlement  which 
it  had  submitted  to  said  Landreau,  and  wholly  disregarded  the  same  and 
every  part  thereof,  in  violation  and  neglect  of  right  and  justice,  and  of 
its  solemn  agreements  and  covenants  as  aforesaid. 

''  11.  That  the  Government  of  Peru,  for  the  payment  of  a  war  indem- 
nity, conveyed  certain  territories  in  which  were  located  the  deposits  of 
guano  aforesaid,  to  the  Government  of  Chile,  and*  the  Government  of 
Chile  thereupon  took  and  has  ever  since  retained  possession  of  the  islands 
and  mainland  upon  which  said  deposits  of  guano  discovered  by  the  said 
J.  Theophile  Landreau  were  situated. 

"  12.  That  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  grievances  in  the  memo- 
rial mentioned  the  claimant,  individually  and  us  such  trustee,  had  a  just 
and  legal  claim  in  and  upon  said  deposits  of  guano  and  each  of  them,  on 
account  of  the  said  claim  against  the  Republic  of  Peru,  to  the  full  extent 
thereof,  and  tbat  such  claim  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien  upon  said 
deposits  of  guano  and  each  of  them  at  the  time  at  which  the  Republic 
of  Chile  entered  upon,  seized,  removed,  and  sold  such  deposits  of  guano 
and  each  of  them,  and  converted  the  proceeds  thereof  to  her  own  use; 
that  such  lien  has  ever  since  existed  and  now  exists  in  favor  of  the  claim- 
ant either  against  such  deposits  of  guano  or  the  proceeds  thereof. 

''13.  That  the  Government  of  Chile  was  duly  notified  by  the  claimant's 
grantors  before  taking  possession  of  said  deposits  of  guano,  both  through 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  and  by  means  of  duly  authen- 
ticated written  documents  on  file  in  the  government  offices  at  Lima, 
Peru,  that  claimant's  grantors  had  a  valid  legal  claim  upon  the  said  deposits 
of  guano,  as  owners  of  the  claim  of  the  said  J.  Theophile  Landreau,  and 
that  he  and  his  assigns  would  hold  the  said  Government  of  Chile  respon- 
sible for  the  share  claimed  by  Landreau  of  any  guano  forming  part  of 
the  deposits  of  the  guano  aforesaid  which  might  be  taken  away  and 
removed. 

"  14.  That  the  Chilean  Government,  in  disregard  of  such  notices  and  in 
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violation  of  the  rights  of  claimant  and  his  grantors,  took  and  removed 
large  qaantitied  of  such  gaano,  of  the  valne  of  more  than  ten  million 
dollars,  and,  as  the  claimant  is  informed  and  believes,  sold  the  same  and 
converted  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  its  own  use  and  beuefiti  and  has 
neither  paid  nor  offered  to  pay  the  claimant  or  his  grantors  any  som  what- 
ever on  account  thereof. 

''15.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  claimant  is  justly  entitled  to 
have  and  receive  A*om  the  said  Government  of  Chile  at  least  one-third  of 
the  value  of  all  guano  taken  and  removed  by  its  orders  and  permission 
from  the  deposits  of  guano  on  said  islands  and  the  said  mainland  of  Pern, 
discovered  by  the  said  Landreau. 

**  16.  That  claimant  is  not  in  a  position  to  state  with  greater  certainty 
the  exact  amount  of  g^ano  taken  and  removed  by  the  said  Government  of 
Chile  as  aforesaid,  but  is  informed,  and  believes  and  thereupon  avers,  that 
the  amount  thereof  exceeds  in  value  $10,000,000. 

''The  remaining  paragraphs  of  the  memorial  set  forth  the  different  steps 
that  have  been  taken  to  confer  title  upon  the  claimant  individually  and 
as  trustee. 

''I  am  of  opinion  that  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  memorial,  and  as 
admitted  by  the  demurrer,  are  sufficient  under  the  treaty  and  in  law  to 
entitle  the  claimant  to  maintain  his  claim.  What  was  the  contract 
between  J.  Theophile  Landreau  and  the  Government  of  Peru  upon  which 
this  claim  is  based,  and  out  of  which  this  controversy  has  arisen  Y  We  find 
in  'Exhibit  No.  1,'  accompanying  the  memorial  as  a  part  thereof,  the  fol- 
lowing decree  and  proclamation,  taken  from  the  compilation  of  Qniroz, 
vol.  4,  p.  266: 

[Here  follows  paragraph  6  of  the  decree.] 

"The  supreme  decree  of  1847,  signed  by  Rio,  minister  of  the  interior, 
is  as  follows : 

[Here  follows  the  decree,  above  quoted.] 

''The  report  of  Attorney-General  YiUar^,  dated  January  18,  I860,  reads 
as  follows  : 

" '  The  attorney -general  is  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  director-general 
of  France  as  to  the  fact  of  verifying  whether  the  deposits  of  guano 
declared  by  Jean  Theophile  Landreau  have  or  not  been  known  up  to  this 
day ;  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  make  such  a  search,  and  in  consequence 
this  office  is  of  the  opinion  that  if,  after  having  made  the  verification  by 
means  of  the  certificates  and  reports  of  the  State  Department,  it  should 
happen  that  the  said  deposits  are  unknown,  your  excellency  will  then  be 
able  to  accept  the  declarations  of  Landreau,  and  notify  him,  as  a  reward, 
of  the  allowance  of  a  third  part  of  the  guano  discovered,  conformably  to 
the  sixth  paragraph  of  the  decision  of  the  council  of  state  of  February 
13,  1833,  vol.  4  of  the  Collection  of  Laws  by  Quiroz,  and  which,  besides, 
is  the  general  law  applicable  to  this  matter.  Your  excellency  can  there- 
fore order  a  suitable  verification  to  be  made,  and  decide  according  to  the 
contents  of  this  report,  or  as  your  excellency  will  deem  advisable.' 

"  It  thus  appears  that  by  the  express  terms  of  the  decree  of  1833,  based 
on  the  laws  of  Peru  as  interpreted  by  her  attorney -general,  Landreau  was 
entitled  to  one-third  of  the  guano  deposits  discovered  by  him.  No  con- 
tract can  be  of  higher  dignity  or  more  binding  in  form  than  that  which 
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exists  under  the  supreme  decree  of  a  governmeDt  based  upon  the  laws  of 
that  goyemment.  The  effect  of  the  contract  was  to  vest  in  J.  Theophile 
Landrean  an  equitable  title  to  one-third  of  the  gaano  deposits  disooTered 
by  him,  whioh  became  a  legal  title  when  those  discoveries  were  reported 
to  and  accepted  by  the  government  of  Peru.  He  was  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  the  legal  owner  of  one-third  of  the  gaano  deposits  in  question. 
He  was  joint  owner  with  Pern  of  this  valuable  property.  His  title  t^  the 
one-third  of  the  guano  deposits  discovered  by  him  was  as  clear  and  indis- 
putable as  that  of  Peru  to  the  remaining  two-thirds,  as  soon  as  these  dis- 
coveries were  reported  and  accepted.  Under  these  circumstances,  Peru, 
being  pressed  by  financial  difficulties  and  sorely  in  need  of  money  to  sus- 
tain her  waning  credit,  made  to  Landreau  a  proposition  of  compromise, 
thereby  recognising  the  justice  and  validity  of  his  claim.  The  offer  of 
compromise,  was  accepted  by  Landrean,  and  the  result  was  the  formal 
contract  of  October  28, 1865,  under  which  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  per- 
centage of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  guano  deposits  discovered  by  him. 
That  contract  reads  as  follows: 

« '  Lima,  £8th  October,  1865. 

" '  The  administrator  signing  at  the  foot  in  the  name  and  as  representa- 
ive  of  the  state,  making  use  of  the  authority  vested  in  him  for  this 
purpose,  affirms  by  these  presents  that  this  concession  guarantees  Jean 
Theophile  Landreau  the  terms  named  in  the  six  conditions  mentioned  in 
the  supreme  decree  of  24th  of  October,  1865,  which  said  statement  forms 
the  troe  essence  of  this  instrument,  against  which  at  no  future  time  can 
there  be  any  reclamation,  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  unless  the  grantee 
or  his  attorney  should  not,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  comply  with  the 
supreme  resolution  approving  the  discovery  made  of  the  guano  belonging 
to  the  nation,  and  if  such  be  the  case,  the  compliance  with  the  stipulations 
of  the  sixth  article  of  the  supreme  resolution  aforesaid  will  be  faithfully 
oarried  out,  and  if  Landreau  or  his  attorneys  do  faithfully  fulfil  every  act 
demanded  of  him,  the  same  faithfulness  will  be  used  towards  him  in 
carrying  out  the  six  principal  conditions  forming  the  basis  of  this  contract, 

'"Jo8£  Felix  GARcfA. 
"*ToMA8  Carlos  Wright.' 

*'  If  Peru  had  complied  with  this  new  contract  and  kept  the  faith  thus 
solemnly  plighted,  this  controversy  would  not  have  arisen,  and  this  com- 
mission would  not  have  been  invoked  to  decide  this  claim  according  to 
'  public  justice,  law  and  equity/  It  appears,  however,  that  on  December 
12, 1868,  at  Lima,  another  decree  was  proclaimed  by  the  ministry  of  com- 
merce and  finance,  setting  forth  that  the  premium  stipulated  to  be 
accorded  to  Landreau  is  of  such  a  great  amount  that  it  can  never  be  given 
by  the  government,  and  declaring  that  the  contract  signed  between  the 
government  and  Landreau  is  null  and  void,  whiUt  the  discovering  of  the 
depoeite  and  the  information  of  the  $ame  made  by  him  were  accepted. 

"  Notwithstanding  the  solemn  declaration,  embodied  in  a  law  of  the 
Peruvian  Congress,  that  *  the  Executive  will  faithfully  fulfil  in  all  their 
parts  the  contracts  made  with  parties,  whether  they  be  national  citizens 
or  foreigners,  whatever  be  the  time  and  government  under  which  they 
have  been  made'  Peru  finds  it  convenient  to  declare  the  contract  of  October 
1865  null  and  void.    While  accepting  its  benefits  on  her  part,  she  deliber- 
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ately  repndiates  it  so  far  as  Landreau  is  ooncemed.  What  m  the  kgil 
conneqneiicea  of  sach  a  breach  of  faith  and  such  a  noUtion  of  the  new 
contract  Y  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  legal  effect  is  to  remit  the  ptrtiM 
to  their  original  status  and  to  restore  to  Landreau  his  right  to  eUiiB  cm- 
third  of  the  guano  deposits  discoyered  by  him,  or  one-third  of  Iheirnlv 
if  they  have  been  oonyerted  and  sold.  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  thit 
when  one  party  fails  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  the  other  ptrty 
may  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded.  If  it  be  true  that  Landresii  vie  tb 
legal  owner  of  one-third  of  the  guano  deposits  discoyered  bj  him  taH 
that  the  GoYemment  of  Peru  in  payment  of  a  war  indenmity  his  eoi- 
veyed  to  the  Republic  of  Chile  the  territory  in  which  the  aaid  depeon 
are  located,  and  Chile  now  holds  possession  of  said  territory,  it  foUowithil 
Chile  is  responsible  for  snoh  deposits,  or  for  their  value  if  they  have  bia 
conyerted  and  sold  by  her.  Peru  had  no  right  to  convey,  and  Chikhil 
no  right  to  receive,  property  that  belonged  to  Landreau.  When  M 
conveyed  the  territory  on  which  the  guano  deposits  were  located, 
took  it  eum  onere.  She  took  it  subject  to  all  existing  liens  and  i 
brances;  she  took  such  title  to  the  guano  as  Peru  had,  and  Pemhsdt 
only  to  two-thirds  thereof.  It  is  the  very  nature  and  essenee oft  1 
that  no  matter  into  whose  hands  the  property  goes  it  passes  en  «■ 
The  lien  of  Landreau  still  exists  and  remains  inseparably  attached  te 
deposits  of  guano  or  to  the  proceeds  of  their  sale. 

''It  appears  that  the  Government  of  Chile  was  duly  notified,  U 
taking  possession  of  said  deposits  of  guano,  that  claimanf  b  g^raaton 
a  valid  legal  claim  upon  the  same,  and  that  she  would  be  held 
ble  for  such  deposits  as  might  be  taken  away  and  removed. 

''  As  to  the  second  ground  of  the  demurrer,  that  there  was  neither 
tract  nor  privity  of  contract  between  the  Republic  of  Peru  and  t 
claimants,  I  deem  it  sufficient  to  say  that,  as  I  understand  tbtfr 
they  do  not  base  it  upon  any  contract  with  Peru.  They  claim 
of  the  guano  deposits  in  question  as  assignees  for  valuable  confide 
from  J.  Tbeophile  Landreau,  who  derived  his  title  from  Peru.  The 
action  between  these  individuals  was  one  in  which  Peru  had  no  eo 
J.  Tbeophile  Landreau  had  the  right  to  sell,  and  claimants  had  the 
to  purchase,  this  property  without  the  consent  of  Peru.  Any 
interest  in  land  is  assignable.  If  J.  Tbeophile  Landreau  was  the 
owner,  he  had  the  absolute  right  to  dispose  of  the  property  in 
in  part.  The  memorialists  aver  '  that  in  or  about  the  year  1881 
well  knowing  the  premises  and  the  right  and  title  so  held  by  then  aft 
said,  took  possession  of  all  the  said  guano  deposits  so  diseoTcied 
J.  Tbeophile  Landreau  and  reported  to  the  Peruvian  Government,  ibII 
from  thence  until  the  present  time  held  exclusive  possession  thereot  M 
has  worked,  or  caused  the  same  to  be  worked,  and  has  removed  fronM 
deposits  large  quantities  of  guano.' 

''  In  view  of  all  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  memorial,  I  am  of  the 
that  Peru  was  responsible  to  the  claimants  for  one>third  of  the 
deposits  discovered  by  J.  Tbeophile  Landreau  before  the  cesflott  «f 
part  of  her  territory  on  which  the  said  deposits  were  located,  and 
Chile  became  responsible  by  the  acquisition  of  the  said  territory  aad  tb 
appropriation  to  her  own  use  of  the  said  property. 

"The. demurrer  should  be  overruled  and  the  defendant  requi«^^ 
answer." 
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CHAPTER  LXIV. 


BOm)  CASES. 

On  the  24th  of  October  1838,  a  contract  was 
Tisas  Bond  Cum.  entered  into  between  James  Holford,  of  Lon- 
don, and  Messrs.  Williams  and  Bamley,  com- 
missioners of  Texas,  who  were  authorized  to  negotiate  a  loan 
nnder  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  congress  of  Texas  of  May 
16, 1838.  By  this  contract  Holford  was  to  purchase  for  the 
Bepnblic  of  Texas  a  steamer,  then  lying  at  Philadelphia,  and 
provision  and  deliver  her  at  Galveston,  in  Texas.  This  Holford 
did,  and  the  contract  was  afberward  approved  by  an  act  of 
the  congn^ess  of  Texas  of  January  10, 1839,  and  bonds  were 
issued  to  Holford,  dated  July  1, 1839,  for  the  payment  of  which 
the  faith  and  revenues  of  the  republic  were  solemnly  pledged 
by  acts  of  its  congress  of  November  18,  1836,  and  May  15, 
1838.  Provision  was  also  made  by  an  act  of  January  22, 1839, 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  sales  of  the  public  lands  should 
be  annually  reserved,  as  a  permanent  and  sinking  fund  for  the 
payment  of  this  debt,  until  the  whole  should  be  paid. 

It  was  alleged  that  payment  had  not  been  made  of  either 
principal  or  interest-on  these  bonds. 

In  1845  Texas  was  admitted  into  the  Union  as  one  of  the 
United  States. 

By  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  the  general  gov- 
ernment has  power  '<  to  regulate  commerce,"  and  '^  to  lay  and 
collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises;"  and  the  several 
States  are  forbidden  to  <^  enter  into  any  treaty,  alliance,  or 
confederation,"  or,  "  without  the  consent  of  the  Congress,"  to 
"  lay  any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports,  except  what 
may  be  absolutely  necessary  for  executing  its  inspection 
laws."  * 

According  to  the  terms  agreed  iipon  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Bepublic  of  Texas,  whereby  the  latter  became 

^Art.  I.  sees.  8,10. 
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one  of  the  United  States  of  America,  the  vacant  and  unappro- 
priated lands  within  its  limits  were  to  be  retained  by  the  State 
and  <' applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the 
Eepnblic  of  Texas ;  and  the  residue  of  the  lands,  after  discharge 
ing  the  debts  and  liabilities,  were  to  be  disposed  of  as  the  State 
might  direct,  but  in  no  event  were  said  debts  and  liabilities  to 
become  a  charge  upon  the  Government  of  the  United  States."  * 

Subsequently,  in  modifying  the  boundary  of  Texas,  the 
United  States,  in  1850,  on  condition  of  the  cession  by  Texas  of 
certain  large  tracts  of  land  to  the  United  States,  agreed  to  pi^ 
Texas  $10,000,000,  but  stipulated  that  '^  five  millions  of  the  same 
should  remain  unpaid  until  the  creditors  of  the  State  holding 
bonds  and  other  certificates  of  stock  of  Texas,  for  which  duties 
on  imports  were  specially  pledged,  should  first  file  at  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  releases  of  all  claims  against 
the  United  States  for  or  on  account  of  such  bonds  or  certifi- 
cates, in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  approved  by  the  President  of  the  United  States." 

Up  to  1854,  when  a  claim  against  the  United  States  for  the 
payment  of  Holford's  bonds  was  presented  to  the  mixed  com- 
mission organized  under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853,  difficulties  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Texas  as  to  the  manner  of  appro- 
priating the  sum  in  question  bad  prevented  its  payment  to 
Texas,  and  new  measures  in  regard  to  it  were  then  pending 
before  Congress.  The  British  Government  had  never  treated 
any  of  the  claims  of  the  holders  of  Texas  bonds  as  a  subject 
of  interposition  with  the  United  States. 

Thomas,  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  protested  against 
the  commission's  entertaining  Holford's  claim  on  the  following 
grounds : 

'^  I.  Because  it  is  in  no  proper  sense  a  claim  on  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  embraced  or  contemplated  by  the 
convention  of  February  8, 1853,  for  the  settlement  of  outstand- 
ing claims. 

"  II.  Because  the  second  of  the  resolutions  for  the  admission 
of  the  Eepnblic  of  Texas  into  the  Union  as  a  State,  among 
other  things,  declares  that  ^  in  no  event  are  the  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  Texas  to  become  a  charge  upon  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.' 

"  III.  Because  the  people  of  the  said  Republic  of  Texas,  by 

»  Stats,  at  L.  v.  798. 
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depaties  in  conTention  aaaembled,  with  the  oonsent  of  the 
existiDg  goTenunent  and  by  their  aathonty,  did  ordain  and 
declare  that  they  assented  to  and  accepted  the  proposals,  con- 
ditions, and  gnaranties  contained  in  the  resolutions  above  re- 
ibrred  to,  and  thereupon  she  was  admitted  into  the  Union  as  a 
State. 

'^lY.  Becanse  it  is  not  tme,  as  is  asserted  in  the  statement 
of  the  claim  presented  to  the  commissioners,  that  Texas  is 
incorporated  into  and  subjected  to  the  dominion  of  the  United 
States  GoTernment  so  as  to  destroy  her  responsibility  for  debts 
contracted  while  an  independent  republic,  or  her  ability  to 
neet  them ;  bnt,  on  the  contrary,  she  is  for  the  purpose  of  fhl- 
iilling  these  obligations  as  clearly  responsible  for  their  pajrment 
by  the  law  of  nations,  by  her  separate  and  distinct  organiza- 
tion, and  by  her  solemn  agreement  with  the  United  States  as 
she  ever  was,  and  is  fully  able  to  discharge  them;  and  this 
CMommission  is  not  authorized  to  interfere  to  shift  any  such  ob- 
ligation from  Texas  upon  the  United  States. 

^Y.  Becanse  this  commission  has  nothing  to  do  with  any 
law  or  act  of  the  United  States  addressed  to  the  government 
or  people  of  Texas,  designed  or  tending  to  induce  that  State 
to  perform  her  obligations  entered  into  while  an  independent 
rqmblic;  and  hence,  to  take  jurisdiction  of  this  claim  would 
be  a  palpable  and  unwarrantable  violation  of  the  spirit  and 
intention  of  the  convention  establishing  this  commission,  to 
vhich  the  United  States  would  have  a  perfect  right  to  take 
exception,  as  much  as  if  this  commission  were  to  pass  laws  for 
the  government  of  the  United  States  or  do  any  other  thing 
wholly  without  the  limits  of  its  authority.'' 

The  case  was  argued  at  length  in  reply  to  the  protest  of  Mr. 
IhomaB,  as  well  as  on  the  merits,  by  Mr.  Hannen,  British  agent, 
nd  Mr.  Cairns.  On  the  application  of  one  of  the  claimants  it 
was  reargued  before  the  commissioners  and  the  umpire,  by 
Meesrs.  fieverdy  Johnson  and  Hannen  for  the  claim  and  Mr. 
Thomas  against  it.  The  arguments  of  counsel,  and  the  opin- 
ums  of  the  commissioners,  who  differed  as  to  the  liability  of 
^  United  States  for  the  payment  of  the  bonds,  covered  a 
wide  range.  In  the  printed  rei)ort  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
eonimission  the  umpire's  opinion  is  not  given,  but  it  is  stated 
^t  he  dismissed  the  claim  on  the  ground  ^<  that  cases  of  this 
Ittcription  were  not  included  among  the  unsettled  claims  that 
hsd  received  the  cognizance  of  the  governments  or  were  de- 
iigned  to  be  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  the  convention, 
uid  were,  therefore,  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commis- 
lion,''  Whatever  may  have  beei^the  meaning  intended  to  be 
WBveyed  by  this  vague  statement  as  to  what  the  umpire  held, 
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the  lan^age  is  misleading.    The  umpire's  awards  on  the  Texas 
bond  claims  are  on  file  and  are  textnally  as  follows: 

"  London,  29th  November  1854. 
"  The  ampire  appointed  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the 
convention  entered  into  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  on  the  8th  of  February  1 853,  for  the  adjastment of  claims 
by  a  mixed  commission,  having  been  duly  notified  by  the  oom- 
missiouers  under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  qb 
able  to  agree  upon  the  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to 
the  claims  of  the  heirs  of  James  Holford  against  the  United 
States  in  relation  to  Texan  bonds;  and  having  carefollyei 
amined  and  considered  the  papers  and  evidence  prodneed  on 
the  hearing  of  the  said  claim,  and  having  conferred  with  the 
said  commissioners  thereon,  hereby  rex>orts  that  this  commis- 
sion can  not  entertain  the  claim,  it  being  for  transactions  wiA 
the  Independent  Republic  of  Texas  prior  to  its  admission  as  i 
State  of  the  United  Statea 

"Joshua  Bates. 

"  London,  29ih  November  185i. 
"  The  umpire  appointed  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  tbe 
convention  entered  into  between  Oreat  Britain  and  the  United 
States  on  the  8th  of  February  1853,  for  the  adjustment  of  claims 
by  a  mixed  commission,  having  been  duly  notified  by  the  com- 
missioners under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  no- 
able  to  agree  upon  the  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to 
the  claim  of  Messrs.  Dawson,  of  Baltimore  in  the  United  Slates, 
relating  to  Texan  bonds  against  the  Government;  and  having 
carefully  examined  and  considered  the  papers  and  evidence  pro- 
duced on  the  hearing  of  the  said  claim,  and  having  confened 
with  the  said  commissioners  thereon,  hereby  reports  that  ia 
his  opinion  Messrs.  Dawson  have  no  right  to  claim  before  tiui 
commission,  being,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  citizensof 
the  United  States  and  not  British  subjects;  and  were  they  Brit- 
ish subjects,  the  claim  being  for  transactions  with  the  Ind6 
pendent  Republic  of  Texas  before  it  became  a  State  of  the 
United  States,  the  claim  can  not  be  entertained  by  this  con- 
mission. 

"Joshua  Bates,  Umpire: 

Commission  tinder  the  convention  between  the  United  Statm  wd  Grtft 
Britain  of  February  8, 1853.     (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong.  1  sess.  383-U6.) 

In  1835  the  territorial  government  of  Florida 

Florida  Bond  Cases,  incorporated  the  "  Union  Bank,"  with  aop- 

tal  of  $1,000,000,  with  power  to  increase  ito 

capital  to  $3,000,000.    To  aid  in  raising  the  capital  stock,  the 

Territory  issued  bonds  acknowledging  its  indebtedness  to  the 

bank,  which  bonds  were  signed  officially  by  the  governor  an^  ; 
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ihe  treasurer  of  the  Territory,  and  were  intrasted  to  the  bank 
with  aathority  to  dispose  of  them  for  its  benefit 
I  The  stockholders  of  the  bank  were  to  consist  entirely  of  citi- 
zens of  Florida.  They  were  required  to  mortgage  personal 
property  and  real  estate  to  an  amount  equal  in  value  to  the 
stock  subscribed  for  by  them ;  and  this  property  was  to  be  held 
by  the  bank,  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  of  the  bonds  of  the  Territory  as  they  fell  due. 

A  charter  with  provisions  of  a  similar  character  was  granted 
iboQt  the  same  time  to  the  ^<  Southern  Life  Insurance  and 
Trust  Company."  This  company  issued  bonds  or  <<  certificates," 
as  they  were  called,  which  were  guaranteed  by  the  Territory, 
and  the  property  of  the  stockholders  which  was  held  by  the 
company  was  pledged  for  their  pajrment.  I| 

Through  misfortunes  and  mismanagement  these  institutions  ' 

tailed,  for  the  most  part,  to  pay  either  the  principal  of  the 
bonds  and  certificates  issued  to  them  by  the  Territory^  or  the 
interest  upon  them ;  and  up  to  the  time  when  the  present  ques- 
tion arose  payment  had  not  been  made  either  by  the  Territory 
or  the  State  of  Florida.  Some  of  the  bonds  and  certificates 
were  negotiated  in  Europe,  and,  in  default  of  their  payment  by 
Florida,  a  daim  was  made  before  the  commission  under  the  i 

convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of 
February  8, 1853,  for  their  payment  by  the  United  States. 

The  following  articles  in  the  constitution  of  Florida  of  1838  \'- 

were  adverted  to  in  the  arguments  of  counsel  and  the  opinions  i 

of  the  commissioners  and  umpire :  I ' 

''We  the  people  of  the  Territory  of  Florida  by  onr  delegates  in  conyen- 
lion  assembled  at  the  city  of  St.  Joseph  on  Monday  the  8d  day  of  Decem- 
ber A.  D.  1838,  and  of  the  independence  of  the  United  States  the  sixty- 
third  year^  haying  and  claiming  the  right  of  admission  into  the  Union,  as 
one  of  the  United  States  of  America  consistent  with  the  principle  of  the 
Federal  ('onstitntion,  and  by  yirtiie  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  settlement, 
sod  limits  between  the  United  States  and  the  King  of  Spain,  ceding  the 
provinces  of  east  and  west  Florida  to  the  United  States,  in  order  to  secure 
to  oarselves  and  onr  posterity  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights  of  life,  lib- 
erty, and  property,  and  the  parsnit  of  happiness,  do  mntnally  agree,  each 
with  the  other,  to  form  onrseWes  into  a  free  and  independent  State  by 
the  name  of  the  State  of  Florida. 

"Article  1. 

*' Declaration  of  righU. 

''Clause  19.  That  no  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  shall 
•v«r  be  passed. 
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''Article  8. 

*'  Taxathn  €md  rwenme, 

**  Clause  2.  No  other  or  greater  amoant  of  tax  or  revenue  diall  ft  anj 
time  be  loTied  than  may  be  required  for  the  neoeaeary  expeiune  of  gvr- 
emmeot. 

''Article  11. 

''  FaMto  domimUm  a%d  inUmal  improvtmitmi. 

"Clause  2.  A  liberal  system  of  internal  JmproyementB  being  emotial 
to  the  development  of  the  reeources  of  the  coontry  shall  be  encocrsgei 
by  the  government  of  this  State,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  genenl 
assembly  as  soon  as  practicable  to  ascertain,  by  law,  proper  objceto  d 
improvement  in  relation  to  roads,  canals,  and  navigable  stresms  and  to  p»- 
yide  for  a  suitable  application  of  such  funds  as  may  be  appropristod  £or 
such  improvements. 

''Article  17. 

"iSefteiliiltf  and  ordiiUHMW. 

"  SBcnoH  1.  That  all  laws  or  parts  of  laws  now  in  force  or  whidi  Mj 
be  hereafter  passed  by  the  governor  and  legislative  council  of  the  T» 
ritory  of  Florida,  not  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  this  caostitattfli, 
shall  continue  in  force  until  by  operation  of  their  provisions  or  limitstioni 
the  same  shall  cease  to  be  in  force,  or  until  the  general  assemby  of  tta 
State  shall  alter  or  repeal  the  same,  and  all  writs,  actions,  prooeeatioB&, 
Judgments,  and  contracts  shall  be  and  continue  unimpaired;  8DdsUpfo^ 
ess  which  has  heretofore  issued  or  which  may  be  issued  prior  to  the  lait 
day  of  the  first  session  of  the  general  assembly  of  this  State ahsUlit* 
valid  as  if  issued  in  the  name  of  the  State;  and  nothing  in  tiiis  va^- 
tion  shall  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts  or  violate  vested  ngbti 
either  of  individuals  or  of  associations  claiming  to  exercise  eoiptfi^ 
privileges  in  this  State.'' 

Mr.  Bolt}  Queen's  counsel,  and  Mr.  Cairns 
Aigunents.       ar^ed  the  case  for  the  claimants,  assisted  by 
Mr.  Hannen,  the  special  agent  and  coaDselto 
Her  Majesty's  government. 
The  following  points  were  taken  by  Mr.  Bolt: 

1.  The  principles  of  equity,  reason,  and  public  morals  re- 
quired the  United  States  to  pay  this  debt  of  Florida,  con- 
tracted while  Florida  was  a  Territory. 

2.  The  terms  of  the  treaty  of  cession  of  Florida  by  Spain  to 
the  United  States,  in  1819,  Articles  II.  and  VL,  conducted  totfcc 
same  result. 

3.  The  debt,  from  its  origin,  was  a  debt  of  the  United  States 
as  well  as  of  the  Territory. 

4.  In  any  event  the  United  States  confirmed  and  saaiuB^ 
this  debt  when  Florida  was  admitted  into  the  Union. 
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!  Mr.  Thomaa,  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  said  that  the 
daim  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  and  ultimately  of  the 
principal  of  the  bonds  was  now  for  the  first  time  presented 
agamst  the  Gtov^nment  of  the  United  States.  Florida  was 
ceded  to  the  United  States  by  Spain  on  February  22,  ISIO,  and 
it  was  agreed  that  the  inhabitants  should  be  incorporated  into 
the  Uoion  as  soon  as  consistent  with  the  Federal  Gonstitntion,  f 

and  admitted  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and 
immmiities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States.  By  section  3, 
Article  lY.  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  Oongress  is  empowered 
^to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  belonging  to  the 
United  States."  In  1822  Oongress  by  law  established  a  terri- 
torial goyemment  for  Florida.  In  this,  as  in  all  previous 
territorial  governments,  the  legislature  had  no  power  over  the 
phmary  disposal  of  the  soil,  nor  any  power  to  tax  the  lands  of 
the  United  States,  nor  to  interfere  with  claims  to  lands  within 
the  Territory.  Nevertheless,  the  government  created  for  the 
Territory  was  not  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  but  a  gov- 
ernment by  which  the  people  could  execute  their  purposes. 
Its  ofiBcials  were  officers  of  the  Territory,  and  not  of  the  I 

United  States.  It  had  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  de- 
partments, possessing  the  powers  usually  exercised  by  the 
government  of  a  State.  Process  ran  in  the  name  of  the  Ter- 
ritory. It  had  complete  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  and 
possessed  the  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes.  In  the  exercise 
of  these  ample  powers  it  chartered  the  bank  and  the  trust 
company  in  question. 

The  failure  of  the  government  of  Florida  to  pay  the  bonds 
and  oeriiflcates,  did  not,  said  Mr.  Thomas,  impose  on  the  Oov- 
emment  of  the  United  States  any  obligation,  nor  had  that 
government  any  authority  to  pay  th^n.  Its  lowers  were  lim- 
ited by  the  Federal  Oonstitution.  It  had  power  to  borrow 
money  on  the  credit  of  the  United  States  to  pay  the  debts  of 
the  United  States,  but  none  to  borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  j 

a  Territory  or  to  x>ay  the  latter's  debts.    It  was  true  that  in  -     ,| 

the  act  authorixing   the   territorial   government.  Congress  ' 

reserved  the  power  to  disapprove  the  acts  of  the  legislature;  ' 

bat  this  was  not  a  new  principle,  and  it  did  not  render  the 
United  States  liable  for  all  the  acts  of  the  legislature  and  what  j 

was  done  under  them.  In  the  bill  to  charter  the  Union  Bank 
there  was  a  clause  requiring  the  express  sanction  of  Oongress 
before  the  act  should  take  effect.    The  governor  objected  to 
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this  clause  as  derogating  firom  the  powers  of  the  legislatare, 
and  it  was  stricken  out  This  fact  was  before  the  world  when 
the  bonds  were  sold ;  and  if  anything  were  wanting  to  show 
that  it  was  understood  that  the  credit  of  the  United  States 
was  in  no  way  inyolved,  it  was  the  circumstance  that  the 
bonds  were  sold  and  purchased  at  10  per  cent  below  par,  while 
the  obligations  of  the  United  States  were  selling  aboye  it. 
The  bonds  on  their  face  pledged  the  credit  of  the  Territory  of 
Florida,  and  not  of  the  United  States.  The  implication  of 
liability  in  the  case  of  the  British  Oovemment,  in  respect  of 
colonial  bonds,  was  much  stronger  than  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States,  in  respect  of  territorial  bonds;  and  yet  no  one 
supposed  that  the  British  Government  was  bound  for  colonial 
bonds,  unless  it  had  expressly  assumed  liability  for  them,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  <<  guaranteed  loan"  of  Canada.  In  supx>ort 
of  his  position  Mr.  Thomas  cited  Williams  v.  Bank  of  Michigan 
(7  Wendell,  639);  Opinion  of  Jl  0.  Spencer  (5  Wendell,  481); 
State  V.  New  Orleans  Ifavigation  Co.  (11  Martin  (La.)  309). 

Mr.  Oaims,  for  the  bondholders,  assisted  by  Hannen,  agent 
and  counsel  for  Great  Britain,  in  reply,  supported  the  claim  on 
the  following  grounds: 

1.  On  the  general  ground  of  the  subordinate  power  and 
position  of  a  Territory  under  the  general  government.  The 
United  States,  it  was  pointed  out,  held  the  supreme  power 
over  Territories,  appointed  their  chief  executives,  had  a  large 
interest  in  their  lands,  and  in  numerous  resi>ects  held  such  a 
responsibility  and  charge  over  them,  and  such  control  over 
their  legislation,  that  injustice  and  equity  the  general  govern- 
ment should  be  responsible  for  their  debts. 

2.  That  the  article  in  the  constitution  of  Florida  limiting 
the  right  of  taxation  to  the  necessary  expenses  of  government 
might  be  construed,  and  probably  was  designed  to  be  construed, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  the  State  government  from 
making  the  necessary  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  the  Territory;  and  that  Congress,  by  the  admission  of 
the  Territory  with  such  a  provision,  became  accessory  to  the 
wrong,  and  should  be  held  to  have  pledged  the  resources  of  the 
United  States  for  the  payment  of  such  debts. 

3.  It  was  further  contended  that,  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  the  United  States  was  morally  bound  to  pay  these 
debts;  that  amoral  obligation  was  as  high  a  claim  as  could  be 
set  up  against  a  sovereign  power,  and  was  in  such  case  folly 
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as  binding  as  a  legal  obligation^  since  a  moral  obligation  was 
the  only  kind  of  a  claim  that  conld  exist  against  a  sovereign. 
Mr.  Upham,  the  American  commissioner, 
OpiBun  of  Xr.  Vp-  delivered  the  following  opinion : 


<<I  have  listened  attentively  to  the  arga- 
ments  urged  in  this  case,  bnt  have  been  unable  to  see  any 
JQSt  grounds  on  which  the  claim  is  based. 

''To  sustain  the  claim,  one  of  two  prox>oBitions  must  be  main- 
tained—either that  the  act  of  the  Territory  of  Florida  pledging 
her  credit  originally  bound  the  United  States,  or  that  Con- 
gress subsequently  approved  and  sanctioned  the  law  of  the 
TerritOTy,  so  as  to  make  it  obligatory  on  the  whole  people  of 
the  Union. 

"L  Could  the  Territory  of  Florida  bind  the  United  States 
originaUy  by  her  actsf  This  depends  entirely  on  the  power 
vested  in  her  as  a  government.  Florida  had  been  originally 
eolonized  by  Spain,  and  had  long  been  subject  to  her  authority. 
It  was  ced^  by  that  power  to  the  United  States  on  the  22d  of 
February,  1819,  with  a  provision  that  it  '-should  be  incorpo- 
rated into  the  Union  as  soon  as  should  be  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  the  Federal  Constitution.' ' 

"The  power  of  holding  Territories  is  evidently  given  to  the 
general  government.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
provides  that  Congress  shall  have  power  'to  make  all  needful 
roles  and  regulations  respecting  its  Territories.' 

"The  course  of  proceeding  by  Congress  in  such  cases  has 
been  to  constitute,  within  any  given  Territory,  whenever  the 
number  of  inhabitants  will  justify  it,  a  territorial  government, 
with  power  to  establish  its  own  laws,  subject  only  to  such  res- 
ervations and  restrictions  as  are  specifically  named  in  the 
charter  bestowed  upon  it. 

"The  governor  of  Territories  has  been  uniformly  apx)ointed 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States;  and  in  some  instances, 
for  a  short  time,  a  territorial  council  has  been  appointed  in  the 
same  manner,  having  the  usual  powers  and  authority  of  a  leg- 
idatore. 

"A  council  was  appointed  in  this  manner  in  Florida  until 
1B26,  when  it  was  provided  that  the  inhabitants  should  elect 
their  territorial  council  or,  in  other  words,  their  legislature 
annoally.  By  the  act  constituting  the  Territory  of  Florida 
the  governor  was  invested  with  the  i)owers  of  a  chief  executive 
magistrate;  and  the  council  Or  legislature  was  authorized,  in 
express  terms,  'to  legislate  on  all  rightfiil  subjects  of  legisla- 
tion,' provided  that  its  laws  were  to  be  reported  to  Congress 
annos^y,  and  'if  they  were  disapproved  by  Congress  they 
were  thenceforth  to  be  of  no  force.' 

"  Under  the  authority  thus  conferred  courts  were  established 
having  the  highest  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction ;  and  her  own 

I  Art,  VI. 
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laws,  within  her  own  jariadiction^  snbject  only  to  the  Oonstita- 
tion  of  the  Uiiited  States  and  the  negative  of  Congress,  con- 
stitnted  the  snpreme  laws  of  the  Territory. 

<'  Floridaexercised  under  this  charter  all  the  ordinary  powers 
of  a  government.  She  regulated  her  own  policy,  assessed  her 
own  taxes^  granted  numerous  acts  of  incorporation,  and  estab- 
lished various  institutions  deemed  essential  to  her  welfare  and 
prosperity  until  1835,  when  she  passed  the  acts  under  which 
the  indebtedness  of  the  Territory  was  incurred. 

<^  Can  the  United  States  be  said  to  have  enacted  either  of 
these  laws  or  to  be  holden,  as  a  government,  responsible  for 
the  payment  of  the  obligation  created  by  themt  Ko  evidence 
has  been  shown  to  sustain  such  a  proposition  and  no  theory 
of  government  countenances  it.  Various  suggestions  have 
been  thrown  out  as  bearing  on  this  point,  to  which  we  propose 
to  advert. 

^<One  suggestion  which  has  been  made  is:  That  the  gov- 
ernor of  Florida  was  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

^^  In  like  manner  the  governors  of  every  province  of  Great 
Britain  are  appointed  by  the  Crown;  but  it  was  never  under- 
stood that  such  provinces  had  not  fuU  power  of  enacting  valid, 
binding  laws,  within  their  constituted  sphere  of  action,  to  the 
same  extent  as  other  governments.  It  is  wholly  immaterial 
in  t^is  respect  how  the  chief  executive  magistrate  of  a  prov- 
ince or  the  other  branches  of  its  government  are  appointed. 
When  constituted,  they  form  the  government  of  the  province, 
with  the  ordinary  rights,  duties,  and  powers  of  a  government. 
One  of  the  very  least  of  these  powers  is  the  capacity  to  con- 
tract debts  in  aid  of  the  functions  for  which  it  was  constituted. 
Each  government  possesses  this  power  as  one  of  its  attributes, 
in  common  with  every  other  public  or  private  corporation, 
except  so  far  as  it  may  be  expressly  restricted  in  its  exercise 
by  some  organic  or  other  law,  and  no  such  law  is  here  inti- 
mated or  pretended. 

<< Another  suggestion  made  is:  That  the  laws  of  Florida 
might  be  disapproved  by  the  general  government.  But  this 
does  not  make  the  laws  of  the  Territory  the  laws  of  the  Union, 
or  bind  the  Union  to  the  obligations  they  impose.  Such  laws, 
when  approved,  only  operate  on  the  people  of  Florida.  They 
have  no  power  beyond  her  limits.  If  disapproved,  they  are  a 
mere  nullity.  The  power  of  approval  of  colonial  laws  before 
they  take  effect  has  always  existed  in  the  Crown  of  Great 
Britain  from  her  earliest  territorial  acquisitions,  and  in  every 
other  government  having  colonies  or  subordinate  possessions. 
The  laws  made  by  the  colonies  are,  notwithstanding,  their  own 
laws,  and  have  never  been  holden  to  bind  the  mother  country. 

^^The  capability  of  incurring  debts  for  certain  objects  ordi- 
narily exists  in  parishes,  towns,  cities,  counties,  etc.;  and 
though  they  may  be  under  control  of  the  general  government, 
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their  contracts  and  tbeir  debts  incurred  by  them  are  never- 
th«lew  their  own.  A  different  doctrine  would  coufonud  iM 
principles  of  just  and  aocnrate  responsibility,  and  woald 
serioosly  impair  the  advantages  devised,  through  a  variety  of 
rabordinate  organizations,  to  secnre  the  e8S4.'Utial  ends  of  good 
gOYcroment. 

^' Again  it  is  said:  That  the  lands  belonging  to  the  United 
States  within  the  Territory  of  Florida  were  not  liable  to  be 
taxed.  This  is  so.  The  public  lands,  however,  of  the  LTnited 
States  we  graduated  at  a  price  best  calm  fated  U)  insare  their 
rapid  settlement,  and  they  become  at  once  liable  to  taxation 
on  their  being  sold  and  improved.  The  same  policy  exists  in 
othw  governments.  Pablic  lands  and  public  property  are 
nowhere  taxed,  bat  snch  an  exemption  was  never  construed  to 
render  the  general  government  liable  for  the  debt«j  or  any 
town,  coonty,  or  province  within  which  such  lands  or  property 
might  be  situated. 

^'It  has  been  also  said,  and  namerous  authorities  have 
been  cited  to  the  iM>iiit:  That  the  original  power  of  the  gen^ 
eral  government  over  the  public  territory  wan  absolute  and 
nnlimited. 

''So  the  people  of  the  United  States  had  originally  unlimit«4l 
power  to  adopt  the  form  of  government  tliey  preferred;  And 
they  may  still  change  and  minify  their  Constitution  at  pteas 
ore,  bnt  this  does  not  alter  the  facta  as  to  the  binding  charac- 
ter of  the  acts  of  the  government  when  once  eRtablisbed. 

''The  United  States  has  chosen  to  extend  to  her  Territories, 
in  the  outset,  the  right  of  self-government,  and  hu!^  intrusted 
them,  as  in  the  case  of  Florida,  with  i^owers  *to  act  in  all 
rightful  subjects  of  legislation.'  This  iHiwer  once  granted  is 
complete.  From  thirteien  original  States  the  Union  has  thus 
extended  to  thirty-one  States,  formed  mostly  from  new  Territo- 
ries, each  of  which  is  wholly  indet>endent  of  the  other  as  to 
the  contracts  and  liabilities  they  may  make  and  the  legislation 
they  may  adopt,  saving  only  their  obligation  to  the  general 
Oonstitution  of  the  Union.  The  government  of  a  Territory 
does  not  depend  so  ftilly  and  perfectly  on  the  action  of  its  own 
people  as  that  of  ttie  individual  States,  but  its  laws,  once  en- 
acted and  not  disapproved,  have  precisely  the  aiune  binding 
power  and  efficacy,  within  its  limits,  as  those  of  a  State.  No 
one  of  these  suggestions  to  which  we  have  adverted,  or  the 
whole  combined,  tend  to  show  that  the  acts  of  Florirhi  are 
the  acts  of  the  general  government,  or  that  her  responsibili- 
ties are  the  responsibilities  of  the  American  ]»eople* 

"II.  It  remains  to  consider  the  second  point  raised,  whether 
Oongress  subsequently  approved  and  sanctioned  the  loeal  law 
of  Florida,  so  as  to  make  it  a  provision  binding  generally  on 
^e  people  of  the  Union.  It  is  not  contended  that  this  local 
law  was  adopted  or  liability  incurred  by  any  direct  afM  of  the 
wwwd  government  assuming  the  debt.    It  is  said,  lioweverj 
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that  the  government  has  rendered  itself  liable  for  its  payment, 
becaase  she  admitted  Florida  into  the  Union  as  a  State  with- 
out first  compelling  her  to  make  payment  of  these  debts. 

<<The  argument  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  the  United 
States  can  not  admit  a  portion  of  its  territory  into  the  Union 
while  in  debt  without  becoming  responsible  for  such  indebted- 
ness. It  asserts,  in  substance,  the  principle  that  whenever  the 
government  has  in  its  power,  by  the  conditional  denial  of  any 
privilege,  to  compel  a  Territory  to  make  payment  of  a  debt^  it 
must  insist  on  such  compulsion  or  it  shall  be  holden  to  have 
assumed  such  debt. 

<^  This  is  a  new  responsibility  imposed  on  governments. 

'^^  It  is  quite  clear  to  me,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  United 
States  might  well  assume  the  position  that  she  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  contracts  between  her  Territories  and  individoals, 
and  that  it  is  not  a  part  of  her  duty  to  constitute  herself  into 
a  judicisJ  tribunal  to  pass  upon  the  pecuniary  relations  exists 
ing  between  them.  Florida  might  well  contend  that  this  shoold 
not  be  done,  and  that  she  will  not  be  dictated  to  or  interfered 
with  by  the  United  States  on  the  subject 

^^  But  this  point  is  put  still  stronger.  It  is  said  that  a  pro- 
vision was  inserted  into  the  constitution  of  Florida,  prepara- 
tory to  her  admission  as  a  State,  that  ^  no  other  or  greater 
amount  of  tax  or  revenue  shall  at  any  time  be  levied  than 
may  be  required  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  government,' 
and  it  is  contended  that  this  provision  expressly  prohibits  the 
payment  of  any  prior  existing  debt;  and  that  the  United 
States,  by  admitting  Florida  into  the  Union  with  such  a  danae 
in  her  constitution,  became  accessory  to  the  wrong  done,  and 
^hould  be  holden  responsible  for  it.  But  this  is  a  far-fetched 
construction  of  the  clause  in  question,  and  forms  altogether 
too  remote  a  claim  to  impose  a  legal  pecuniary  liability.  The 
most  necessary  expenses  of  a  government  are  the  payment  of 
its  obligations  as  they  fall  due.  It  can  hardly  be  pretended, 
if  a  tax  should  be  assessed  by  the  State  of  Florida  upon  its 
citizens  to  raise  funds  to  meet  such  obligations,  that  an  indi- 
vidual could  resist  payment  of  such  tax  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  unconstitutional.  No  court  would  give  such  a  eonstnw- 
tion  to  this  provision  of  the  constitution,  and  unless  we  hold 
that  such  would  necessarily  be  the  decision  of  the  courts,  thea 
the  objection  is  without  foundation,  and  constitutes  no  ground 
for  the  assertion  that  the  United  States,  by  admitting  Florida 
into  the  Union  with  this  provision,  should  be  held  to  have 
assumed  the  debts  of  the  Territory. 

^'  But  whether  such  be  the  iutorpretation  of  the  clause  in  the 
Constitution  or  not,  the  inference  attempted  to  be  drawn  fron 
it  would  not  follow.  If  Florida  has  repudiated  her  debts  for 
any  cause,  it  was  her  act,  and  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the 
United  States  to  compel  her,  by  any  denial  of  the  ordinary 
right  of  admission  into  the  Union,  to  pay  such  debts.    She 
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had  no  more  rightful  control  over  the  acts  of  a  Territory  so 
situated  than  she  had  over  a  State. 

^'The  creditors  of  the  Territory  had  no  i>ower,  either  legal  or 
moral,  to  interpose  any  such  bar  to  her  admission.  It  is  not  a 
remedy  for  coercing  the  payment  of  debts  which  was  contem- 
plated by  any  party  to  the  contract  when  entered  into.  The 
United  States,  therefore,  violated  no  principle  of  law,  or  equity, 
or  moral  obligation  in  admitting  Florida  into  the  Union,  and 
18  gailty  of  no  laches  for  which  she  coold  be  holden  responsible 
in  not  disapproving  the  acts  passed  by  her  as  a  Territory. 

'^The  several  States  and  Territories  are  independent  sover- 
eignties for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  local  government.  They 
have  the  power  over  the  liberty  and  lives  of  their  citizens,  and 
the  formation  of  their  own  civil  and  social  relations  within  their 
precinct. 

''They  can  incur  obligations  for  all  expenditures  coming 
within  their  appropriate  sphere  as  fully  as  the  general  govern- 
ment. Their  delinquencies  in  any  matter  coming  within  the 
range  of  their  powers  are  their  own ;  and,  however  grievous  a 
wrong  they  may  inflict  by  such  delinquencies  on  their  credit- 
ors, the  precedent  of  holding  the  general  government  respon- 
sible for  such  wrong  would  be  still  more  disastrous.  It  would 
impose  burdens  on  individuals  having  no  immediate  share  or 
interest  in  the  benefit  received,  would  constitute  taxation 
without  representation,  and  would  confound  the  necessary 
and  rightful  distinctions  in  the  partition  of  responsibility  and 
accoantability  essential  for  the  maintenance  of  government. 

''The  wrong  complained  of  is  not  one  which  can  be  charge<l 
against  the  United  States;  she  is  not  amenable  for  it,  and  a 
proper  appreciation  of  the  distinct  agencies  of  different  organ- 
izations in  government  will  fully  exonerate  the  United  States 
from  the  claim  set  up  in  this  case.  In  my  view,  therefore,  the 
claimants  have  shown  no  ground  entitling  them  to  recovery 
against  the  general  government." 

.                    Mr.  Hornby,  the  British  commissioner,  con- 
^^ .            tended  that  the  United  States  was  liable  for 
the  bonds,  first,  because  the  Territories  were 
"sabject  to  the  absolute   government  of  Congress."     Not 
only,  he  said,  did  the  right  of  government  belong  to  Con- 
gress, but  the  United  States  also  owned  the  unsettled  lands, 
the  funds  derived  from  the- sale  of  which  were  at  the  abso- 
lute disposal  of  the  national  government,  and  were  applied 
to  national  purposes;  citing  1  Kent  Comm,  276;  Story  on  the 
CongtitutUm,  par.  1327;   State  v.  New  Orleans  Navigation  Co.j 
11  Martin  (La.)  313;    Opinion  of  Butler,  At.  Oen.  Op.  1006; 
Opinion  of  Sherman,  Senator,  Williams  v.  BanJc  of  Michigan,  7 
Wend.  554.    From  an  early  period  in  its  existence,  the  terri- 
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torial  government  of  Florida  created  a  great  namber  of  corpo- 
rations for  public  parposes.  The  acts  for  that  pari)08e  were 
duly  submitted  to  Congress;  some  were  disallowed^  while 
others  were  permitted  to  stand  after  having  been  the  subject 
of  discussion  in  that  body.  Among  these  was  the  one  estab- 
lishing the  <'  Union  Bank  of  Florida"  (1833).  This  act,  though 
declared  by  a  committee  of  the  Senate  to  contain  some  objec- 
tionable provisions,  was  suffered  to  stand. 

Mr.  Hornby  contended  that  Congress  had  thus  *<  authorized 
and  ratified"  the  various  acts  relating  to  the  corporations 
whose  bonds  were  before  the  commission;  and  the  discussion 
had,  he  said,  "entirely  turned  upon  the  extent  to  which  Con- 
gress is  affected  by  having  given  such  authority  and  ratifica- 
tion." 

On  this  subject  Mr.  Hornby  said: 

"T7p  to  the  Ist  July  1841  the  interest  on  the  bonds  was  duly 
paid  at  the  times  and  places  appointed;  but  from  that  date  to 
the  present  time  no  payment  whatever  has  been  made  on 
account  of  them,  and  the  corporations  have  become  completely 
insolvent.  Upon  this,  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  bonds 
was  sought  to  be  obtained  from  the  territorial  government,  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  bonds;  but  the  claim  was 
refused,  and  in  1842  the  territorial  legislature  passed  resolu- 
tions declaring  that  the  governor  and  council  were  *never 
invested  with  authority  to  pledge  the  faith  of  the  Territory  so 
as  to  render  the  citizens  responsible  for  the  debts  or  engage- 
ments of  any  corporation  chartered  by  the  territorial  legisla- 
ture.' The  revenue  laws  of  the  Territory  were  also  suspended, 
<  so  far  as  they  authorized  the  assessment  and  collection  of  a 
territorial  revenue  in  future,'  with  certain  specific  exceptions. 
These  acts  of  the  territorial  legislature  were  submitted  to  Con- 
gress, and  were  permitted  to  pass  into  law  without  disap- 
proval 

<^From  this  time,  then,  until  the  admission  of  Florida  into 
the  Union  as  a  State,  the  territorial  legislature  persisted  in  its 
repudiation  of  the  engagements  contracted  on  the  bonds;  and, 
although  the  subject  was  repeatedly  brought  before  Congress 
in  various  ways— in  some  cases  by  memorial  of  the  bondhold- 
ers praying  for  relief— no  action  jof  Congress  took  place,  and 
the  bondholders  remained  without  redress. 

<<Let  us  pause  for  a  moment  to  consider  what  the  position  of 
the  bondholders  and  Congress  would  have  been  had  the  facts 
already  stated  constituted  the  whole  case. 

*^The  bondholders  advanced  their  money  on  an  engagement 
entered  into  by  the  agents  duly  constituted  by  Congress  for 
the  government  of  the  Territory,  for  the  payment  of  money  by 
the  Territory;  such  engagement  being  sanctioned  by  Congress, 
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its  aoqaieecence  in  the  passing  of  the  bank  act  having  indaced 

the  pablic,  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent,  to  invest 

property  and  make  contracts  npon  the  faith  and  validity  of  the 

charter.    The  Territory  acknowledged  itself  to  be  indebted  in 

the  amount  of  the  bonds,  and  the  *&ith  of  the  Territory'  was 

pledged  for  the  repayment.    Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  a 

Territory  or  State  acknowledging  itself  to  owe  a  debt,  and  i 

pledging  its  faith  for  the  liquidation  of  itf    It  plainly  means  | 

this^-or  it  means  nothing — that  the  governing  power  engages  I 

that  the  revenue,  resources,  and  property  of  the  Territory  or 

State  are  pledged  for  the  debt,  and  shall  be  applied  to  its  dis- 

diarge.    In  other  words,  an  obligation  was  created  on  the  part 

of  Florida  by  the  executive,  as  the  agent  of  the  sovereign 

power,  and  by  the  legislature,  as  the  agent  of  the  people,  which 

was  sanctioned  by  Congress,  to  pay  the  debt;  that  obligation, 

in  &ct,  operating  on  all  the  property  of  the  Territory  of  Florida. 

^'  It  has  been  already  shown  that  the  government  of  the  Terri- 
tory was  ^t  the  absolute  disposal  of  the  United  States  (repre- 
seoted  by  Congress),  in  whom  the  right  of  eminent  domain  ! 

was  vested,  and  that  Congress  assent^  in  the  fullest  manner 
to  the  pledge  which  was  given  by  the  territorial  government. 
There  was,  then,  an  engagement  to  apply  the  resources  of  the 
Territory  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  incurred  with  the  assent 
of  the  sovereign  power.  Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  is  obvious 
that,  if  those  principles  of  equity  which  are  binding  on  indi-  j 

Tidoals  be  applicable  to  states,  it  became  the  duty  of  Congress      •  | 

to  see  that  the  fonds  which  it  had  permitted  to  be  pledged 
should  be  applied  to  the  discharge  of  the  debts  they  were  in- 
tended to  secure,  and  the  bondholders  were  entitled  to  call  ; 
npon  the  United  States  Government  to  cause  those  funds  to  be                         j 
applied  to  their  relief,  or  to  indemnify  them  for  loss  arising                         : 
from  the  failure  to  do  so. 

"The  doty  of  thus  protecting  the  interestsof  the  bondholders  j 

was  the  more  incumbent  on  Congress  from  the  fact  that,  by 
reason  of  its  being  the  owner  of  by  far  the  greater  portion  of 
the  soil  of  the  Territory,  it  was  the  party  most  benefited  by  the  . 

introdaction  of  the  bondholders'  capital  into  the  Territory.  I 

"But  if  the  position  of  the  bondholders  was  such  as  I  have 
stated  it  to  have  been  while  Florida  continued  a  Territory,  it 
▼ill  be  foand  that  their  claim  assumed  an  entirely  new  form, 
and  acquired  immeasurably  more  force  from  the  moment  that 
the  Territory  was  admitted  to  the  Union  as  an  independent 
State. 

"This  admission  took  place  on  March  3, 1845. 
^  "By  the  second  section  of  the  eighth  article  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  new  State,  which  received  the  assent  of  Congress, 
it  was  declared  that  *  no  other  or  greater  amount  of  tax  or 
levenue  shall  at  any  time  be  levied  than  may  be  required  for 
tts  necessary  expenses  of  government.' 

"By  the  introduction  of  this  clause  into  the  constitution. 
Congress  appears  to  have  designed  to  lend  effect  to  the  repu- 
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diating  resolutions  of  tlie  territorial  legislature,  to  which  it  had 
already  given  its  assent. 

^'  It  has,  indeed,  been  denied  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
that  this  clause  was  intended  to  have  or  had  the  effect  of  pre- 
venting the  State  from  raising  revenue  in  order  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  Territory;  but  if  any  doubt  could  exist  on  this 
point  it  must  be  removed  by  the  fact  that  those  best  able  to 
judge  of  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  of  Florida,  and  hav- 
ing the  power  to  enforce  its  own  interpretation,  viz,  the  legis- 
lature of  the  State,  have  declared  that  they  are  precluded  by 
the  article  of  the  constitution  in  question  from  levying  any  tax 
to  provide  for  the  paj'^ment  of  the  interest  or  principal  of  these 
bonds  or  from  entering  on  any  consideration  of  the  question 
at  all. 

^<  It  was  then,  when  Congress  admitted  the  insertion  of  this 
clause  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  injustice  it  would  work,  that 
the  power  to  pay  was  taken  away  from  the  State  that  was  then 
being  called  into  existence.  But  this  was  not  all ;  for  the  power 
which  had  hitherto  been  vested  in  Congress  by  virtue  of  its 
very  sovereignty,  whenever  it  chose  to  exercise  it,  to  compel  a 
Territory  to  observe  the  obligation  of  a  contract  or  to  do  that 
which  it  was  legally  and  morally  bound  to  do  was  also  divested 
by  the  change  thus  effected  in  the  form  of  the  government  of 
Florida.    ♦    *    * 

<^  While,  then,  Florida  remained  a  Territory  the  means  ex- 
isted of  compelling  it  to  perform  the  contracts  entered  into  in 
its  name,  but  from  the  moment  that  it  became  a  State  the 
creditors  of  the  former  Territory  were  deprived  of  all  means 
whatever  of  enforcing  their  just  demands. 

"  For  the  State  of  Florida,  to  whom  it  is  said  the  debts  of 
the  Territory  have  been  transferred,  can  not  be  sued  by  the 
creditors;  for  the  Constitution  expressly  enacts  that  no  State 
can  be  sued  in  the  United  States  courts,  and  of  course  a  State 
can  not  be  sued  in  its  own  courts. 

<<  Nor  can  Congress  compel  Florida  to  pay  its  debts ;  for  it  is 
an  independent  State,  and  can  not  be  coerced  by  the  others, 
either  singly  or  collectively,  into  doing  even  that  which  is  its 
duty. 

^<  And,  lastly,  not  only  has  Congress,  by  admitting  Florida 
as  a  State,  deprived  the  creditors  of  the  means  of  enforcing 
their  rights,  but  it  has  bestowed  upon  the  State  a  constitution 
which  actually  prevents  it  from  paying  its  debts.    ♦    ♦    * 

"  The  debt,  then,  is  at  present  practically  confiscated.  This 
is  the  wrong  which  is  complained  of,  and  we  have  to  determine 
whether  it  is  one  for  which  the  United  States  is  answerable. 
The  possibility  of  a  better  state  of  public  opinion  inducing 
the  inhabitants  of  Florida  at  some  future  time  to  remodel  their 
constitution,  so  as  to  rescind  the  existing  confiscation,  can  not 
affect  the  rights  and  liabilities  arising  out  of  the  present  state 
of  facts. 
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<<The  principal  argnments  advanced  in  opposition  to  the 
daim,  which  I  have  not  already  adverted  to^  are  these: 

'<  1.  That  Congress,  having  only  the  powers  enumerated  by 
Hie  Gonstitntion,  can  do  no  more  than  is  to  be  fonnd  within 
tbat  document,  and  that  the  power  to  pay  the  debts  of  a  Ter- 
ritory is  not  specified  or  to  be  implied. 

"2.  That  Congress  had  not  the  power  of  rejecting  the  clause 
of  the  constitntion  of  the  proposed  State  of  Florida  which  for- 
bade the  collecting  of  revenue  for  any  other  purpose  than  the 
necessary  expenses  of  government,  but  that  it  was  bound  to 
admit  the  new  State  with  this  clause  in  its  constitntion,  how- 
ever objectionable  it  may  be. 

'^The  first  of  these  ol>jections  tends  to  raise  a  discussion  on 
a  point  which  has  long  been  definitely  settled  in  the  United 
Stotes. 

''In  the  first  place,  it  assumes  the  whole  question  at  issue 
in  this  case.  .  If  the  United  States  have,  by  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress, incurred  an  obligation  to  indemnify  the  present  claimants, 
then  a  debt  has  arisen,  and  Congress  has  express  power  to 
levy  taxes  in  order  to  pay  its  debts.  I  presume  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  show  by  argument  that  a  technical  meaning  is 
not  to  be  attached  to  the  word  <  debts,'  but  that  it  signifies  any 
peenniary  claim,  whether  for  a  sum  certain  or  for  unliquidated 
damages.  But,  secondly,  the  Constitution  only  prescribes  the 
purposes  for  which  tuxeSj  etc.,  are  to  be  levied.  It  is  wholly 
rilent  as  to  the  appropriation  of  national  funds  arising  f^m 
other  sources,  such  as  the  sale  of  public  lands;  and  it  has 
been  shown  that  this  is  a  source  of  revenue  which  is  peculiarly 
proper  to  be  applied  to  the  relitf  of  the  present  claimants. 
And,  lastly,  the  Constitution  has  never  been  construed  in  the 
United  States  in  the  narrow  spirit  in  which  it  is  now  sought  to 
bterpret  it  It  is  ftiUy  established  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his 
Oommentaries  on  the  Constitution,  book  3,  chapter  14,  that 
Congress  has  full  xM>wer  to  apply  the  funds  of  the  nation,  from 
▼hatever  source  derived,  to  all  purposes  which  they  may  deem 
national. 

''That  learned  writer  concludes  his  remarks  with  these 
words:  « In  regard  to  the  practice  of  government,  it  has  been 
entirely  in  conformity  to  these  principles.  Appropriations  have 
never  been  limited  by  Congress  to  cases  falling  within  the  spe- 
cific powers  enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  whether  those 
powers  be  construed  in  their  broad  or  narrow  sense.  And  in 
«n  especial  manner  appropriations  have  been  made  to  aid  in- 
ternal improvements  of  various  sorts,  in  our  roads,  our  navi- 
C^tion,  our  streams,  and  other  objects  of  a  national  character 
mid  importance.  In  some  cases,  not  silently,  but  upon  dis- 
owsion,  Congress  haa  gone  the  length  of  making  appropria- 
Hons  to  aid  destitute  foreigners  and  cities  laboring  under  severe 
calamities,  as  in  the  relief  of  the  San  Domingo  refugees  in  1794, 
and  the  citizens  of  Venezuela,  who  suffered  from  an  earthquake 
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in  1812;  So  also  in  the  case  of  three  cities  in  [the  Distrirt  of) 
Colnmbia — ^Washington,  Georgetown,  and  Alexandm—Coo- 
gress  assumed  the  debt  which  the  cities  had  incurred,  Andm 
the  liquidation  of  which  their  public  feith  had  been  ptedged, 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  was  ordered  to  pay  it 

"  It  is  a  misapprehension  of  the  power  of  Congress  to  sap- 
pose  that  it  was  bound  to  admit  the  Territory  of  Florida  to  the 
Union  without  any  discretion  as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the 
admisaion  was  to  take  place.  The  time  and  mode  of  adnussum 
were  entirely  for  Congress  to  determine.  Mr.  Jnstioe  Stoijy,  ffl 
his  Commentaries,  sec.  1321,  shows  that  precedents  andjndie»l 
decisions  '  have  established  the  rightftd  authority  of  Oonp«s 
to  impose  restrictions  upon  the  admission  of  new  States.'  M 
without  citing  authorities,  it  is  obvious  that  Congress  can  n<J 
be  regarded  as  having  merely  administrative  fanctionsoprow 
admission,  to  record  the  event  without  control  over  it  K 
would  be  i)owerless  to  discharge  the  most  important  of  ns 
functions  as  the  guardian  of  the  national  interests,  if  it  ▼^ 
bound  to  admit  every  new  State,  with  any  constitution  its  in- 
habitants might  think  fit  to  propose  for  themselves,  bofever 
inconsistent  it  might  be  with  the  general  welfare  of  the  ^Di0l^ 
with  private  mondity,  or  with  public  honor. 

"  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  examine  the  history  of  the 'Peoj 
sacola  Bank'  and  the  <  Southern  Life  Assurance  CoippaBy, 
whose  obligations  were  also  guaranteed  by  the  territorial ^»'- 
ernment.  As  against  that  government,  the  claim  of  the  holder 
of  the  Pensacola  Bank  bonds  is  strengthened  by  the  circoiO' 
stance  that  that  company  gave  the  territorial  government  ve^ 
considerable  security  on  real  &nd  personal  property  s^iM^J^ 
liability  which  was  incurred  by  pledging  the  public  feith.  ^ 
claim,  however,  as  against  the  United  States  Govemmoittt 
the  same  in  each  case. 

<«  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  these  facts,  thattheUmW 
States  Government  is  bound  to  pay  to  the  British  sabjectB 
hereunder  enumerated  the  principal  of  the  bonds  of  which  tAef 
are  holders,  when  the  same  shall  become  due,  and  to  pay  ^o 
them  forthwith  the  arrears  of  interest  on  such  bonds,  with  is* 
terest  at  5  per  cent  on  such  arrears,  up  to  the  14th  Scpteinlitf 
1854,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sums  set  opposite  then 
names." 

The  commissioners  having  disagreed,  tlie 
Umpire^s  Dednon.  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision: 

"This  claim  has  been  brought  before  tie 
commissioners  by  the  holders  of  bonds  issued  by  the  'Territory 
of  Florida,'  while  it  was  under  a  territorial  govemmeDt «» 
before  Florida  was  admitted  into  the  Union  as  one  of* 
States  of  the  United  States. 

"At  the  time  of  the  issue  of  the  bonds  in  question  the 'b' 
ritorywas  governed  by  a  legislative  council  chosen  by  tie 
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,  the  governor  being  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
Tnited  States.  All  the  acts  or  laws  of  the  legislative  coancil 
were  leqaired,  by  the  law  of  the  United  States,  to  be  laid 
before  Gongrefis,  and  if  not  disapproved  of,  they  became  law  in 
Florida. 

''For  one  portion  of  these  bonds  the  claimants  contended 
that,  by  the  right  which  Congress  claimed  to  reject  or  veto  any 
law  passed  by  the  legislative  coancil  of  Florida,  the  United 
States  Government  rendered  itself  liable  to  pay  the  interest 
and  principal  of  these  bonds  shonld  Florida  fail  to  do  so. 

''For  another  x>ortion  of  the  bonds  the  claim  on  this  ground 
was  abandoned  and  their  claim  was  based  on  the  fact  that 
the  United  States  had,  in  the  session  of  Congress  of  1843-44, 
admitted  Flcida  into  the  Union  with  a  constitution  having 
the  following  clause  in  it:  <No  greater  amount  of  tax  or  reve- 
nae  shall  at  any  time  be  levied  than  may  be  required  for  the 
necessMy  expenses  of  government.'  (Article  8  of  Florida 
eonstitntion.) 

"The  first  ground  of  claim  need  hardly  be  treated  seriously; 
it  might  as  well  be  contended  that  the  British  Government. is 
responsible  for  all  the  Canadian  debentures,  because  all  the 
acts  passed  by  the  Canadian  parliamen  t  require  the  sanction  of 
the  home  government  before  they  become  laws.  It  will  be  seen, 
however,  that  at  the  time  these  bonds  were  bought  it  was  never 
imagined  by  the  buyers  that  the  United  States  were  in  any 
way  liable. 

"With  regard  to  the  second  ground  of  claim — that  the 
United  States,  by  having  admitted  Florida  into  the  Union  as 
a  State,  with  the  article  in  her  constitution  above  referred  to, 
were  rendered  liable  to  pay  the  debts  of  Florida— it  may  be 
iwarked,  that  Congress  could  not  justly  refuse  to  admit 
Florida  into  the  Union  with  such  a  constitution ;  there  was 
nothing  ID  it  contrary  [to]  or  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
(tf  the  United  States;  Congress  had  only  the  power  to  fix  the 
time  of  admission,  and  reject  any  constitution  that  was  con- 
trary to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  the  bondholders  are  in  any  way  damaged  by  this 
article  in  the  constitution  of  Florida. 

"If  the  people  of  Florida  refused  to  pay  or  neglected  to  pay, 
as  a  Territory,  would  they  be  less  likely  to  pay  as  a  State  t 
There  would  be  the  same  people  to  deal  with ;  the  members  of 
theconvention  that  formed  the  constitution  were  chosen  by  the 
P^ple;  and  the  legislature,  chosen  by  the  people,  would  not  be 
Bkely  to  be  very  different  from  the  convention.  It  is  by  no 
laeans  clear  that  the  eighth  article  of  the  constitution  forbids 
iDy  taxes  for  liquidating  the  liabilities  of  the  State;  and  if 
™t  be  so,  there  is  no  diflSculty  in  amending  the  constitution. 
Most  of  the  States  have  amended  their  constitutions  from  time 
to  time.  The  bondholders  have  the  same  remedy  against  the 
State  as  they  had  against  the  Territory;  they  have  a  just 
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claim.  But  they  are  under  the  well-known  disadvantage  In 
both  cases — they  coald  not  sne  the  Territory,  they  can  not  sue 
the  State. 

<<It  has  been  urged  that  there  is  no  way  of  getting  at  a 
State  government  except  through  the  Government  of  the 
United  States;  this  is  a  mistake.  There  is  no  difficulty  in 
the  way  of  individuals  dealing  with  the  separate  States  in  any 
matters  that  concern  the  State  alone;  nearly  all  the  States 
have  public  works  and  contract  loans  with  individuals,  Ameri- 
can and  foreign,  and  any  person  aggrieved  may  petition  the 
governor  or  legislature  for  reliet  A  State  can  not  deal  with 
a  foreign  government;  the  intercourse  with  foreign  nations 
belongs  to  the  general  government. 

<'To  show  that  the  Florida  bondholders  never  supposed  the 
United  States  in  any  way  responsible,  attention  is  called  to 
the  prospectus  issued  by  the  agents  for  the  sale  of  the  bonds 
created  for  the  < Union  Bank.'    It  is  as  follows: 

"  ^  Florida  six  per  cent  sterling  bonds — Interest  and  principal  pay- 
able at  the  house  of  Messrs,  Palmers^  Ma^Killopj  Dent  d?  Go. 

<<<  These  are  the  bonds  of  the  Territory  of  Florida,  payable 
to  the  order  of  the  Bank  of  Florida,  and  endorsed  by  the  bank. 
They  are  in  sums  of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  bearing  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum,  payable  half  yearly; 
the  interest  and  principal  payable  in  London,  at  the  rate  of  4s. 
6d.  sterling  per  dollar.  The  bonds  are  payable  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1862, 1864, 1866,  and  1868.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  bonds  form  an  addition  to  the  active  capital  of  the 
Union  Bank.  The  bank  commenced  business  on  the  16th  of 
January,  1835,  with  a  capital  of  one  million  of  dollars,  with  a 
privilege  of  increasing  it  to  three  millions;  and  it  is  to  com- 
plete that  increase  of  capital  that  these  bonds  are  to  be  sold. 
The  profits  of  the  bank,  after  paying  interest  of  bonds  and  ex- 
penses of  management,  are  retained  to  accumulate  as  a  sinking 
fund,  until  that  fiind  shall  be  equal  in  amount  to  the  bonds 
issued. 

"'On  the  1st  of  January  1839,  upon  a  bank  capital  of  one 
million  of  dollars,  the  amount  of  the  sinking  fund  exceeded 
three  hundred  thousand  dollars.  Owing  to  peculiar  circum- 
stances the  profits  of  the  past  year  have  been  very  large;  but 
previous  experience  has  proved  that,  in  ordinary  years  (after 
paying  the  interest  of  its  capital  and  the  expense  of  manage- 
ment), the  annual  surplus  profits  of  the  bank  (which  will  be 
added  to  the  sinking  fund)  will  exceed  four  per  cent,  which 
annuity,  compounded  at  the  bank  interest  at  8§  per  cent,  will 
cause  the  sinking  fund  to  eflFect  its  object  in  fourteen  years. 
Indeed,  the  present  amount  of  that  fund,  compounded  at  the 
bank  interest,  would  pay  off  the  whole  $3,000,000  of  bonds  in 
twenty-eight  years,  without  any  aid  from  the  future  annual 
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profits  of  the  bank — ^the  average  maturity  of  the  bonds  being 
twenty-six  years. 

<*<The  capital  of  the  bank,  eqnal  in  amoant  to  the  bonds  and 
the  sinking  fund,  are  to  be  retained  and  held  as  secarity  for 
the  repayment  of  the  bonds.  Another  ample  secarity  for  their 
payment  is  provided  by  a  mortgage  of  the  property  of  the 
stockholders  of  the  bank,  to  the  extent  of  three  millions  of 
dollars.  The  valne  of  the  property  mortgaged  for  that  object 
was  first  ascertained  by  the  appraisement,  npon  oath,  of  five 
commissioners  in  each  connty,  appointed  for  that  purpose  by 
the  governor  and  the  legislature  of  the  Territory;  and  these 
iq>prai8ements  were  again  subjected  to  the  revision  of  aboard 
of  twelve  directors,  of  whom  five  are  appointed  by  the  gov- 
ernor and  legislature.  So  great  has  been  the  rise  in  value  of 
every  kind  of  property  in  Florida  that  the  property  mortgaged 
to  the  bank  would,  even  now,  sell  for  thrice  the  amount  of  the 
bonds,  and  each  succeeding  year  necessarily  enhances  its  value; 
the  holders  of  the  bonds  have  therefore  a  fourfold  security  for 
their  payment,  viz: 

^'^1.  The  capital  of  the  bank,  equal  in  amount  to  the  bonds, 

'^'2.  The  sinking  fund,  which  will  effect  its  object  in  four- 
teen years. 

***3.  The  property  of  the  stockholders,  originally  appraised 
at  three  millions,  with  its  increased  value. 

<<<1  The  faith  and  credit  of  the  Territory  and  State  of 
Florida. 

<<  <  By  the  direction  of  an  act  of  Gongres^s  a  convention  is  now 
in  session  for  the  purpose  of  framing  a  constitution  for  Florida 
and  she  will  probably  become  a  State  this  year. 

"*  In  extent  of  territory  she  will  be  the  sixth  State  in  the 
Union.  Her  soil  and  climate  are  adapted  to  the  profitable 
prodnctions  of  Sea  Island  and  short  staple  cottons,  sugar,  rice, 
Gnba  tobacco,  indigo,  cochineal,  com,  and  all  the  other  agri- 
CQltnral  staples  of  the  Southern  States,  as  well  as  many  of  the 
productions  of  the  West  Indies.  She  is  rapidly  increasing  in 
nnmbers  and  wealth. 

" '  Her  export  of  cotton  in  the  past  year  has  exceeded  110,000 
hags,  and,  with  her  growth,  is  greatly  extending.  She  pos- 
sesses the  only  good  harbors  on  a  coast  of  near  two  thousand 
miles  in  the  Gulf  of  Florida,  which,  with  the  contiguity  of  the 
West  Indies,  gives  her  great  commercial  advantages,  and  will 
insure  her  becoming  a  great  commercial  State.' 

*^The  securities  enumerated  in  this  document  are  four,  and 
they  were  ample  if  honestly  administered;  but  not  the  slight- 
est allusion  is  made  to  any  liability  of  the  United  States,  nor 
is  there  discoverable  the  smallest  foundation  for  the  claim  of 
the  bondholders  before  this  commission,  which  is  constituted 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  claims  of  British  subjects 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  against  the  British  Government. 
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The  bondholders  have  a  jast  claim  on  the  State  of  Florida; 
they  have  lent  their  money  at  a  fair  rate  of  interest,  and  the 
State  is  bound  by  every  principle  of  honor  to  pay  interest  and 
principal;  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  sooner  or  later  the  people 
of  Florida  will  discover  that  honesty  is  the  best  policy,  and 
that  no  State  can  be  called  respectable  that  does  not  honor- 
ably fulfill  its  engagements." 

Bates,  umpire,  Florida  bond  cases,  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain  of  Febmary  8, 1863.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sees, 
pp.  246-300.) 

Various  claims  were  presented  to  the  com- 
mission under  the  convention  between  the 


United  States  and  New  Granada  of  Septem- 
ber 10, 1857,  for  the  payment  of  overdue  New  Granadian  bonds. 
These  claims  being  among  those  that  were  not  decided  by  the 
commission,  they  were  referred  to  the  commission  under  the 
convention  between  the  United  States  and  Colombia  of  Feb- 
ruary 10, 1864.^  The  bonds  and  the  indorsements  upon  them 
were  as  follows: 

DBUDA  CONSOUDADA   [OOat  of  anns]   DB  LA  KUKVA  GRANADA. 

Numero  434.  •  Pesos  400. 

Inscripcion  al  cinco  por  ciento. 

La  Republioa  de  la  Nneva  Granada  reconoce  como  denda  naoional  el 
capital  de  cnatrocientos  j^esos,  procedente  de  erudites  colombianos,  al  caal 
sefiala  el  interns  annal  de  cinco  por  ciento,  pagadero  por  semestres  en  los 
yeinte  tiltimos  dias  de  los  meses  de  Febrero  i  agosto  de  cada  aQo^  i  de  los 
fondos  destinados  k  este  <fbjeto  por  la  lei  de  20  de  Abril  de  1838,  4  saber : 
la  quinta  parte  del  siete  por  ciento  de  alcabala  de  importacion ;  el  pro- 
daoto  del  arrendamiento  de  minas  de  metales  i  de  piedras  preciosas,  i  de 
cnaiesquiera  fincas  del  Estado ;  el  derecho  de  sello  de  los  despachos,  tltulos 
i  diplomas  qne  se  espiden  por  las  Secretaries  de  Estado;  i  la  cnarta  parte 
del  sobrante  annal  de  las  tesoreri^s.  La  presente  obligacion  es  amorti- 
zable  i>or  los  medlos  que  la  misma  lei  establece:  qneda  anotada  en  el 
respective  libro  snbsidiario  de  la  denda  nacional,  al  folio  68,  i  gana  interns 
desde  el  dia  1^  de  Setiembre  de  1838.  Bogota,  27  de  Noviembre  de  1839. 
El  Secretario  del  Despacho  de  Hacienda,  £1  Director  del  or<^dito  naoional, 
J.  DB  D.  DB  Abanzazu.  Tgn.  Gutibrbbz. 

El  Secretario  de  la  Direccion, 
Bbrnardo  db  Alcas^. 

^  Claim  of  the  ezecntors  of  E.  Riggs,  No.  153;  claims  of  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  Robert  Oliver,  Nos.  154-161,  inclnsive;  claim  of  Jas.  J. 
Fisher,  executor  of  Douglas,  No.  171. 
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Attached  to  these  bonds  were  coapons  as  foUows: 

DEUDA  OONSOUDABA  ORANADIHA. 

InscripeioD  »1  oinco  por  ciento. 

Cspiia],  cnatrodentos  peaoB.  N.  434. 

Interns  pi^d^ro  al  portador  en  loe  veinte  nltimofl  disB  del  mes  de 
agosto  de  1851.    Ochenta  realee. 

GcnsRBSY.  Alcabab.! 

[TransUikm.] 
C0N80IJDATKD  DSBT  OF  NKW  GBANADA. 

Kiiraber434.  400  pesos. 

Inscription  of  five  per  cent. 

The  Bepnblic  of  New  Granada  recognizes  as  a  national  dobt  the  capital 
of  four  hundred  dollars  growing  ont  of  Colombian  debts  for  which  it  ap- 
propriates interest  at  the  rate.of  fiye  per  cent  per  annum,  payable  semi- 
axunially  daring  the  last  twenty  days  of  the  months  of  Febmary  and 
August  of  each  year,  and  of  the  fnnds  appropriated  for  this  purpose  by 
tiie  law  April  20, 1838,  to  wit :  One-fifth  of  the  seren  per  cent  import  tax ; 
tiie  proceeds  of  the  lease  of  mines  of  metals  and  precious  stones,  and  of 
any  real  property  belonging  to  the  state;  the  stamp  duty  for  public  docu- 
OMDts,  titles,  and  diplomas  issued  by  the  executive  departments;  and 
onefourth  of  the  annual  surplus  of  the  Treasury.  The  present  obligation 
is  ftmdable  by  the  means  which  the  same  law  establishes;  it  is  recorded 
in  the  proper  subsidiary  book  of  the  national  debt  on  folio  68,  and  draws 
interest  from  September  1, 1838.  Bogota,  November  27, 1839. 
Seoretory  of  the  Treasury,  Director  of  the  National  Credit, 

J.  m  D.  DB  Abanzazxt.  Yon.  Gutoerrby. 

Secretary  of  the  Direction, 

BsltNARDO  ALCASAR. 

(Last  coupon.) 

COKSOUDATED  DEBT  OF  GRANADA. 

Kmnber  434.  Inscription  of  five  per  cent. 

Interest  payable  to  bearer  during  the  last  20  days  of  the  month  of 
Angagtl851. 

OUTDSRRBT.  ALCASAR. 

Nnmero  225.  Capital,  100  ps. 

BBITDA  COKBOUDADA  DE  LA  NTnSYA  GRANADA. 

Ia  fiep^blica  de  la  Nueva  Granada  reconoce  como  denda  nacional  la 
oantidod  de  den  peeoe  reales,  procedente  de  erudites  colombianos,  i  por 
nitad  de  intereses  insolutos  de  vales  cancelados  de  la  deuda  interior  con- 
Kdidada  de  Colombia :  cuya  deuda  no  devenga  interns.  La  presente  obli- 
gaeionsenl  amortizada  por  los  medios  que  disponga  la  lei,  i  queda  anotada 

^  Of  course,  the  dates  of  payment  on  the  different  coapons  varied. 
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en  el  respectivo  libro  subBidiano  de  la  deuda  Dacional,  al  folio  183.    Bogota 
4  de  Mayo  de  mil  ochocientos  treinta  y  naeve. 

£1  Secretario  del  Despaoho  de  £1  Diieotor  del  cr^dito  nacional. 

Hacienda,  J.  Man'l  Restbspo. 

J.  DE  D.   DB  A&ANZAZU. 

£1  Secretario  de  la  Direccion, 
Bernardo  db  Algasar. 

[TransUtion.] 
Nnmber  225.  Capital  100  pesos. 

CONSOLIDATED  DEBT  OF  NEW  GRANADA. 

The  Republic  of  New  Granada  recognizes  as  national  debt  the  snm  of 
one  hundred  pesos  reales,  growing  out  of  Colombian  debts,  and  for  the 
half  of  interest  unpaid  on  cancelled  obligations  of  the  consolidated  in- 
ternal debt  of  Colombia,  which  debt  does  not  draw  interest.  The  pres- 
ent obligation  will  be  funded  by  such  means  as  the  law  may  provide,  and 
is  recorded  in  the  proper  subsidiary  books  of  the  national  debt,  folio  188. 
Bogota,  May  4,  1839. 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Director  of  the  National  Credit^ 

J.  DE  D.   DE  ARANZAZU.  J.   MaN'L  RBSTREPO. 

Secretary  of  the  Direction, 
Bernardo  de  Algasar. 

The  commissioners  being  unable  to  agree,  the  claims  were 
referred  to  the  umpire,  Sir  Frederick  Bruce,  who  said: 

Onim  f  8*  Fred  "  ^^  thcsc  cascs  the  first  and  most  important 
^*^Sk  Brm».  "  question  for  consideration  is  that  of  jurisdic- 
tion. Does  this  class  of  debts  fall  within  the 
scope  and  meaning  of  the  ^claims'  which  the  international 
convention  between  the  two  governments  was  constituted  to 
examine  and  definitely  settle  f  In  order  to  decide  this  ques- 
tion it  is  necessary  to  state  briefly  n)y  opinion  as  to  the  nature 
and  attributes  of  a  mixed  commission,  such  as  that  by  virtue 
of  which  we  have  the  honor  to  sit. 

<<  The  high  contracting  parties  in  substituting  for  themselves 
a  special  tribunal  for  the  settlement  of  certain  matters  at  issue 
between  them,  do  not  thereby  divest  themselves  of  their 
power  to  treat  directly  and  in  the  ordinary  manner  all  ques- 
tions which  are  not  expressly  submitted  to  the  commission  so 
substituted  in  their  stead.  Moreover,  in  all  cases  in  which 
reasonable  doubt  exists  as  to  its  competence,  and  especially  in 
those  now  under  consideration  which  interest  directly  the 
credit  and  the  good  faith  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  the 
commission  is  bound  to  decline  to  entertain  them,  and  to  con- 
strue its  powers  in  a  limited  and  not  in  an  extensive  sense. 
Were  the  commission  to  adopt  the  contrary  principle  of  inter- 
pretation, it  would  be  open  to  the  charge  of  assuming  powers 
the  exercise  of  which  is  always  jealously  reserved  by  govern- 
ments to  themselves.    The  time  and  manner  prescribed  for  the 
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IjieseDtation  of '  claims,'  and  the  limited  dnration  of  tbe  fane- 
tions  of  the  commission,  show,  if  farther  proof  were  necessary, 
tiial  the  powers  delegated  to  it  are  of  an  exceptioDHl  and  cir- 
eamscribed  character. 

'*The  term  'claims'  in  the  convention  most  be  constrned  so 
as  to  confine  it  to  demands  which  must  have  been  made  the 
subject  of  international  controversy,  or  which  are  of  sach  a 
natare  as,  according  to  received  international  principles,  would 
entitle  them  on  presentation  to  the  official  support  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  complainant. 

'*The  claims  for  payment  of  the '  bonds'  are  not  in  my  opinion 
of  snch  character.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  like 
that  of  Great  Britain,  has  not  laid  down  or  acted  upon  the 
principle  that  a  citizen,  who  holds  an  interest  in  the  public 
debt  of  a  foreign  country,  and  who  in  common  with  the  other 
shareholders  in  that  debt  is  unable  to  obtain  payment  of  what 
is  dne  to  him,  is  entitled  as  of  right  to  the  same  support  in 
reeoyering  it  as  he  would  be  in  a  case  where  he  has  suffered 
from  a  direct  act  of  injustice  or  violence.  The  government 
reserves  to  itself  on  special  grounds  the  right  to  determine 
when  and  under  what  conditions  such  support  shall  be  given, 
and  this  commission  can  not  assume  ux>on  the  strength  of  a 
general  term,  and  in  the  absence  of  express  language  to  that 
effect,  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  intended  to 
delegate  to  it  powers  which  it  has  not  exercised  itself  in  a 
matter  of  so  much  delicacy. 

/4t  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  correspondence  quoted 
with  the  United  States  legation  at  Bogota  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute such  an  official  support  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  these  claims  as  the  circumstances  of  these  cases 
wonld  require  in  order  to  give  them  a  '  locus  standi '  before 
the  commission.  It  is  of  a  private  or  at  most  of  an  officious 
character,  and  does  not  transcend  the  limits  of  that  Mendly 
eoontenance  and  aid  which  the  ministers  of  foreign  powers 
always  give  to  the  holders  of  shares  in  public  debts.  No  evi- 
dence has  been  adduced  of  instructions  having  been  given  by 
the  State  Department  to  press  for  the  satisfaction  of  these 
PftrticQlar  claims,  and  indeed  it  is  easy  to  see  that  many  rea- 
sons of  policy  may  exist  which  would  deter  a  government  from 
insisting  on  a  preferential  payment  of  a  part  only  of  the  pub- 
lie  creditors  of  a  foreign  state. 

^^The  letter  which  has  been  put  in  evidence  from  General 
C^  as  Secretary  of  State,  confirms  these  views.  He  states 
that  the  government  has  not  been  in  the  habit  of  enforcing 
8Qch  claims  against  foreign  governments.  It  is  true  that  he 
refers  them  to  the  commission  for  consideration,  but  this  refer- 
ence does  not  per  se  confer  jurisdiction,  nor  does  it  relieve  the 
commission  from  the  duty  of  examining  whether,  upon  the 
principles  of  international  law,  these  claims  fall  within  its 
jurisdiction — a  point  which  it  belongs  to  the  commission  itself 
to  determine. 
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^<I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  these  bond  cases  can  not  be 
entertained,  and  that  consequently  the  rights  of  tlie  bond- 
holders against  the  United  States  of  Colombia  are  unaffected 
by  this  decision  and  remain  to  them  unimpaired." 

Mr.  Wadsworth,    United   States    commis- 
Claim  for  Overdue  gioner,  delivered  the  following  opinion: 
Ifffflri^n  Ooapcof. 

^< Although  the  United  States  Government 
has  assumed  the  responsibility  of  presenting  here  a  claim  for 
nonpayment  of  overdue  coupons  on  a  portion  of  the  recognized 
bonds  of  the  Government  of  Mexico,  and  demands  an  award, 
nevertheless  it  appears  to  me  that  neither  government  has 
with  sufficient  clearness  agreed  to  refer  such  claims  to  this 
commission,  and  it  is  my  decision  that  this  case  be  dismissed 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  the  bonds 
and  coupons." 

Mr.  Zamacona,  Mexican  commissioner,  said: 

<<The  bonds,  and  they  alone,  are  the  ground  of  this  claim. 
Proceeding  logically,  then,  the  first  point  which  must  be  con- 
sidered is  whether  the  commission  can  admit  claims  founded 
upon  the  bonded  debt  of  Mexico.  This  question  is  not  only 
the  first  in  order,  but  the  first  in  importance  among  those 
involved  iu  this  case.  In  order  to  decide  this  question  nega- 
tively, the  undersigned  will  not  have  to  give  his  own  individual 
opinion;  it  will  be  enough  to  appeal  to  the  generally  accepted 
views  of  the  subject,  founded  upon  general  propriety  and  jus- 
tice. The  disturbance  which  would  ensue  in  the  administra- 
tion, credit,  and  relations  of  modern  nations,  if  the  claims  on 
account  of  the  public  debt,  such  as  those  involved  in  this  case, 
were  made  the  matter  of  international  claims,  has  long  been 
understood.  *  *  •  The  defense  here  maintains  that  claim- 
ants received  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $33,000.  •  ♦  ♦  ^ow, 
instead  of  $33,000,  the  claimants  present  $47,000  of  bonds. 
It  may  very  well  be  that  they  may  have  obtained  the  difference 
as  they  say  they  did,  but  it  may  also  very  well  be  that  they 
may  have  received  this  additional  sum  of  bonds  from  some 
other  holder  who,  perhaps,  is  not  an  American  citizen.  Accept- 
ing this  as  a  diplomatic  claim,  when  in  the  future  claims  have 
to  be  settled  between  Mexico  and  the  United  States,  the  whole 
of  the  debt  of  the  former  would  be  covered  by  the  flag  of  the 
latter,  whose  citizens  would  appear  as  monopolizing  Mexican 
bonds." 

Dtt  Pontf  de  Nemours  ^  Co,  v.  Mexico,  No.  440,  conyention  of  July  4, 1868, 
MS.  Op.  IV.  367. 

^<  Little,  for  the  commission : 
VcneiueUn  Bond        ^^rjs^^  immediate  basis  of  this  claim  is  366 

Casas :    Opinion 

of  Kr.  littte.        debentures  of  500  pesos  each,  executed  and 

delivered,  1839,  by  Venezuela  to  Gardner  G. 

Howland  and  Samuel  S.  Rowland,  citizens  of  the  United 
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lates,  doing  bnsiDess  in  the  city  of  New  York,  nnder  the  tirm 
une  and  style  of  G.  G.  &  S.  S.  Howland,  in  exchange  for  406 
bligations  of  like  amount  each,  issued  by  the  old  Keptiblic  of 
iolombia  to,  or  obtained  by,  said  firm  in  1829,  and  forming  a 
art  of  that  portion  of  the  Colombian  public  debt  for  which 
''enezuela  became  responsible  un^er  the  convetitioo  of  settle- 
f  1834^35  among  the  States  which  had  formed  that  repablic. 
^'fiach  bill  with  indorsement  reads  as  follows : 

Dkuda  Consolidable  DB  YKirXZUXLA* 
ftimero .  Peace  600.  FoL  6. 

i  DendA  ConaolidadA.  Interen  5  por  ciento. 

I 

j    Le  B^poblicA  de  Veneznela  reooDOce  i  favor  del  portador  el  capital 

I  de  qainjenioe  peeoe  procedentee  de  crMitoe  coDtra  Colombia  con  el 

j  interes  de  cinco  per  ciento  el  afio  deede  primero  de  £nero  do  mil 

I  ochoeientoe  yelnte  y  siete. 

i    Cmeas  15  de  Setiembre  de  1839. 

1 6.  Smith.  Ml.  Echbaxdia.  VicJ^im;  Lbcuna* 

[Indoned.] 

Eedbido  j  anotado  b^jo  el  No.  10  del  libro  reepeetivo. 

Pbdro  Manuei.  Fibai>o. 
El  oonforme. 

El  Secretario  de  Hacienda^ 

Cadenas. 
El  Director, 

Makurl  a.  CAKREfia 
El  Vocal, 

Pbdro  Nabamjo. 

[Stalof '•Comis. 
3aitn  (d  Estado. 

[Tnuulftikm.] 
CONSOUDABLB  DbBT  OF  VeNBZUBLA. 

bomber .  500  doUan.  FoL  6. 

i  CoMoUdated  debt.  Interest  5  per  ct.tit, 

J  The  Repablic  of  Yenezaela  ackDowledges  itself  inde  I  >  te<l  to  the  bearer 
I  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  arising  from  the  debt  of  Columbia, 
^  with  interest  at  five  per  cent  per  annum  ftom  the  first  of  January,  one 
0  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-seven. 

g    Caracas,  September  15, 1S39. 

K  6.  SMrni.  Ml.  Echbamdia.  Vicbntb  LKcimA. 


/" 
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Pedro  Manuel  Fibado. 
Correct : 

C  ADEN  AS, 

Secretary  of  the  Treaeory. 
Manuel  A.  CarreKo, 

Director. 
Pedro  NaranjO; 

Vocal. 

[Seal  of  the  "Com- 
miBsion  for  the  Liquid- 
ation of  the  Debt  of  the 
State.    1859."] 

<<  No  part  of  these  bills  has  been  paid,  and  they  are  still 
owned  by  American  citizens,  claimants  here. 

<<  The  question  first  arising  fully  and  ably  argued  by  counsel 
for  the  United  States  and  the  claimants,  though  not  urged  by 
counsel  for  Venezuela,  is  as  to  jurisdiction.  ^  Claims'  only 
beiug  submitted  to  this  commission,  do  these  obligations  come 
within  the  meaning  of  that  termf  The  distinguished  umpire 
of  the  mixed  commission  created  under  the  convention  of  1857 
between  the  United  States  and  New  Granada  for  the  settle- 
ment of  claims  against  the  latter  of  citizens  of  the  former,  and 
in  which  the  language  of  submission  was,  mutatis  mutandisj 
identical  with  that  of  the  present  treaty,  held,  1804,  that  ^  bonds' 
of  New  Granada  were  not  ^claims'  under  the  convention,  and 
therefore  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  commission.  If 
his  conclusion  was  correct,  it  perhaps  would  follow  that  these 
bills  do  not  constitute  a  < claim'  under  the  present  convention, 
although  we  are  not  advised  whether  New  Granada  made  a 
defense,  on  the  merits,  to  the  bonds  in  that  case,  as  is  done 
here. 

<<  Perhaps  as  good  a  way  as  any  to  discuss  this  question  is 
to  review,  by  paragraphs,  the  umpire's  opinion.  He  says 
(italics  ours) : 

^^  <  The  high  contracting  parties  in  substituting  to  themselves 
a  special  tribunal  for  the  settlement  of  certain  matters  at  issue 
between  them,  do  not  thereby  divest  themselves  of  their  power 
to  treat  directly  and  in  the  ordinary  manner  all  questions 
which  are  not  expressly  submitted  to  the  commission  so  estab- 
lished in  their  stead.' 

"The  implication  here  that  only  matters  *  at  issue'  between 
the  two  governments  are  for  <  settlement '  would  seem  to  lack 
support  in  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  The  language  of  submis- 
sion is : 

"  <  All  claims  on  the  part  of  corporations,  companies,  or  indi- 
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yidualg,  citizeDS  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  Govennnont 
rfVeneznela,  which  may  have  been  presented  to  their  govern  - 
mcDt  or  to  its  legation  at  Caracas  *  •  •  fUmU  be  sub- 
mitted,' etc 

"It  will  be  observed  there  is  no  requirement  that  matterA 
snbmitted  shall  have  been  *at  issue/  if  by  that  18  meant 
an  assertion  of  the  claim  by  one  govern niei it  ami  \i  deuUil  of 
it  by  the  other,  or  any  existent  controversy  between  the  two 
concerning  it,  nnless  such  is  implied  in  the  word  'elainia' 
it«elf.  While  it  seems  probable  both  frovernments  knew^ 
becaase  it  was  their  concern  to  know,  jnst  what  claims  were 
embraced  within  the  terms  of  designation  nsed,  there  i^  noth- 
ing in  the  language  to  indicate  or  require  a etual  knowledge. 
A  claim  filed  with  the  American  legatiim  at  Caracas  within 
the  time  limited,  althongh  unknown  to  either  government  in 
fact,  and  therefore  not  at  issue  between  them,  is  brought  by 
the  terms  of  the  treaty  as  fully  within  the  eoniijctence  of  the 
eommission  as  if  it  had  been  the  subject  of  heated  controversy 
between  the  two  powers. 

^^ Moreover,  if  a  claim  so  filed  arose  ej-  deVicto  it  would  not 
necessarily  follow  that  Venezuela  wouhl  or  could  take  issue 
lespectiDgit;  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  pertained  to  bond8 
itwonld  not  therefore  result  that  she  might  not  controvert  it. 
Thus,  if  the  test  of  submission  were  whether  the  demand  liad 
been  *at  issue ^  or  controverted,  or  even  eontrovertible  iu  fact, 
it  might  happen  that  some  claims  sounding  in  tort  would  be 
excluded,  while  others  arising  on  contract,  as  bi>nds,  woultl  be 
indaded.  Under  such  a  lule  these  bills  being  resisted  on  the 
merits,  and  therefore  *  at  issue,'  would  be  embraced, 

'4t  is  true  the  high  contracting  parties  have  not  divested 
themselves  of  their  x)ower  to  treat  directly  nt»d  in  the  ordinary 
manner,  questions  not  expressly  submit te*!  to  the  commission, 
as  they  have  not  indeed  respecting  any  subuiitted,  whether 
expressly  or  otherwise.  Kesort  to  a  judicial  agency  to  deter- 
mine questions  does  not  prevent  the  parties*  from  determiniu*: 
them  themselves  if  they  choose  to  do  so.  Eat  it  irt  not  \^vv^ 
ceived  how  the  i)roposition  aids  the  contention.  To  assert 
that  bonds  are  among  the  'questions'  reserved  by  the  goverti- 
mentsfrom  the  oi)eration  of  the  treaty,  is  merely  aijothei'  form 
of  asserting  they  are  not*  claims.'  It  doe*  not  advance  one 
towards  a  conclusion. 

^' He  continues: 

*'*Moreover,  in  all  cases  in  which  reasonable  doubt  exists  us 
5627— VOL.  4 25 
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to  its  competence,  and  especially  in  tliose  now  under  consider-* 
ation,  which  interest  directly  the  credit  and  the  good  faith  of 
one  of  the  contracting:  parties,  the  commission  is  bound  to  con- 
sider its  powers  in  a  limited  and  not  in  an  extensive  sense.' 

*'How  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  could  have  injuriously  af- 
fected the  credit  and  good  faith  of  the  defendant  state  in  that 
case,  or  how  it  could  so  operate  in  this  one,  is  not  apparent. 
Certainly  the  thought  is  not  that  the  conservation  of  credit 
and  good  faith  is  involved  in  avoiding  old  promises  that  new 
ones  may  be  the  better  kept. 

"  But  does  construction  of  terms  in  a  treaty  become  a  ques- 
tion of  convenience  to  one  of  the  parties!  Is  it  to  be  inferred 
that  if  the  Jific  of  !New  Granada  had  been  prepared  to  meet  all 
her  bonded  indebtedness  a  different  interpretation  of  *  claims^ 
might  have  been  called  for  or  allowable! 

"In  Hall  V,  Franklin  (3  M.  &  W.  259)  Lord  Abinger  said: 

*'*  We  have  been  strongly  i)ressed  with  the  inconveniences 
that  may  result  from  the  construction  of  the  statute.  We  are 
not  insensible  to  them ;  but  the  only  proper  eft'ect  of  that  argu- 
ment is  to  make  the  court  cautious  in  forming  it«  judgment. 
We  can  not  on  that  account  put  a  forced  construction  upon  an 
act  of  Parliament.' 

"  If  we  understand  the  umpire,  and  it  be  permitted  to  deduce 
a  general  rule  of  treaty  interpretation  from  his  enunciation, 
when  words  of  jurisdiction  are  used  having  a  wide  and  a  lim- 
ited signification,  the  latter  is  to  be  taken  where  there  is  room 
for  reasonable  doubt  as  to  which  was  intended.  In  other  terms, 
jurisdiction  must  be  denied  in  all  cases  unless  its  existence  is 
manifest  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

"Such  does  not  seem  to  us  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
scheme  of  either  treaty.  The  very  fact  that  the  Granadian  con- 
vention provided  for  a  reference  of  questions  of  jurisdiction 
(and  others),  about  which  the  two  commissioners  might  disa- 
gree, to  an  umpire  for  decision,  is  of  itself  a  recognition  that 
jurisdiction  might  properly  be  declared  and  exercised  in  cases 
of  reasonable  doubt  as  to  its  existence.  For  it  could  not  be 
presumed  that  questions  would  be  referred  as  to  the  proper 
decision  of  which  there  was  no  reasonable  doubt;  nor  antici- 
pated that,  in  case  of  reference,  the  decision  would  be  against 
jurisdiction  rather  than  for  it.  Were  the  rule  as  claimed,  the 
umpire's  duty  would  have  been  merely  nominal;  in  fact,  there 
would  have  been  no  need  of  an  umpire.  A  disagreement  would 
ipso  facto  presumably  have  been  made  to  work  defeat  of  juris- 
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dietioD.  So  ander  the  present  treaty,  the  fact  that  a  majority 
of  the  commissioners  may  decide  in  favor  of  jurisdiction  against 
the  judgment  of  the  minority,  implies  in  itself  the  contempla- 
tioQ  of  reasonable  doubt  toaching  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
dasion  reached  in  any  case  of  such  difference.  Had  the  other 
rale  been  intended,  a  division  would  have  been  made,  we  may 
well  assume,  to  work  exclusion  of  jurisdiction. 

"The  argument  of  the  umpire  here  seems  to  proceed  upon  the 
hypothesis  that  the  language  of  submission  is  of  doubtful  im- 
port; that  it  is  susceptible  of  two  constructions— one  inclu- 
sive  and  the  other  CKclusive  of  bonds  and  like  contractual 
obligations.  Even  were  this  the  case,  it  is  more  than  doubtful 
whether  his  conclusion  could  be  supported  upon  principle  or 
aathority. 

^^His  reasonable  doubt  rule,  and  especially  when  the  doubt 
springs  from  circumstances  outside  the  terms  and  revelation  of 
tihe  instrument  itself,  is  not  sustained,  we  think,  by  publicists 
generally.  Bules  of  treaty  interpretation,  as  laid  down  by 
them,  apply  alike  to  all  portions  of  the  instrument.  Jurisdic- 
tional parts  are  not  construed  differently  from  other  parts. 
In  fiEu;t,  the  language  ot  treaties  kindred  to  these,  is  in  a  large 
sense,  jurisdictional  throughout,  for  it  is  definitive  of  authority. 

"The  following  passages  from  Vattel's  Chapter  on  Interpre- 
tation of  Treaties  (book  2,  chap.  17)  are  believed  to  be  univer- 
Bafly  recognized  as  law,^  (emphasis  ours) : 

"^The  first  general  maxim  of  interpretation  is.  That  it  is 
not  allowable  to  interpret  what  has  no  need  of  interpretation. 
When  a  deed  is  worded  in  clear  and  precise  terms,  when  its 
meaning  is  evident  and  leads  to  no  absurd  conclusion,  there 
CAn  be  no  reason  for  refusing  to  admit  the  meaning  which  such 
deed  naturally  presents.  To  go  elsewhere  in  search  of  conjec- 
tures in  order  to  restrict  or  extend  is  but  an  attempt  to  elude 
it  If  this  dangerous  method  be  once  admitted,  there  will  be 
no  deed  which  it  will  not  render  useless.' 

"* Since  the  sole  object  of  the  lawful  interpretation  of  a 
deed  ought  to  be  the  discovery  of  the  thoughts  of  the  author 
w  authors  of  that  deed,  whenever  we  meet  with  any  obscurity 
«»«  we  are  to  consider  what  probably^ — not  what  beyond  a 
WMonable  doubt — ^  were  the  ideas  of  those  who  drew  up  the 
deed,  and  to  interpret  it  accordingly.' 

" '  In  the  interpretation  of  treaties,  compacts,  and  promises 
▼e  ought  not  to  deviate  from  the  common  use  of  the  language 

'  Wbeaton,  Elem.  Int.  L.  1857,  355;  Grotius  De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pac.  book 2, 
<*»P.  16;  Hall,  Int.  L.  281. 
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unless  we  have  very  strong  reasons  for  it.  In  all  haman  aflhiw 
where  absohite  certainty  is  not  at  hand  to  point  ont  the  way 
we  must  take  probability  for  our  ^uide.  In  most  cases  it  it  ei 
tremely  probable  that  the  parties  have  expressed  Ihemseltei  con 
formahly  to  the  established  usa/fe;  and  such  probability  ever 
affords  a  strong  presumption,  which  can  not  be  overruled  bnt 
by  a  still  stronger  presnniption  to  the  contrary.' 

u  i  Words  are  only  designed  to  express  the  thoughts;  thas 
the  true  signification  of  an  expression  in  common  use  is  the 
idea  which  custom  has  affixed  to  that  expression.  It  is  tiien 
a  gross  quibble  to  affix  a  particular  sense  to  a  word  in  order  to 
elude  the  true  sense  of  the  entire  expression.' 

"SaysGrotius: 

'•  *If  there  is  no  conjecture  which  leads  another  way,  words 
are  to  be  understood  from  their  propriety,  not  in  the  grammat- 
ical sense  springing  from  their  origin,  but  according  to  their 
l>opnlar  sense.'    (De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pac.  2,  chap.  16.) 

"  If,  then,  as  appears,  and  as  President  Woolsey  senten- 
tentiously  puts  it,  *  the  ordinary  usus  loquendi  obtains,  unk» 
it  involves  an  absurdity,' there  would  seem  to  be  no  room  ta 
doubt  that  the  word  *  claims'  of  itself  comprehends  overdue 
bonds  or  bills.  The  two  leading  lexicographers  of  the  EDgiish 
tongne  define  <  claim '  and  ' claimant,'  as  follows: 

"Webster: 

"  <  Claim  1.  A  demand  of  a  right  or  supposed  right;  aeaD- 
ing  on  another  for  something  due  or  supposed  to  be  da^ 
"Doth  he  lay  claim  to  thine  inheritance!" — Shale.  2.  Ari?M 
to  claim  or  demand;  a  title  to  any  debt,  privilege,  or  other 
thing  in  possession  of  another.  "A  bar  to  all  claims  opoa 
land."— //a//aw.  3.  The  thing  claimed  or  demanded;  thatta 
which  anyone  has  a  right,  as  a  settler's  claim.— [U.  S  aad 
Australia.]    4.  A  loud  call  {obs). 

"  *  Claimant,  1.  One  who  claims;  one  who  demands  anything 
as  of  right;  a  clauner.  2.  A  person  who  has  a  light  to  daitt 
or  demand.' 

"Johnson: 

"'Claim,  1.  A  demand  of  anything  as  due.  2.  A  title  ta 
any  privilege  or  possession  in  the  hands  of  another. 

" '  Claimant.  He  that  demands  anything  as  unjustly  detained 
by  another.' 

"The  corresponding  word  in  the  Spanish  text,  reclamti6^ 
is  thus  defined  by  Spanish  authors,  translated : 

"< Reclamation:  The  act  and  effect  of  claiming,  RedAms^ 
1.  The  opposition  or  contradiction  which  is  made  to  anythiitU 
as  unjust,  or  by  showing  that  it  contradicts  itself,  RecUms^ 
oppositio. 
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<<'2.  The  demand  made  for  anything  by  him  who  has  the 
right  of  property  in  it  against  him  who  possesses  or  denies  it. — 
Salva. 

'^  *  Reclamation  (claim) :  The  opposition  or  contradiction  that 
18  made  in  words  or  in  writing  against  anything  as  an  jast,  or 
by  showing  that  it  contradicts  itself;  and  tlie  claim  or  demand 
for  anything  by  liim  who  has  the  right  of  property  in  it  against 
him  who  possesses  it.' — Escriche:  Die.  of  Legislation. 

*^  Shoald  there  appear  to  be  a  meaning  in  the  word  of  one 
language  not  foand  in  that  of  the  other,  of  course  it  should  be 
disregarded,  and  only  that  meaning  taken  which  is  common  to 
both. 

/^Equally  comprehensive  is  the  term,  if  its  legal  sense  is 
sought.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania  (li>  Peters,  615), 
said: 

'<' What  is  a  claim  f  It  is,  in  a  jnst  juridical  sense,  a  de- 
mand of  some  matter  as  of  right,  made  by  one  person  upon 
another  to  do  or  to  forbear  to  do  some  act  or  thing  as  a  matter 
of  duty.' 

^*Lord  Chief- Justice  Cockburn,  in  Queen  v.  The  Guardians 
(0  L.  Q.  B.,  395),  held  that  an  order  of  a  court  upon  a  public 
authority  to  pay  a  designated  sum  of  money  weekly  was  a 
^debt,  elaimj  or  demand'  within  the  meaning  of  statute  of 
limitations.  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  said  '< claim  or 
demand'  would  *  cover  everything.' 

"Beady,  J.,  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  con- 
Itruing  the  word  as  used  in  an  act  of  Congress,  held  this 


I*' In  my  judgment  a  claim  upon  the  United  States  is  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  a  demand  for  damages  arising  out  of 
flome  alleged  act  or  omission  of  the  government,  not  yet  pro- 
vided for  or  acknowledged.  As  the  term  imports,  it  i^  some- 
thing asked  for  or  demanded  on  the  one  hand  and  not  admitted 
or  allowed  on  the  other  ( Worcester,  Bouvier — Claim).  When 
the  demand  is  admitted  or  provided  for  by  law,  it  is  not  a  mere 
claim,  but  a'debt.  It  no  longer  rests  in  mei'e  clamor  or  peti- 
tion, but  is  something  due  upon  which  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained.'   (Dowell  t?.  Cordwell,  4  Saw.  228.) 

"The  qualifying  words  *upon  the  United  States'  distinguish 
this  definition.  United  States  obligations  about  which  there 
h  no  contention  are  paid  on  demand  without  controversy.  The 
distinction,  however,  here  taken  between  'claim'  and  *debt, 
vhile  not  against  this  claim,  is  not  a  recognized  one  in  treaty 
expression.     In  the  convention  (180;5)  between   the    United 
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States  and  France,  *for  payment  of  sums  due'  from  tbe  latter 
to  citizens  of  the  former,  provision  was  made  for  the  8ettl^ 
ment  of  demands  of  all  kinds,  which  were  denominated  indis- 
criminately *  debts'  in  one  part  of  the  instrument  and*  claim*' 
in  another. 

"Claim  is  the  generic  term  employed  in  the  legislation  of  tbe 
United  States  to  express  every  form  and  character  of  demand 
that  one  can  urge  against  another.  It  would  seem  qnite 
sux>erfluous  to  cite  particular  statutes  or  authority. 

"So  in  British  legislation.  The  vice- admiralty  courts, by 
act  of  Parliament,  June  8, 1863,  for  illustration,  had  their  juris- 
diction defined,  for  the  most  part,  by  the  use  of  the  very  word 
in  respect  of  every  matter,  whether  arising  ex  contractu  or  a 
delicto  J  brought  within  their  cognizance.  That  jorisdietioD 
was  extended  to — 

"'(1)  Claims  for  seamen's  wages;  (2)  claims  for  masters 
wages;  (3)  claims  in  respect  of  pilotage;  (4)  claims  in  respect  of 
salvage  of  any  ship  or  of  life  or  of  goods  therefrom :  (5)  daimt 
in  respect  of  tonnage;  (6)  claims  by  damage  done  any  ship;  (7) 
claims  in  respect  of  bottomry;  (8)  claims  in  respect  of  a«y 
mortgage  where  the  ship  has  been  sold,'  etc. 

"  Eefereuce  is  also  made  to  Laws  of  Venezuela,  1864,  vol 
ume  2,  page  326. 

"  It  is  laid  down,  it  is  true,  by  recognized  authority  that 
where  language  is  employed  in  a  treaty  which  is  susceptible  of 
two  meanings,  *  that  is  to  be  preferred  which  is  least  for  tie 
advantage  of  the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  clause  is  inserted. 
For,  ill  securing  a  benefit,  he  ought  to  express  himself  clearly.'' 
There  does  not  appear  to  be  ambiguity,  or  lack  of  clear  ex- 
pression here,  however,  in  the  language  of  submission.  Wert 
it  otherwise  it  could  not  be  said  that  these  'claims' are  sob- 
niitted^to  arbitration  more  for  the  benefit  of  one  party  thin 
the  other.  It  was  expressly  done  to  ^  preserve  unimpaired  i? 
reciprocally  desired  the  good  understanding  of  both  national' 

"And,  again,  the  general  doctrine  just  stated  would  be 
subject  to  modification  by  this  principle,  announced  by  M'- 
Justice  Story,  on  behalf  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  Shanks  v.  Dupont  (3  Peters,  249),  which  is  thorougWy 
embedded  in  the  jurisprudence.of  the  United  States  and  is  be- 
lieved to  be  internatioually  a  sound  one,  to  wit:  *Thatwbere 
a  treaty  admits  of  two  constructions,  one  limited  and  tbe 

i  Woolsey  Int.  L.  $  113 
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other  liberal,  one  which  will  farther  and  the  other  exclude 
private  rights,  the  most  liberal  exposition  should  be  adopted.' 
It  waR  affirmed  in  recent  years  by  the  same  high  authority  in 
the  ease  of  Hauensteiu  v.  Lynham  (100  U.  S.  483),  Mr.  Justice 
Swayne  speaking  for  the  court,  as  follows:  *  Where  a  treaty 
iulmits  of  two  constructions,  one  restrictive  as  to  rights  that 
may  be  elaimed  under  it  and  the  other  liberal,  the  latter  is  to 
be  preferred.'  This  finds  support,  if  any  were  needed,  in  what 
Grotiussays:  *  In  the  things  which  are  not  odious  words  are  to 
betaken  according  to  the  general  propriety  (toiam proprietaieni) 
of  popular  use,  and  if  there  are  several  senses,  according  to 
that  wbicli  is  widest.'    (De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pac.  book  2,  chap.  16.) 

"  The  qualifications  of  the  general  term,  ^claims,'  may,  per- 
haps, within  the  limits  of  fair  construction,  be  regarded  as  if 
embodied  in  a  proviso.  The  treaty  would  have  meant  the  same 
had  it  read:  All  claims  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  etc., 
shall  be  submitted  to  a  new  commission,  provided  they  shall 
have  been  presented  to  the  Washington  government,  or  to  its 
legation  at  Caracas,  before  August  1,  1808.  It  is  a  rule  of 
coiistnietion,  generally  recognized,  that  a  proviso  is  to  be  con- 
strued, 80  that  the  general  enactment  shall  admit  of  the  fullest 
operation  possible,  consistent  with  the  terms  of  restriction. 

"The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  United  States 
I'. Dickson  (15  Peters,  105),  held  this  language:  'We  are  led 
to  the  general  rule  of  law  which  has  always  prevailed  and  be- 
come consecrated  almost  as  a  maxim  in  the  interpretation  of 
statutes,  that  when  the  enacting  clause  is  general  in  its  lan- 
guage and  objects,  and  a  proviso  is  afterwards  introduced, 
that  proviso  is  construed  strictly  and  takes  no  case  out  of  the 
enacting  clause  which  does  not  fall  fairly  within  its  terms.' 
In  the  contemporaneous  case  of  Minis  r.  United  States  (lb. 
^)  the  same  court  said:  'The  office  of  a  proviso  generally  is 
either  to  except  something  from  the  enacting  clause,  or  to 
qualify  or  restrain  its  generality,  or  to  exclude  some  i)ossible 
ground  of  misrepresentation  of  it,  as  extending  to  cases  not 
intended  by  the  legislature  to  be  brought  within  its  purview.' 

'^Almost  in  the  language  of  the  court  it  can  be  said:  The 
office  of  the  qualifying  words  relative  to  'claims'  in  the  treaty 
is  to  except  demands  from  the  general  terms  'all  claims'  and 
to  qualify  and  restrain  their  generality.  And  it  would  seem 
to  be  of  little  moment  in  what  form  those  qualifying  words 
were  put,  whether  in  that  of  a  proviso  or  that  in  which  they 
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Stand.  The  principle  of  construction  would  be  the  same — that 
being  that  the  qualifying  words  are,  while  the  general  terms 
of  submission  are  not,  to  be  taken  in  a  restrictive  sense,  if 
there  is  to  be  any  distinction.^ 

"The  comprehensive  term  'claims'  is  the  one  always  employed 
in  similar  claims  treaties,  though  sometimes  with  a  synonym — 
or  as  near  that  as  the  language  aiiords — and  is  always  accom- 
panied with  words  of  restriction.  The  restriction  relates  to 
ownership,  time,  origin,  character,  or  circumstance,  or  to  sev- 
eral of  these.  Under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Ecuador  (1864)  ownership  was  the  only  qualifica- 
tion. It  was  competent  to  present  any  claim  before  the  com- 
mission against  either  state,  provided  it  belonged  to  a  citizen 
of  the  other.  In  the  treaty  of  1834,  between  the  United  States 
and  Spain,  a  single  circumstance  determined  admissibility, 
to  wit,  that  the  claim  had  been  'preferred  by  either  party 
against  the  other.'  Usually  several  of  the  elements  are  em- 
braced in  the  terms  of  qualification.  The  treaty  of  1795,  be- 
tween the  powers  last  mentioned,  comprehended  in  them 
ownership,  time,  and  character.  The  claims  for  adjustment 
there  were  'for  losses  sustained  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States  in  consequence  of  their  vessels  and  cargoes  having  been 
taken  by  the  subjects  of  His  Catholic  Majesty  during  the  late 
war  between  Spain  and  France.'  In  1832  the  United  States 
and  the  Two  Sicilies  treated  for  an  indemnity  to  be  paid  by 
the  latter  to  American  merchants  'for  losses  inflicted  upon 
them  by  Murat  by  the  depredations,  seizures,  confiscations, 
and  destruction  of  their  vessels  and  cargoes  in  the  years  1809, 
1810,  18L1,  and  1812.'  Here  are  the  elements  of  ownership, 
time,  origin,  and  character.  All  the  five  elements  named  are 
embraced  in  the  qualifying  terms  of  the  ^Alabama  claims'  treaty 
of  1871.  It  is  unnecessary  to  particularize  or  to  illustrate 
further.  But  attention  may  be  directed  still  to  two  conven- 
tions under  this  head,  that  of  1802  between  the  United  States 
and  Spain,  embracing  the  qualifying  elements  of  time,  owner- 
ship, and  character,  and  that  of  1864  between  France  and  the 
Republic  of  Venezuela,  comprehending  the  two  latter  only. 

"  In  the  former  treaty  provision,  by  reference  to  a  commis- 
sion on  behalf  of  individuals  of  both  countries,  was  made  for 

'  R.  r.  Taunton,  St.  James  9  H.  &  C.  836;  Voorheea  f.  Bank,  10  Pet.  449; 
Way  man  r.  Gauthord,  16  Wheat.  30;  Bond  v.  U.  S.,  19  WaU.  227. 
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tbe  adjastment  of  Hbe  claims  which  have  arisen  from  the 
excesses  committed  daring  the  late  war  by  individuals  of 
either  nation,  contrary  to  the  laics  of  nations j  or  the  treaty 
existing  between  the  two  countries.'  In  the  latter,  provision 
was  made  for  the  settlement  of  'claims  of  French  subjects  for 
expropriations,  damages,  and  injuries  of  the  nature  of  those 
for  which,  according  to  the  law  of  nations^  the  government  of 
tbe  republic  is  responsible.'  In  these  two  treaties  there  would 
seem  to  be  an  implied  recognition  by  each  of  the  parties  to  the 
present  treaty,  scarc^ely  less  strong  than  if  expressly  stated, 
that  in  order  to  restrict  the  term  ^  claims'  in  a  treaty  to  those 
demands  which  either  state,  on  behalf  of  its  citizens,  would 
diplomatically  press  against  the  other,  it  must  be  so  nominated 
in  the  instrument. 

^^  In  the  treaty  under  which  we  nit  there  are  but  three  quali- 
fying elements  embraced — ownership,  circumstance,  and  time. 
The  claims  must  be  those  of  citizens  of  tbe  United  States. 
The  circumstance  of  their  having  been  presented  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  or  to  its  legation  at  Caracas, 
before  August  1, 1868,  must  exist.  And,  of  course,  the  claims 
mast  have  existed  before  that  date.  Tbe  element  of  charac- 
ter is  wholly  wanting.  Would  it  not  constitute  a  material 
change  in  the  treaty  to  insert  a  qualifying  phrase  fixing  tbe 
character  of  the  claims  contemplated;  such,  for  instance,  as 
that  embraced  in  tbe  last  two  treaties  quoted  from  or  such  as 
would  distinguish  torts  from  contracts!  On  an  indictment  for 
forgery  where  the  evidence  must  establish  guilt  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt,  could  it  be  maintained  that  the  interpolation 
after  tbe  words  *all  claims,'  of  the  phrase  *for  which  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  nations  tbe  Government  of  Venezuela  is 
responsible;'  or  of  tbe  phrase  taken  from  the  United  States- 
Mexican  treaty  of  1868,  'of  citizens  arising  from  injuries  to 
their  i)ersons  or  property;'  or  of  tbe  phrase  *not  arising  ex 
contractu;^  or  of  the  phrase  '  not  including  any  bills, bonds,  or 
other  like  evidences  of  debt,'  would  not  constitute  a  material 
alteration  of  tbe  instrumentf 

''  Considering  that  it  is  common  in  such  treaties  as  this 
among  nations  to  qualify  tbe  word  '  claims '  by  indicating  tbe 
character  of  tbe  demands  to  be  adjudicated  or  adjusted  by 
descriptive  or  apt  words,  does  there  not  arise  a  clear  implica- 
tion that  where  such  qualification  is  omitted  none  was  in- 
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tended!  The  principle  announced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  CJnited  States  per  Marshall,  C.  J.,  In  r«  '  The  Fereide,'  9 
Cranch,  419,  seems  internationally  sound  and  applicable  here. 
The  court  said : 

"*  Treaties  are  formed  upon  deliberate  reflection.  Diplo- 
matic men  read  the  public  treaties  made  by  other  nations' 
[and  of  course  by  their  own],  '  and  can  not  be  supposed  either 
to  omit  or  insert  an  article  common  in  public  treaties  without 
being  aware  of  the  effect  of  such  omission  or  insertion.  Neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  is  to  be  ascribed  to  inattention.' 

^*But  what  has  been  the  practical  construction  of  the  term 
■*' claims'  in  such  treaties?  Aside  from  the  decision  under  dis- 
cussion, it  seems  to  have  been  generally  taken  in  its  usual  and 
comprehensive  sense.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  the  umpire  of 
the  commission  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  1868, 
comprehending  the  adjustment  of  <  all  claims  on  the  part  of 
•  •  *  citizens  »  •  •  arising  from  injur  ten  to  their  per- 
sons or  property ^^  etc.,  held,  March  1876,  that  claims  arising 
ex  contractu  did  not  come  within  the  purview  of  the  treaty; 
not  because,  however,  they  were  not  embraced  within  the 
me<aning  of  the  general  term,  but  beciiuse  they  did  not  fall 
within  the  terms  of  its  qualification.  In  other  words,  because 
they  were  not  of  the  character  of  the  claims  therein  contem- 
plated.   He  said: 

"  *  In  the  case  of  Dewhust  and  Emerson  v.  Mexico,  No.  673, 
the  claim  arises  out  of  an  alleged  contract  with  the  Mexican 
Government,  through  its  agent,  for  the  supply  of  munitions  of 
war,  some  of  which  are  stated  to  have  been  delivered  to  that 
government.  •  •  »  The  umpire  maintains  his  opinion  that 
the  acts  complained  of  did  not  constitute  one  of  those  injuries 
to  the  property  of  IT.  S.  citizens,  which  was  contemplated  by 
the  convention  of  July  4,  1868.' 

'^  The  present  claim  was  dismissed  by  the  former  commission 
as  < being  consolidated  debt'  (a  mistake  in  fact,  for  it  was  con- 
solidahle  debt  only).  But  that  commission  allowed  the  claim 
of  R.  W.  Gibbs,  founded  upon  a  Colombian  obligation  for 
$5,000,  the  amount  allowed  being  Venezuela's  distributive 
share  (28J  per  cent). 

"The  convention  of  September  21,  1868,  between  Great 
Britain  and  Venezuela,  entered  into  *  with  the  view  of  deter- 
mining the  amount  oi  all  pending  British  claims  w^u  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Venezuela,'  provided  a  tribunal  with  an  umpire, 
^  to  sit  as  a  mised  commission  to  fix  the  amount  due  to  those 
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British  subjects  whose  claims  have  not  yet  been  adjudicated 
upon.'  That  commission,  1869,  allowed  by  the  decision  of  the 
umpire  eleven  claims  on  account  of  Venezuelan  notes,  common 
and  preferred  stock  of  the  Bank  of  Venezuela,  and  Colombian 
bonds,  amounting,  including  interest,  to  $139,104.04,  to  wit: 
To  W.  A.  Gage,  $3,879.42;  Sarah  Campbell,  $4,005.01;  Court 
&  Borde,  $6,058.87;  L.  Augustini,  $2,150.16;  W.A.Andrei, 
$7,199.87;  H.  O'Callaghan,  $19,093.21;  M.  A.  Elizando, 
$5,498.07;  Robert  Syers,  $7,924.72;  Bernardo  Daly,  $1,527  33; 
Arthur  Halle,  $70,795.06,  and  to  J.  A.  S.  Cipriani,  $10,971.33. 

<'  Other  instances  could  be  supplied,  but  these  being  contem- 
poraneous will  suffice. 

^^  Although  the  opinion  of  either  government  resi>ecting  the 
interpretation  and  scope  of  the  treaty  would  not  bind  us,  still 
such  opinion  would  be  entitled  to  high  respect  and  may  be 
cited  as  any  other  authority.  It  would  seem  from  the  note  of 
Mr.  Scott,  American  minister  at  Caracas,  to  Mr.  Bayard,  Sec- 
retary of  State,  under  date  of  January  14,  1889,  that  the 
Venezuelan  Government  regarded  the  claim  of  Nathaniel  Jar- 
vis,  pending  here,  alleged  to  be  founded  upon  bonds  issued  in 
1863  to  him  by  said  government,  as  coming  within  the  purview 
of  the  treaty,  and  as  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  commission 
then  about  to  be  formed. 

^<  The  umpire  proceeds :  '  Were  the  commission  to  adopt  the 
contrary  principle  of  interpretation  it  would  be  open  to  the 
charge  of  assuming  powers,  the  exercise  of  which  is  always 
jealously  reserved  by  governments  to  themselves.' 

'^  So  much  of  this  argument  as  may  not  be  said  to  fall  under 
the  head  of  petitio  principii  seems  to  proceed  upon  an  unten- 
able assumption.  It  does  not  follow  that  if  jurisdiction  is  not 
to  be  declined  because  there  may  be  a  reasonable  doubt  of  its 
existence,  the  *  contrary  principle'  must  be  adopted,  which 
would  seem  to  be,  to  wit:  To  take  jurisdiction  unless  its  exclu- 
sion is  required  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Why  go  to  either 
extreme!  Why  not  take  the  plain  middle  ground,  ascertain- 
ing the  meaning  of  the  language  employed  according  to  the 
ordinary  standards  of  interpretation  f  It  is  not  apparent  how 
a  body  passing  upon  a  judicial  question,  any  more  than  upon 
a  mathematical  one,  can  be  concerned  about  what  may  be 
charged  against  it  if  led  to  this  conclusion  or  to  that.  Were 
it  otherwise,  a  charge  of  assumption  of  x>ower  is  no  more  to  be 


3630  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

avoided  perhaps  tban  a  complaint  of  failure  to  exercise  power 
conferred,  through  apprehension  of  such  charge. 

<<  The  umpire  goes  on :  ^  The  time  and  manner  prescribed  for 
the  presentation  of  claims,  and  the  limited  duration  of  the 
functions  of  the  commission,  show,  if  further  proof  were  neces- 
sary, that  the  powers  delegated  to  it  are  of  an  exceptional  and 
circumscribed  character.' 

"  Very  true.  But  this  fact,  it  is  believed,  is  no  sufficient 
warrant  for  giving  to  terms  employed  in  a  treaty  other  than 
tl.eir  ordinary  meaning  in  like  relation. 

^'  Says  he  in  continuation:  'The  term  "claim''  must  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  confine  it  to  demands  which  have  been  made 
the  subject  of  international  controversy,  or  which  are  of  such 
a  nature  as  according  to  received  international  x)rinciples 
would  entitle  them  on  presentation  to  the  official  support  of 
the  government  of  the  complainant.' 

'^  It  occurs  to  add  to  what  has  already  been  said  touching 
this  proposition:  In  discussing  the  scope  of  the  word  *  claim' 
in  the  treaty  of  1819  between  the  United  States  and  Spain, 
Mr.  John  Q.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  letter  to  Messrs. 
White  and  others  of  March  9, 1822,  observed  that  the  treaty 
under  the  general  term  '  claims ' — 

"  *  Provided  for  the  settlement  of  claims  on  contracts  as  well 
as  claims  on  torts.' 

^''The  government  was  indeed  aware'* he  says,  'that  the 
abstract  right  to  its  interposition  of  citizens  who  had  suffered 
by  acts  of  foreigners,  without  any  cooperation  of  their  own, 
was  moie  clear  and  imperative  than  that  of  others  who  had 
voluntarily  staked  their  property  on  the  good  faith  of  Spain; 
and  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation  a  proposal  was  made  to 
omit  the  renunciation  which  included  the  latter  class  of  these 
claims.  It  was,  however,  finally  agreed  to,  with  the  full 
understanding  that  all  claims  should  have  the  same  benefit  of 
the  provision. 

" '  As  there  is  no  limitation  in  the  words  of  this  renuncia- 
tion with  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  transactions  in  which  the 
claims  originated,  whether  by  contract  or  by  tort,  so  none  was 
intended.  These  were  claims,  of  all  of  which  it  was  believed 
that  the  only  possible  chance  of  obtaining  any  satisfaction  to 
the  claimants  consisted  in  the  execution  of  the  treaty.'^ 

"  It  was  not  thought  then,  it  would  seem,  that  interpretation 
could  discharge  the  office  claimed  for  it  in  the  opinion  under 
consideration.    Had  it  been,  the  'renunciation'  referred  to 
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TTOuld  have  been  implied,  and  its  insertion  saperf  aons.  If  the 
umpire's  doctrine  be  tenable,  there  is  no  difference  in  meaning 
between  these  two  sentences  in  a  claims  treaty: 

^*<A11  claims  on  the  part  of  ^^'AU  claims  on  the  part  of 
corporations,  companies,  or  corporations,  companies,  or 
individuals,  citizens  of  the  iudividaals,  citizens  of  tlie 
United  States,  upon  the  Gov-  United  States,  uiK)n  the  Otov- 
ernment  of  Venezuela,  which  em  men  t  of  Venezuela,  which 
may  have  been  presented  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of 
their  government  or  to  its  lega-  international  controversy^  or 
tion  at  Caracas,  before  the  first  tchich  are  of  such  a  nature  as, 
day  of  August  18G8  •  •  •  according  to  received  interna- 
shall  be  submitted  to  a  new  tional  principleSj  trould  entitle 
commission.'  them  on  presentation  to  the  offi- 

cial support  of  the  government 
of  the  complainant^  and  which 
may  have  been  presented  to 
their  government  or  to  its  lega- 
■  tion  at  Caracas,  before  the  first 
day  of  August  1868  •  •  • 
shall  be  submitted  to  a  new 
commission.' 

"It  would  be  a  bold  declaration  to  assert  their  substantial 
sameness.  Had  it  been  the  intention  thus  to  limit  the  claims 
in  character,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  language  to  that 
end  was  not  used  as  had  been  done  before,  as  seen,  and  by  the 
same  parties,  in  conventions  with  other  powers. 

"The  umpire  says  further: 

"*The  claims  for  payment  of  the  bonds  are  not,  in  my  opin- 
ion, of  such  a  chanujter.  The  government  of  the  United 
States,  like  that  of  Great  Britain,  has  not  laid  down  or  acted 
uiKin  the  principle  that  a  citizen  who  holds  an  interest  in  the 
public  debt  of  a  foreign  country,  and  who,  in  common  with  the 
other  shareholders  in  that  debt,  is  unable  to  obtain  payment 
of  what  is  due  him,  is  entitled  as  of  right  to  the  same  support 
in  recovering  it  as  he  would  be  in  a  ease  where  he  had  suffered 
from  a  direct  act  of  injustice  or  violence.' 

"Very  true;  bonds  are  not  of  the  character  of  claims  ordi- 
narily diplomatically  pressed  by  one  government  against 
another;  but  since  the  celebrated  circular  of  Lord  Palmerston, 
in  1848,  to  British  representatives  at  foreign  courts,  it  would 
appear  to  be  the  established  English  doctrine  at  least  that  a 
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state  has  the  right  aatboritatively  to  interpose  in  behalf  of  its 
subjects  or  citizens  in  support  and  enforcement  of  claims 
founded  on  bonds  against  other  states,  if  it  chooses  to  do  so. 
(Phillimore,  Int.  L.  vol.  2, 8;  Hall,  Int.  L.  236-237.)  And  both 
the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  as  also  other  powers, 
have  repeatedly,  through  treaties  and  other  agencies,  secured 
mqney  due  their  citizens  on  contractual  obligations  from  other 
states.  And  why  nott 
^^  Hall,  with  much  reason,  says : 

"  <  Fundamentally,  however,  there  is  no  difference  in  principle 
between  wrongs  inflicted  by  breach  of  a  monetary  agreement 
and  other  wrongs  for  which  the  state,  as  itself  the  wrongdoer, 
is  immediately  responsible.  The  difference  which  is  made  in 
practice  is  in  no  sense  obligatory,  and  it  is  open  to  the  govern- 
ments to  consider  each  case  by  itself,  and  to  act  as  seems  well 
to  them  on  the  merits.' 

"'The  umpire  goes  on:  *The  government  reserves  to  itself 
on  special  grounds  the  right  to  determine  when  and  under 
what  conditions  such  support  shall  be  given,  and  this  commis- 
sion can  not  assume,  upon  the  strength  of  a  general  term  and 
in  the  absence  of  express  language  to  that  effect,  that  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  intended  to  delegate  to  it  pow- 
ers which  it  has  not  exercised  itself  in  a  matter  of  so  much 
delicacy.' 

"  The  strength  of  language  does  not  consist  in  multiplicity 
of  words.  The  'strength  of  a  general  term'  may  be  quite  as 
effective  as  that  of  many  terms.  Where,  in  words, '  all  claims' 
are  submitted,  there  can  not  be  said  to  be  an  '  absence  of  ex- 
press language'  of  submission, nor  room  for  assumption  in  that 
regard.  While  the  United  States,  under  its  settled  practice 
hitherto,  would  not  diplomatically  urge  the  payment  of  bonds 
to  its  citizens  upon  another  state,  it  by  no  means  follows,  either 
from  principle  or  precedent,  that  it  would  not  treat  for  their 
settlement  along  with  other  claims  or  even  alone;  and  to  put 
a  narrow  construction  upon  language  in  a  general  claims 
treaty,  so  as  to  exclude  bonds  upon  the  grounds  suggested, 
would  seem  to  have  no  better  warrant  than  narrowly  to  con- 
strue conventional  language  conferring  other  benefits,  to  attain 
which  a  state  would  decline  diplomatic  interference  or  a  resort 
to  force. 

''He  says  further: 

"^  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  correspondence  quoted 
with  the  United  States  legation  at  Bogota  is  sufficient  to  con- 
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stitate  sach  an  official  sapport  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
GoverumeDt  to  these  claims  as  the  circamstances  of  these  cases 
would  require  to  give  them  a  ^^  locus  standV^  before  the  commis- 
sion. It  is  of  a  private  and  at  most  of  an  officious  character, 
and  does  not  transcend  the  limits  of  that  friendly  countenance 
and  aid  which  the  minister  of  foreign  powers  always  gives  to 
the  holders  of  shares  in  public  debts.  No  evidence  has  been 
adduced  of  instruction  having  been  given  by  the  State  De- 
partment to  press  for  the  satisfaction  of  these  particular  claims, 
and  indeed  it  is  easy  to  see  that  many  reasons  of  policy  may 
exist  which  would  deter  a  government  from  insisting  on  a  pref- 
erential payment  of  a  part  only  of  the  public  creditors  of  a 
foreign  debt.' 

"  Is  it  the  thought  here  that,  had  the  Secretary  of  State 
been  more  urgent  in  the  tone  and  character  of  his  dispatches 
to  the  American  minister  about  the  bonds,  the  words  of  the 
treaty  would  or  might  have  borne  a  different  interpretation, 
and  the  bonds  been  accorded  a  locus  standi  before  the  com- 
mission T 

"  It  may  be  that  reasons  of  policy  may  on  occasion  deter  a 
state  from  insisting  on  preferential  payments  of  bonds  to  its 
citizens  or  subjects  as  stated;  and  such  also  may  not  at  times 
be  the  case,  as  evidenced  under  the  English- Venezuelan  treaty 
of  September  21, 1868,  above  referred  to.  The  only  way  to 
ascertain  whether  such  be  the  fact  in  any  given  case  of 
conventional  compact  in  the  presence  of  that  character  of 
indebtedness  would  seem  to  be  from  the  language  of  the 
instrument  itself,  applying  to  it  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
terms  employed. 

<<  And  it  may  be  remarked  that,  in  the  task  of  interpretation, 
a  commission  like  this,  it  is  believed,  has  little  to  do  with 
policies  outside  of  the  revelations  of  the  instrument  under 
consideration,  especially  as  these,  with  respect  to  either  gov- 
ernment concerned,  are  liable  to  change,  and  as  between  the 
two  are  often  variant.  *  What  is  termed  the  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment with  reference  to  any  particular  legislation,'  said  Mr. 
Justice  Field  in  Hadden  v.  Collector  (5  Wallace,  111),  Ms  gen- 
erally a  very  uncertain  thing,  upon  which  all  sorts  of  opinions, 
each  variant  from  the  other,  may  be  formed  by  different  per- 
sons. It  is  a  ground  which  is  too  unstable  upon  which  to  rest 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes.' 
In  the  English  case  of  St.  Gregory,  cited  in  Potter's  Dwarris, 
214,  Taunton,  J.,  said:  *  The  judgment  was  arrested  by  Mr. 
Justice  Bailey,  partly  on  the  consideration  of  public  policy; 
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a  very  questionable  and  unsatisfactory  ground,  because  men's 
minds  differ  much  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  public  policy.' 
And  Williams,  J.,  added:  ^The  ground  of  public  policy  is  a 
very  unsafe  one;  it  is  best  to  adhere  to  the  words  used  in  the 
act  of  Parliament.'  ^ 

"  Were  the  question  propounded.  What  has  been  the  policy 
of  the  United  States  or  Great  Britain,  if  either  can  be  said 
to  have  any,  with  respect  to  providing  in  claims  treaties  for 
the  discharge  of  contractual  obligations  toward  her  citizens T 
the  answers  would  likely  be  materially  different.  The  con- 
trolling ^policy'  with  us,  as  respects  interpretation,  is  the 
to-be-assumed  one,  that  nations  in  their  treaties  with  each  other 
say  what  they  mean  and  mean  what  they  say.  'The  only 
sound  principle,'  says  Story,  Ms  to  declare  ita  lex  scripta  esty 
to  follow  and  to  obey;  nor,  if  a  principle  so  just  could  be  over- 
looked, could  there  be  well  found  a  more  unsafe  guide  or 
practice  than  mere  policy  and  convenience.  Men  on  such  sub- 
jects complexionally  differ  from  each  other.  The  same  men 
differ  from  themselves  at  different  times.  The  policy  of  one 
age  will  ill  suit  the  wishes  or  policy  of  another.'  (Story  on 
Const.,  §436.)  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  question  is 
not  what  Venezuela  might  do  in  respect  of  the  payment  or 
disposition  of  her  public  debt  or  other  contractual  individual 
obligations,  in  her  capacity  as  sovereign,  or  what  the  United 
States  might  do  under  an  established  policy  in  the  absence  of 
treaty  compact,  respecting  the  claims  of  her  citizens  holding 
any  of  such  obligations.  The  sole  question  is,  whether,  as 
determined  by  the  langvuge  of  the  treaty^  fairly  and  according 
to  recognized  canons  of  construction  and  interpretation  con- 
sidered, the  higli  contracting  parties  did  in  fact  submit  this 
claim  to  the  commission. 

"  From  any  and  all  points  of  view,  therefore — whether  it  bo 
that  of  the  ordinary  (which  is  the  treaty)  import  of  the  terms; 
that  of  their  legal  signification  and  use;  that  of  usage  in  fram- 
ing claims  treaties,  or  of  actual  practice  under  them — we  are 
led  to  a  different  conclusion  from  the  umpire.  To  refuse  juris- 
diction here  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  in  effect  to  interpolate 
a  most  material  clause  in  the  treaty.  In  fact,  to  attempt 
interpretation'  of  the  plain  words  *'aU  claims'  at  all,  in  the 


'  Building  Society  r.  Kent,  L.  R.  9,  App.  Casen,  273;  Hadden  t>.  Taylor, 
42  N.  Y.  259;  R.  r.  Barbour,  8  B.  &  C.  99;  Attorney- General  r.  Lookwood, 
9  M.  &  W.  395;  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Pitt«burg,  104  Penn.  St.  543. 
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connection  employed,  we  shoald  have  felt,  but  for  the  opinion 
under  review  from  so  able  a  publicist,  would  be  violative  of 
VatteFs  first  rule,  above  quoted.  We  should  have  said  what 
seems  even  yet  to  us  true,  to  wit:  They  need  no  interpretatiou. 

^^  In  coming  to  this  conclusion  we  have  not  been  unmindful 
that  too  close  adherence  to  mere  words  or  too  rigid  an  appli- 
cation of  formulated  rules  is  to  be  as  much  guarded  against 
as  too  great  a  laxity  in  these  respects.  This  claim  was  placed 
with  the  American  legation  at  Caracas  as  early  as  February 
22, 1855.  It  was  presented  to  the  government  at  Washington 
Angnst  15, 1857,  and  on  December  22  following,  the  Secretary 
of  State,  Mr.  Cass,  directed  the  American  minister  at  Caracas 
to  bring  it  to  the  attention  of  the  Venezuelan  (Tovemment  and 
to  exercise  '  good  offices'  in  that  behalf.  Before  that  it  was 
urged  upon  the  attention  of  the  latter  government  by  Mr. 
Henry  S.  Sanford,  as  agent  of  the  claimants.  It  was  prSsented 
to  the  former  commission  in  1868  through  the  United  States 
legation  at  Caracas.  So  that  it  not  only  comes  within  tlie 
literal  terms  of  the  treaty  as  to  presentation,  but  it  was  thor- 
oughly known  to  each  government  when  the  present  conven- 
tion was  framed  as  a  pending  claim.  There  is  no  question, 
from  the  showing  here,  that,  in  their  origin,  these  bonds  per- 
tained to  citizens  of  the  United  States.  What  the  considera- 
tion of  the  406  Colombian  bonds  was  appears  infereutially. 
The  great  bulk  of  the  5  per  cent  Colombian  domestic  delrt  of 
which  they  formed  a  part  had  as  its  basis  indebtedness  for 
mUitary  and  other  supplies.  In  their  letter  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  August  15, 1857,  the  claimants  speak  of  this  class  of 
obligations  as  ^founded  upon  considerations  of  the  highest 
character.'  It  seems  quite  probable,  as  claimed  in  the  oral 
argument,  that  the  Colombian  bonds  were  issued  to  the  ISew 
York  firm  in  payment  for  merchandise,  though  at  what  rate 
does  not  appear.    This  claim  comes  within  the  treaty. 

^^  The  allowance  of  the  claim  is  resisted  upon  this  ground, 
stated  in  the  language  of  the  learned  counsel  for  Venezuela : 

''  *The  defence  set  up  by  Venezuela  in  this  case  is  that  the 
bills  of  credit  upon  which  suit  has  been  brought,  being  a  por- 
tion of  what  in  1839  and  ever  since  has  been  known  as  Hhe 
consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela,'  have  never  been  directly  pay- 
iible  in  money;  that  the  only  method  of  satisfying  them  at  any 
time,  as  was  known  to  those  whom  the  claimants  represent 
when  the  bills  were  applied  for  and  received,  was  by  their  con- 
version into  the  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela,  the  latter 
5627— VOL.  4 20 
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afterward  to  be  satisfied  in  money;  aud  that  the  method  of 
converting  sach  bills  Into  that  consolidated  debt  was  hy  auc- 
tion^ in  which  a  limited  amount  of  the  latter  was  exposed  to 
be  bought  by  the  holders  of  the  former,  of  which  comparatively 
very  large  amounts  were  outstanding;  the  subsequent  method 
of  obtaining  money  for  the  consolidated  debt  being  also  a  like 
auction^  where  the  debt  offered  would  in  turn  be  out  of  all 
proportion  larger  than  the  amount  of  money  to  be  bid  for.' 

"The  debt  of  Colombia  was  divided  into  two  general  classes, 
the  foreign  and  the  home  debt.  The  former  amounted  to  near 
30  million  dollars,  bore  6  per  cent  in  terest,  and  its  payment  was 
specially  provided  for.  The  latter,  made  up  itself  of  several 
classes,  aggregated  some  26  millions,  and  carried  two  rates  of 
interest.  A  part  bore  5  per  cent,  a  part  3  per  cent,  and  a  part 
was  noninterest-bearing.  Colombian  bonds  were  issued  on  ac- 
count of  the  interest-bearing  portions  of  the  home  debt  under 
an  act  of  May  22,  1826,  which  constituted  what  was  called 
'the  national  consolidated  Colombian  debt.'  To  the  payment 
of  the  interest  thereon,  some  fourteen  distinct  sources  of  reve- 
nue were  specifically  dedicated  by  said  act.  There  was  also 
special  provision  made  therein  for  the  redemption  of  the  prin 
cipal. 

"  The  exchanged  bonds  of  the  Howlauds  were  a  part  of  this 
5  per  cent  consolidated  Colombian  debt.  At  the  partition  of 
the  Colombian  debt  among  the  constituent  States  of  the  old 
republic  under  the  treaty  between  Venezuela  and  Nevr  Gra- 
nada of  1834,  2SJ  per  cent  thereof  fell  to  Venezuela,  and  in  her 
portion  were  these  406  Howland  bonds  received  by  them  before 
the  dissolution.  That  part  of  the  treaty  bearing  particularly 
upon  this  subject  reads  as  follows : 

"  'Art.  10.  The  consolidated  debt  at  five  per  cent  annual  in- 
terest, which  is  inscribed  in  the  great  book  of  the  national 
debt  of  Colombia,  amounting  to  5,374,905.75  pesos,  which,  by 
thi»  sinking  fund  miule  up  to  December  31,  1829,  remains  re- 
duced to  5,359,355.75  pesos,  is  divided  in  the  following  manner; 

'^'The  Republic  of  Venezuela  binds  itself  to  recognize  the 
sum  of  1,527,410.374  pesos. 

"  *The  Republic  of  New  Granada  binds  itself  to  recognize  the 
sum  of  2,679,627.87^  pesos. 

'**And  the  Republic  of  Ecuador  will  recognize  the  sum  of 
1,152,261.50  pesos. 

•  ••##*• 

"'Art.  12.  The  governments  of  the  three  republics,  after 
the  exchange  of  ratifications  of  the  present  convention,  will 
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proceed  to  tlie  conversion  of  the  national  consolidated  Colom- 
bian debt  into  a  debt  belonging  to  each  one  of  them  for  the 
amounts  which  respectively  pertain  to  them,  calling  in  and 
canceUing  the  Colombian  bonds  conformably  to  the  regulations 
which  may  be  laid  down  by  the  respective  legislatures;  these 
so  called  in  and  cancelled  will  be  transmitted  to  the  commis- 
sion of  ministers  of  the  three  republics,  which  shall  meet  in 
the  city  of  Bogota  for  their  verification  and  destruction.' 

"Accordingly,  in  her  law  of  April  26, 1838,  sec.  7,  Venezuela 
provided : 

**  *  For  the  conversion  of  the  debt  of  Colombia  into  the  debt 
of  Venezuela,  treasnry  bills  of  credit  payable  to  bearer  will  be 
issued  from  fifty  up  to  one  thousand  pesos,  in  accordance  with 
the  request  of  the  creditors.' 

"  Like  the  old  republic,  she  made  special  provision  for  the  for- 
eign or  European  debt  falling  to  her;  and  likewise  set  apart 
several — some  four  or  five — distinct  sources  of  revenue  for 
payment,  interest  and  principal,  of  the  three  and  the  five  i)er 
cent  Colombian  domestic  debt. 

"In  addition  to  these  resources,  this  Colombian  debt,  with 
the  Venezuelan  bonds  or  bills  issued  on  account  thereof,  was 
made  convertible  into  the  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela,  so 
called.  This  consolidated  debt  was  a  sort  of  irreducible  sink- 
ing fund  fixed  at  500,000  j>e«o«,  on  account  of  which  5  per  cent 
bonds  were  issued  in  exchange,  according  to  a  prescribed 
method,  for  said  convertible  or  consolidable  securities,  and 
for  the  yearly  payment  of  the  interest  on  which,  and  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  principal,  50,000  pesos  were  permanently  appropri- 
ated from  the  customs  revenue.  After  payment  of  interest  on 
the  consolidated  bonds,  the  balance  of  the  50,000  was  devoted 
to  the  reduction  of  the  principal  of  the  consolidated  debt, 
those  holders  being  paid  who  would  bid  at  *  auction'  the  lar- 
gest amount  of  them  for  a  given  sum  (100  pesos)  of  money,  not 
less  than  dollar  for  dollar.  The  sinking  fund  was  then  reim- 
bursed from  consolidable  securities  in  the  same  way;  that  is, 
the  holder  of  consolidable  bonds  who  would  give  most  of  them 
for  a  given  amount  of  the  consolidated  would  obtain  it. 

"The  16th  article  of  the  act  provided : 

"*  The  holders  of  evidences  of  the  debt  of  Colombia  tcho  shall 
not  convert  them  in  conformity  with  this  decree  shall  presence  the 
rights  which  tliey  have  acquired  in  respect  to  the  manner  and 
terms  of  payment;  but  those  icho  request  and  obtain  the  conver- 
sion will  fiave  no  other  rights  than  those  which  this  law  confirms 
in  articles  4  and  10.'' 
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^'Articles  4  and  10  referred  to  are  the  ones  providing  for  the 
payment  of  interest  on  and  the  reduction  and  replenishment 
of  the  consolidated  debt  or  sinking  fund,  as  stated. 

"The  act  of  May  10,  1839,  followed.    It  provided : 

"  <Art.  1.  In  order  that  the  total  amount  of  the  Colombian 
debt  may  be  determined  withont  delay,  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  arrangements  made  by  the  convention  of  December  23, 1834, 
in  relation  to  the  division  of  the  said  debt,  and  of  the  subse 
quent  agreements  made  by  the  commission  of  ministers  which 
met  at  Bogota,  the  Executive  Power  is  authorized  to  proceed 
to  convert  into  Venezuela's  own  debt  the  proportion  which 
falls  to  this  Eepublic  conformably  to  Article  1  of  the  said 
convention. 

*Art.  2.  The  debt  converted  into  Venezuela's  own  debt  shall 
be  represented  by  notes  (bonds)  authorized  by  the  commission 
of  public  credit,  in  accordance  with  such  forms  as  shall  be 
established  by  the  Executive  Power,  with  all  proper  precau- 
tions against  counterfeiting,  and  shall  bear  the  name  of  Con- 
solidable  Debt  of  Venezuela.    (Deuda  Consolidable  de  Venezuela,) 

*Art.  3.  Fro7n  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  notes  (bonds)  re- 
ferred to  in  the  preceding  article^  no  others  shall  be  admitted  to 
the  conversion  of  consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela^  to  which  the 
law  of  April  26, 1838,  relative  to  the  public  debt,  refers.' 

"In  this  state  of  the  law,  the  Rowlands  converted  their 
Colombian  bonds,  1839,  into  'Venezuela's  own  debt'  and  ob- 
tained the  bills  in  controversy. 

"Before  this  last  act  they,  it  would  seem,  preferred  their 
Colombian  bonds,  which  were  a  charge  against  !N^ew  Granada 
and  Ecuador  as  well  as  Venezuela,  to  the  consolidated  treas- 
ury bills'  of  the  latter  authorized  by  previous  legislation.  But 
now,  the  pledge  being  added  that  the  consolidable  securities 
should  be  confined  to  the  Colombian  domestic  debt  falling  to 
Venezuela,  the  extent  of  which  was  known,  their  own  holding 
constituting  a  good  part  thereof,  they  made  the  change. 

"There  was  subsequent  legislation  on  the  subject,  radically 
changing  the  law  of  this  period,  which  need  not  be  traced 
particularly.  The  principle,  however,  of  maintaining  the  con- 
solidated debt  as  a  sinking  fund,  in  one  form  or  another,  was 
kept  up  with  interruptions. 

"Three  changes  in  the  law  will  be  generally  noted: 

"1.  The  price  at  which  the  consolidable  bonds  could  be  ex- 
changed for  the  consolidated  was  soon  arbitrarily  fixed.  At 
first,  three  of  the  former  were  required  to  be  surrendered  for 
one  of  the  latter;  and  at  last,  1805,  five  for  one. 

"2.  New  loans  and  other  forms  of  indebtedness  to  a  large 
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amoaDt,  iu  excess  of  the  original  Colombian  conversion,  were 
added  to  the  consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela  and  thus  made 
convertible  into  the  consolidated  debt,  and  they  were  made 
exchangeable  on  better  terms  than  the  consolidable  bills  of 
1839 — a  part  being  convertible  peso  for  peso.  The  interest  and 
redemption  fund  annually  appropriated  was  not,  after  1852, 
kept  at  ten  per  cent  of  the  sinking  fund. 

''The  option  of  the  holder  of  these  (1830)  consolidable  secu- 
rities to  convert  or  not  as  he  chose  into  consolidated  debt, 
under  the  law  of  1838  quoted,  and  reenacted  in  1843,  was 
finally  taken  away  in  1865,  when  he  was  required  to  convert 
at  20  cents  on  the  dollar.  By  executive  decree,  July  1, 1865, 
it  was  provided : 

'*  *The  republic  will  not  recognize  as  its  debt  any  bills,  secu- 
rities to  bearer,  or  evidences  of  any  kind  whatsoever  unless  the 
same  shall  have  been  presented  on  or  before  the  date  fixed' 
[which  was  December  31, 1865,  as  to  this  class  of  debt]  *  nor 
shall  any  bills,  securities  to  bearer,  or  other  evidences  of 
indebtedness  be  converted  into  consolidated  debt  which  are 
presented  for  conversion  after  the  date  designated  by  the 
preceding  article.' 

"This  time  was  subsequently  extended  to  April  30, 1866. 

"The  owners  of  these  366  bonds  never  exercised  the  option 
or  yielded  to  the  requirement  of  conversion.  The  securities 
stand  as  they  did  on  the  day  of  their  issue  save  the  official 
indorsement  of  their  genuineness  made  in  pursuance  of  law 
in  1859. 

"The  question  is,  under  this  state  of  fact,  What  are  the 
rights  of  the  parties? 

"Under  the  constitution  of  1830  (Title  14,  §  14),  the  Vene- 
zuelan Congress  had  power  '  to  contract  debts  on  the  credit  of 
the  state,'  and  such  was  its  duty  in  respect  of  the  Colombian 
indebtedness  assigned  to  Venezuela  under  the  treaty  of  1834. 
There  is  no  question,  therefore,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  legis- 
lation under  which  these  bonds  were  issued,  as  there  is  none 
as  to  their  bona  fides.  There  is  no  doubt  either  that  this  legis- 
lation entered  into  and  formed  a  part  of  the  contract  with  the 
takers  of  the  securities  as  fully  as  if  engraved  on  the  bills  and 
in  terms  made  a  part  thereof.  But  the  contract  was  mutual. 
In  justice  it  bound  the  government  as  well  as  the  bill  holder. 
Holders  were  given  the  right  to  exchange  their  bills  into  con- 
solidated debt  at  the  market  value,  and  thus  put  themselves 
in  the  line  of  certain,  regular  interest  payment  and  the  ulti- 
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mate  discharge  of  the  principal.  It  could  be  exercised  at  any 
time  *at  the  will  of  the  holders,'  'while  the  classes  of  inter- 
national debt  existed,'  of  which  these  bills  were  a  part  This 
was  the  contract. 

"The  act  of  1838  and  that  of  1839  beinfir  on  the  same  subject 
are  to  be  taken  together  as  constituting  one  law,  in  so  far  as 
they  are  consistent  with  each  other.  The  latter  may  be  regarded 
as  an  amendment  of  or  addition  to  the  former,  and  at  points 
of  variance  it  will  of  course  prevail.  Article  16,  above  quoted, 
not  being  inconsistent  with  the  later  act,  was  in  force  when 
the  Rowlands  obtained  their  securities  and  was,  as  it  were, 
impressed  on  them. 

"It  provides  two  things:  Ist,  Holders  of  Colombian  securi- 
ties, *  who  shall  not  convert  them  in  conformity  with  this  decree 
shall  preserve  the  rights  which  they  have  acquired  in  respect 
to  the  manner  and  terms  of  payment.'  2d.  *  Those  who  request 
and  obtain  the  conversion  will  have  no  other  rights  than  those 
which  this  law  confirms  in  articles  4  and  10.' 

"There  are  two  *  conversions'  contemplated  by  Hhis  law,' 
to  wit:  Conversion  of  *  consolidated  or  consolidable  debt  of 
Colombia  into  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela,' and  'conversion 
of  the  debt  of  Colombia  into  the  debt  of  Venezuela.'  While 
the  Howlands  may  not  possibly  have  literally  made  their 
exchange  'in  conformity  with  this  decree,^  yet  they  did  so  in 
substantial  conformity  thereto,  although  under  the  act  of  1839. 
And  taking  the  term  in  its  wider  sense,  they,  in  making  their 
'conversion,'  voluntarily  shut  themselves  up  to  the  sinking 
fund  or  'auction'  mode  of  payment.  And  such  would  seem 
from  the  letter  of  their  agent,  Mr.  John  M.  Foster,  to  the 
American  minister  at  Caracas  in  1855,  to  have  been  their  actual 
understanding.  For  the  complaint  then  was  not  of  non- 
payment, but  of  failure  on  the  part  of  the  Venezuelan  Govern- 
ment to  carry  out  in  good  faith  the  sinking  fund  law.  Had 
that  been  done — had  the  law,  as  it  stood  in  1839,  been  fairly 
administered — the  claimants  would  have  no  right  to  look  to 
other  source  of  payment.  But  the  diflSculty  is  that  was  not 
done.  The  contract  was  not  fulfilled  by  Venezuela.  The  law 
was  greatly  modified  to  their  prejudice  and  in  violation  of  the 
understanding  embodied  in  the  legislation  of  1838-39,  under 
which  they  acted.  When  the  means  of  payment  to  which  they 
had  agreed  to  look  was  thus  taken  away  or  materially  impaired, 
what  in  justice  became  their  rights?    They  had  exchanged 
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their  Colombian  bills  for  these  bonds  redeemable  according  to 
a  prescribed  method  on  the  faith  that  such  method  would  be 
faithfully  regarded  and  carried  oat. 

"  It  seems  to  us  there  can  be  but  one  answer  to  this  question, 
namely:  At  the  impairment,  the  debt  as  it  then  was  became 
due  and  payable.  The  government  having  disregarded  and 
put  out  of  the  question  the  execution  of  the  contract  as  to  the 
terms  and  manner  of  payment,  the  holders  became  thereby 
absolved  from  it. 

"  Would  anyone  for  a  moment  say  that  when  by  the  contract 
the  Howlands  were  given  the  right  at  will  to  exchange  their 
bills  into  consolidated  debt  at  the  best  rate  the  market  would 
allow,  it  was  not  an  impairment  of  that  right  arbitrarily  to  fix 
a  less  advantageous  price  at  which  the  exchange  shoald  be 
madet  Could  it  be  claimed  that  when  the  law  of  1839,  forming 
a  part  of  the  contract,  provided  that  no  other  notes  or  bonds 
than  the  Colombian  indebtedness  therein  referred  to  ^  shall  be 
admitted  to  the  conversion  of  cousolidable  debt  of  Venezuela,' 
the  admission  theieto  of  large  amounts  of  other  bonds  and 
subsequently  accruing  debts  of  the  republic,  and  on  greatly 
better  terms  of  exchange  at  that,  was  not  an  impairment  of 
this  source  of  payment? 

"Was  it  not  violative  of  their  rights,  in  respect  of  payment, 
to  take  away  from  them  the  option  aforesaid,  given  in  the 
original  legislation,  and  compel  them  to  invest  in  the  consoli- 
dated debt  at  five  bonds  for  one,  at  the  penalty  of  forfeiting 
their  whole  cLiim  ? 

"  These  questions  answer  themselves.  Debts  can  not  be  paid 
by  acts  of  Congress.  This  is  not  a  case  of  bankruptcy.  There 
is  no  difference  in  principle  between  discharging  a  part  of  a 
<lebt  by  legislative  decree  and  wiping  ont  the  whole  of  it  by 
the  same  means,  as  there  is  none  between  paring  off  and 
diminishing  the  value  of  an  obligation  by  degrees,  in  one  way 
and  another,  until  that  value  is  destroyed,  and  out-and  out 
destruction  at  once.  If  there  be  any  difference  it  is  in  favor 
of  the  latter,  as  a  quick  death  is  preferable  to  torture. 

"  [Jnder  the  scheme  provided  in  the  legislation  of  1838-39  it 
would  seem  this  class  of  secui  ities  advanced  in  value  until  18o2, 
when  the  cousolidable  debt  was  reduced  to  some  '6i)i),i)0{)  pesos, 
two-thirds  of  which  face  value  the  Howlands  held.  Had  the 
laws  not  been  altered,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  holders,  it  appears 
not  unlikely  that  those  who  deferred  the  exercise  of  their  option, 
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as  did  the  Bowlands,  would  have  in  due  time  and  long  ere  this 
seen  their  securities  reach  par,  they  having  gradually  gone  up 
from  1839,  as  the  evidence  discloses,  under  the  then  faithful 
administration  of  the  law,  reaching  50  in  1852. 

^^The  Howlands  are  the  original  takers  of  the  bills  in  con- 
troversy. Were  not  such  their  situation,  their  rights  under 
the  treaty  might  be  different.  Had  they  bought  the  bills  in 
the  market  they  might  occupy  no  more  favorable  position  here 
than  would  the  seller. 

"Under  such  circumstances  what  does  justice  require  at  our 
hands! 

"There  seems  but  one  answer:  allowance  of  the  claim. 

"On  the  question  of  interest  a  majority  of  the  commission, 
under  the  discretion  given  by  the  convention  in  that  regard,  are 
of  opinion  that  substantial  justice  will  be  done  if  allowance  be 
made  from  the  date  of  the  very  material  impairment  of  their 
rights  by  Venezuela  by  the  increase  of  the  consolidable  debt 
in  1853,  the  original  claimants  having  in  1855  expressed  them- 
selves as  satisfied  with  the  administration  of  the  sinking  fund 
before  that  date. 

"The  entry  may,  therefore,  be  for  the  face  of  the  bills  with 
5  per  cent  interest  from  April  26, 1853,  to  September  2, 1890, 
inclusive,  counting  the  peso  3,t  75  cent«  gold  coin  of  the  United 

States." 

Findlay,  commissioner,  on  jurisdiction  : 
Opinion  of  Mr.         ,,  j^  j^  ^j^^  j^^  ^^  ^^^  United  States  and  the 

Findlay. 

respective  States  composing  that  Union  that 
neither  the  sovereignty  of  the  federation  nor  of  any  of  its 
constituenttparts  can  be  brought  into  court  at  the  suit  of  a 
private  individual  without  its  consent,  and  in  giving  this  con- 
sent the  sovereignty  is  at  liberty  to  prescribe  the  conditions 
under  which  the  suit  shall  be  instituted  and  conducted.  It  is 
also  the  law  of  the  United  States  that  the  sovereign  of  another 
country  can  not  be  sued  in  its  courts  by  it«  citizens  nor  sub 
jected  to  judicial  process  by  attachment  or  other  proceeding  to 
enforce  an  appearance.  This  law  was  laid  down  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  the  losing  case  of  Cohens  v,  Virginia,  in  6  W. 
p.  264,  and  has  been  repeated  and  reaffirmed  since  in  a  multi- 
tude of  decisions,  both  State  and  national.  (Joseph  D.  Beers, 
&c.  V.  State  of  Arkansas,  and  notes,  L.  C.  P.  Co.  book  15,  p. 
991.)  It  has  been  carried  so  far  indeed  that  no  judgment  can 
be  rendered  against  the  United  States  for  balance  found  due 
a  defendant  in  set  off.    (Eeeside  v.  Walker,  11  H.  272.) 
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''This  principle  of  immanity  from  suit  applies  to  every  sov- 
ereign power  without  regard  to  the  form  of  the  government,  as  it 
is  held  to  be  essential  to  the  common  defence  and  general  wel- 
fare, as  without  its  protection  government  would  be  disabled 
from  performing  the  various  duties  for  which  it  was  created. 
As  before  observed,  it  applies  to  suits  against  foreign  sover- 
eigns and  prohibits  the  seizure  of  property  within  the  domestic 
jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  such  procedures. 
(Vavasour  v.  Crupp,  9  Ch.  Div.  351;  The  Parlement  Beige, 
5  Prob.  Div.  197;  The  Exchange  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cr.  116; 
U.  S.  V.  Lee,  106  U.  S.  196.) 

'*It  is  believed  there  is  no  exception  to  this  rule,  which 
is  manifestly  founded  in  the  very  conception  of  a  sovereign 
X)ower,  but  the  voluntary  departures  from  its  enforcement  are 
numerous;  and  most,  if  not  all,  civilized  states  recognize  the 
necessity  for  establishing  some  judicial  means  by  which  errors 
in  administration  may  be  corrected  and  wrongs  remedied  of 
which  the  state  has  been  the  cause  and  the  citizen  the  victim. 
Hence,  courts  of  claims  of  one  kind  or  another,  some  with  a 
limited  and  others  with  a  more  enlarged  jurisdiction,  have 
been  established  in  which  the  individual  may  seek  redress 
against  the  sovereign  and  obtain  relief  by  the  same  methods 
as  practiced  in  the  ordinary  tribunals  of  justice.  The  great 
question  that  conft'onts  us  on  the  threshold  of  this  case  is: 
Whether  by  the  use  of  the  terms  under  which  this  commission 
'  has  been  created  it  was  the  intention  of  the  United  States  to 
demand  and  Venezuela  to  assent  to  a  submission  of  a  portion  of 
her  public  debt  to  the  decision  of  this  body  as  one  of  the  claims 
agreed  to  be  referred  within  the  clear  intent  and  purview  of  the 
treaty?  It  will  be  observed,  by  the  express  language  of  the 
treaty,  that  all  claims^  without  limitation  or  qualification,  are 
within  the  terms  of  the  submission,  the  only  proviso  being  that 
they  shall  be  claiiUs  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  against 
the  Government  of  Venezuela,  and  that  they  shall  have  been 
presented  in  the  mode  and  by  the  time  prescribed.  Giving  full 
and  unrestrained  effect  to  this  sweeping  provision,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  exclude  any  claim  of  any  kind,  whether  affecting 
the  public  debt  or  not,  provided  the  claim,  both  in  origin  and 
presentation,  had  the  required  national  status. 

"  This  limitation,  however,  it  will  be  observed,  would  neces- 
sarily confine  the  allowance  of  such  a  claim  to  persons  who 
were  citizens  of  the  United  States  when  the  obltfeations  were 
incurred,  or  who  now  hold  them  in  virtue  of  representation 
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of  such  persons;  and,  inconsequence,  the  danger  of  letting  in 
by  assignnient  or  transfer  the  bulk  of  the  outstanding  debt 
would  be  avoided.  There  is  not  much  aid  then,  by  way  of 
construction,  to  be  derived  from  the  general  and  comprehensive 
character  of  the  terms  used  as  suggestive  in  themselves  of 
some  implied  or  latent  restriction;  for,  while  the  terms  are 
broad  enough  to  include  claims  of  every  kind,  the  right  to  en- 
force them  is  confined  to  the  only  class  of  persons  intended  to 
be  benefited,  to  wit,  citizens  of  the  United  States.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  too,  that  this  claim  was  presented  to  the  old  com- 
mission and  dismissed  because  it  represented  'consolidated 
debt,'  but  the  integrity  of  the  claim  was  in  nowise  to  be  affected 
or  invalidated  by  such  action.  (See  Journal  of  Proceedings, 
p.  114.) 

"The  joint  resolution  of  1883,  which  provided  for  a  reopen- 
ing of  the  old  claims  and  the  creation  of  a  new  commission, 
was  passed,  as  its  recitals  show,  not  at  the  instance  of  Vene- 
zuela only,  but  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  also  who  felt 
themselves  aggrieved  by  the  action  of  the  old  commission  in 
dismissing  or  refusing  to  entertain  their  claims.  Indeed,  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  most  active  promoter  of  the  legisla- 
tion necessary  for  a  rehearing  was  the  gentleman  who  has 
argued  this  case  in  part  for  the  claimants  and  who  appears  to 
have  been  the  draftsman  of  the  joint  resolution  in  which  this 
convention  originated.  There  were,  in  fact,  two  active,  pow- 
erful, and  cooperating  interests  at  work  in  accomplishing  this 
result.  On  the  one  side  was  Venezuela  complaining  that  the 
former  awards  were  tainted  with  fraud  and  should  be  set 
aside,  and  on  the  other  were  citizens  of  the  United  States 
alleging  that  in  the  eagerness  to  pass  certain  claims  the  old 
commission  forgot  or  overlooked  its  duty  toward  others  equally, 
I)erhap8  more,  meritorious;  and  as  the  result  of  the  joint  pres- 
sure of  these  representations  Congress  was  finally  induced  to 
adopt  the  resolution  referred  to. 

"  These  facts,  of  course,  were  well  known  to  both  the  United 
States  and  Venezuela  when  the  convention  of  1885  was  negoti- 
ated, and  in  view  of  these  facts — that  is.  that  this  claim  had 
been  presented  to  the  old  commission  and  rejected,  and  that 
this  rejection  was  among  otiier  causes  which  led  to  the  crea- 
tion of  the  new  commission — are  we  justified,  notwithstanding 
the  magnitude  of  the  claim  and  its  somewhat  novel  character, 
in  saying  th^  it  was  not  the  intention  to  include  it  within  the 
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terms  of  a  sabmission  which  refers  all  claims  without  any  res* 
ervation  or  limitation  whatever  Y 

*«  If  such  is  the  eouclusion,  it  can  only  be  because  the  case 
itself  does  not  show  a  claim  within  the  meaning  of  that  term, 
and  this  we  will  examine  for  a  moment. 

'^  The  case  rests  upon  the  presentation  of  366  of  the  bonds 
or  due  bills  of  Venezuela,  which  were  given  in  exchange  for 
106  of  Colombian  bonds.  They  are  all  dated  the  16th  of  Sep 
tember  1839  at  Caracas,  and  bear  five  per  cent  interest  per 
annum  from  the  1st  of  January  1827,  and  are  acknowledged 
in  favor  of  the  bearer,  but  state  no  date  when  they  shall  be- 
come due  and  payable.  Each  one  is  for  the  sum  of  500  pesos, 
and  their  genuineness  has  been  ]>roved  and  is  conceded.  It 
is  also  a  concession  that  no  part  of  the  indebtedness  repre- 
sented by  these  bills,  either  principal  or  interest,  has  ever 
been  paid. 

*'  It  is  contended,  however,  by  the  learfled  counsel  for  Vene- 
zuela, in  a  printed  brief  recently  filed,  that  there  was  in  fact 
no  obligation  to  pay  them  in  money;  that  they  were  in  the 
nature  of  scrip  with  the  privilege  of  being  converted  or  funded 
into  a  debt  called  the  consolidated  debt,  and  that  until  this 
was  done  they  were  simply  consolidable,  and  that  the  claim- 
ants by  inaction  in  availing  themselves  of  the  option  to  con- 
vert have  not  only  lost  it,  but  Venezuela  has  become  acquit 
and  released  from  any  obligation  for  the  debt  itself. 

*'  On  the  other  hand,  the  claimants  contend  that  if  they  did 
not  avail  themselves  of  the  o])tion,  but  chose  to  hold  the 
original  evidences  of  this  debt,  submitting,  in  some  way  not 
explained,  to  a  discount  of  $20,000  on  the  exchange  of  Colom- 
bian for  Venezuelan  bills  under  a  law  which  at  the  time  of  the 
exchange  preserved  whatever  rights  they  had  as  holders  of 
said  bills  until  the  conversion  was  made,  then  it  matters  not 
what  course  Venezuela  pursued  subsequently  with  reference 
to  her  public  debt,  as  any  refusal  to  pay  or  provide  for  the 
satisfaction  of  these  bills  taken  on  the  faith  of  existing  law 
would  be  flat  repudiation.  Between  these  contentions  tlie 
radical  point  of  departure  seems  to  be  whether  the  alleged 
0])tion  was  an  option  or  not.  If  it  was  an  option  as  generally 
understood,  and  a  time  had  been  prescribed  within  which  it 
must  be  exercised  or  held  to  be  forfeited,  nothing  but  the  right 
to  convert  and  whatever  benefits  the  conversion  would  bring 
with  it  could  have  been  lost.     Upon  what  principle  the  failure 
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to  exercise  the  option  would  destroy  the  obli^tion  of  the 
debt  itself,  or  how  that  obligation  is  to  be  discharged  except 
by  payment^  compromise,  or  satisfaction  of  some  kind  is  more 
than  we  can  perceive.  Waiving  this  discussion,  however,  for 
the  moment  and  reverting  to  the  original  question,  would  it 
not  be  difficult  on  any  interpretation,  legal  or  conventional,  to 
hold  that  a  controversy  with  these  radical  elements  of  differ- 
ence did  not  constitute  a  claim?  As  originally  argued  at  bar 
the  contention  of  Venezuela  was  that  the  claimants  had  not 
presented  their  bills  in  twelve  years,  and  therefore  for  that 
period  must  suffer  a  loss  of  interest,  but  the  integrity  of  the 
debt  itself  was  not  questioned.  The  ground  has  been  since 
shifted  and  the  question  waived  whether  there  is  any  debt 

^<On  the  concession  that  there  was  an  actual  subsisting  debt 
of  a  definite  amount,  represented  by  certain  positive  obli- 
gations, the  genuineness  of  which  was  admitted,  one  party  to 
the  controversy  would  be  retired  and  the  litigious  character 
of  the  claim  destroyed.  The  claimant  then  would  have  simply 
occupied  the  position  of  one  who  was  asking  payment  of  a 
claim  which  his  debtor  did  not  dispute,  and  some  question 
might  have  been  raised  as  to  whether  there  was  not  involved 
in  the  very  idea  of  claims,  as  submitted  for  our  decision,  the 
elements  of  controversy  and  resistance.  But  Venezuela  now 
not  only  does  not  admit  the  existence  of  the  obligation  to 
pay,  but  insists  that  the  vinculum  juris  between  her  and  her 
creditor  has  been  destroyed;  that  there  is  no  debt  in  fact,  and 
that  her  acknowledgment  of  such,  in  1830,  has  been  subse- 
quently defeated  by  the  exercise  of  the  same  sovereign  will  by 
which  it  was  originally  declared. 

"If  this  contention,  along  with  the  vigorous  denial  of  the 
claimants,  does  not  constitute  a  claim,  and  a  disputed  claim 
at  that,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  the  meaning  of  language, 
and  shall  not  travel  out  of  fliy  way  in  search  of  precedents  or 
illustrations  to  show  that  such  must  be  its  significance.  As  a 
claim,  then,  how  shall  we,  bound  by  a  solemn  declaration  to  do 
impartial  justice,  escape  the  responsibility  of  passing  upon  it, 
whatever  may  be  the  amount  or  other  issues  of  grave  impor- 
tance involved!  We  are  aware,  of  course,  that  it  is  not  the 
policy  of  the  United  States  to  exert  diplomatic  intervention  in 
behalf  of  claims  purely  contractual  in  their  character,  and  that 
the  eminent  men  who  have  filled  the  Department  of  State 
from  an  early  period  have  contended  that  such  engagements, 
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being  volaiitary,  should  be  settled  between  the  parties  without 
the  interference  of  the  government.  And  so,  if  we  were  rep- 
resenting or  speaking  simply  for  the  i>olicy  of  the  United 
States,  as  expounded  by  its  secretaries  of  foreign  affairs,  we 
would  be  compelled  to  dismiss  this  petition  and  send  the 
parties  to  Caracas.  Bat  we  are  sitting  here  nnder  a  treaty 
between  the  two  countries,  the  plain,  the  sole  obje<*.t  of  which 
is  to  have  heard  and  determined  all  claims,  contractual  or 
otherwise,  which  the  citizens  of  one  country  have  against  the 
government  of  the  other.  If  it  be  said  that  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  should  be  imported  into  the  treaty  for  the  pur- 
pose of  modifying  express  terms  too  general  in  their  character, 
and  cutting  down  the  claims  to  such  as  that  country  would 
make  the  subject  of  a  diplomatic  representation,  then  the  plain 
answer  is  that  all  the  claims  of  that  nature  would  be  excluded 
from  our  jurisdiction,  and  the  object  of  the  treaty  as  expressly 
declared,  which  is  to  dispose  of  all  claims,  i^ould  be  defeated. 
It  was  just  because  the  policy  of  the  United  States  in  this 
respect  did  not  i>ermit  it  to  urge  claims  of  this  kind  outside  of 
the  mild  and  inoffensive  range  of  personal  and  unofficial  good 
offices  that  the  greater  necessity  existed  to  provide  for  their 
settlement  by  convention.  And  besides,  as  before  shown,  after 
the  submission  of  this  claim  to  the  old  commission,  and  the 
steps  that  were  taken  to  open  its  work,  and  have  a  new  adjudi- 
cation, it  would  strain  probability  beyond  endurance  to  sup- 
pose  that  this  matter  was  not  discussed  by  the  i)lenipoten- 
tiaries  of  the  respective  powers,  and  that  the  whole  matter 
under  the  comprehensive  word  'claims'  was  referred  for  set- 
tlement to  this  commission.  If  the  plenijK)tentiary  appearing 
for  Venezuela  desired  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission 
should  be  confined  to  certain  classes  of  claims  and  that  others 
should  be  excluded  it  is  probable  that  he  made  his  desires 
known,  and  that  the  most  he  could  accomplish  with  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  United  States  was  in  gettiog  him  to  agree 
that  all  claims  should  go  to  the  commission  and  that  that 
body  should  determine  for  itself  the  limits  of  its  jurisdiction. 
At  all  events  that  is  the  form  in  wliich  jurisdiction  is  vested 
in  us,  and,  unless  we  deliberately  shirk  the  discharge  of  a  plain 
duty,  we  see  no  way  of  escape  from  the  conclusion  that  this 
claim  is  one  which  we  are  bound  to  hear  and  consider.  In  this 
connection,  too,  it  is  well  to  state  what  has  been  so  forcibly 
presented  by  other  counsel  lor  the  claimants,  that  the  history 
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of  previous  international  arbitrations  between  the  United 
States  and  certain  of  tlie  South  American  republics  and  Mex- 
ico demonstrates  that  this  class  of  reclamations  was  acknowl- 
edged and  recognized  in  repeated  instances  by  commissions 
organized  under  treaties  containing  the  same  general  words  of 
submission  with  which  we  are  now  dealing.  For  example,  by 
the  treaty  of  1857,  between  the  United  States  and  New  Gra- 
nada ^all  claims'  were  referred  to  a  commission,  and  an  award 
was  nuide  in  favor  of  liobert  W.  Gibbs  on  a  claim  founded 
upon  a  certificate  that  a  certain  sum  of  money  was  due  by  the 
Colombian  Government,  the  same  certificate,  in  fact,  on  which 
this  commission  has  also  made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  same 
party  for  the  percentage  of  the  claim  to  be  paid  by  Venezuela. 

^'  By  the  treaty  of  1863,  between  the  United  States  and  Peni, 
<all  claims'  were  submitted  to  a  commission,  and  an  award  was 
made  in  favor  of  a  i)arty  on  a  bill  of  exchange  made  by  Peru. 
On  November  15, 1860,  a  treaty  was  made  for  the  settlement 
of  ^all  pending  claims'  of  British  subjects  against  Venezuela, 
and  it  appears  that  several  awards  were  made  for  the  28J  per 
cent  of  the  indebtedness  of  Colombia  awarded  by  Venezuela. 
It  is  true  that  Sir  Frederick  W.  A.  Bruce,  as  the  umpire  of  a 
second  commission,  under  a  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  New  Granada,  held  that  it  was  not  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  claims  of  this  kind  were  intended  to  be  submitted,  not- 
withstan<ling  they  were  included  in  the  express  terms  of  the 
submission. 

'^His  argument  is  based  upon  the  i)ropositiou  that  the  term 
^claim'  must  be  ^construed  so  as  to  confine  it  to  the  demands 
which  have  been  made  the  subject  of  international  controversy, 
or  which  are  of  such  a  nature  as,  according  to  received  inter- 
national principles,  would  entitle  them,  on  presentation,  to  the 
ofdcial  support  of  the  government  of  the  complainant.' 

'*The  learned  jurist  then  proceeds  to  state: 

"^That  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  like  that  of 
Great  Britain,  has  not  laid  down  or  acted  ui)on  the  principle 
that  a  citizen  who  holds  an  interest  in  the  pnldic  debt  of  a  for- 
eign country,  and  who  in  common  with  the  other  shareholders 
in  that  debt  is  unable  to  obtain  payment  of  what  is  due  to  him, 
is  entitled  as  of  right  to  the  same  su])i)ort  in  recovering  it  as 
he  would  be  in  a  case  where  he  had  suffered  from  a  distinct 
act  of  injustice  or  violence.  The  government  reserves  to  itself, 
upon  special  grounds,  the  right  to  determine  under  what  con- 
ditions such  support  shall  be  given,  and  this  commission  can 
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not  assume  upon  the  streugtii  of  a  general  term,  and  in  the 
absence  of  express  language  to  that  effect,  that  the  (Jovern- 
nient  of  the  United  SUites  intended  to  delegate  to  it  powers 
which  it  has  not  exercised  itself  in  a  matter  of  so  nmch  del- 
icacy.* 

^^It  will  be  admitted,  as  it  has  already  been,  that  the  ]H)liey 
of  theUnited  States  with  reference  to  the  enforcement  of  claims 
parely  contractual  is  correctly  stated;  but  it  may  be  a  matter 
of  question  whether,  in  view  of  Lord  Palmerston's  famons  cir- 
cular, the  view  of  Great  Britain  a])on  the  same  subject  has  not 
been  put  a  little  too  broadly.    (See  also.  Hall  Int.  Law,  p.  257.) 

'<But  concede  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  statement  with 
respect  to  either  country,  when  enforcing  its  foreign  policy 
through  the  ordinary  diplomatic  channels,  we  can  perceive  no 
reason  why  such  a  policy  should  not  be  departed  from  when 
arbitration  is  adopted  as  the  method  of  finally  adjudicating 
international  claims.  A  claim  is  none  the  less  a  claim  because 
it  originates  in  contract  instead  of  tort.  The  refusal  to  ])ay  an 
honest  claim  is  no  less  a  wrong  because  it  happens  to  arise 
from  an  obligation  to  pay  money  instead  of  originating  in  vio- 
lence oftered  to  person  or  property.  Torts,  as  a  rule,  present 
more  aggravated  cases  of  injustice  and  afl'ect  the  citizen  at 
points  which  more  loudly  call  for  redress  than  ordinary  broac^hes 
of  contract;  but  after  all  the  difference  lies  in  degree  only. 

"This  diflTerence,  however,  has  been  sufficient  to  check,  as  a 
rule,  official  demands  for  reclamation  in  the  case  of  contracts 
with  the  Mltima  ratio  of  reprisiils  and  possible  war  ])rojecting 
its  ugly  shadow  over  the  negotiation.  But  when  two  countries, 
by  mutual  agreement,  have  referred  the  causes  of  reclamation 
of  the  citizens  of  one  against  the  government  of  the  other, 
without  distinction  as  to  the  origin  or  nature  of  the  claims,  it 
does  not  strike  us  that  the  policy  of  either  country  with  refer- 
ence to  such  claims,  as  illustrated  by  the  history  of  diplomatic 
intervention,  is  at  all  valuable  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
what,  indeed,  according  to  our  view,  does  not  stand  in  need  of 
interpretation. 

"  On  the  contrary,  if  we  were  to  call  in  inference  to  aid  us 
in  the  interpretation  of  an  ordinary  term,  which  explains  itself, 
we  should  say  that  the  very  fact  that  a  government  felt  itself 
constrained  to  deny  to  its  citizens  cfi'ectual  interposition  in  such 
cases  would  afford  strong  ground  for  sup])osing  that  it  pur- 
posed to  accomplish  this  end  by  the  peaceable  method  of  arbi- 
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tration.  We  know  of  no  country  which  has  ever  held  that  it 
was  no  part  of  its  duty  to  its  citizeus  to  provide  for  redress,  in 
cases  of  contract,  although  the  doctrine  has  been  held  by  the 
United  States  that  it  would  not  officially  intervene  by  diplo- 
matic representation,  with  a  purpose  of  accepting  the  final 
responsibility  for  such  a  course.  Nor  do  we  understand  this 
to  be  the  position  of  the  learned  gentleman  whose  opinion  we 
are  now  considering.  He  surely  would  not  contend  that  a  gov- 
ernment owed  no  duty  to  its  citizens  in  such  cases,  provided 
the  debtor  country  itself  opened  up  the  way  to  a  settlement. 
His  contention  is,  that  nothing  shortof  express  terms  descrip- 
tive of  this  class  of  claims,  eo  nomine^  will  vest  the  jurisdiction 
to  determine  them,  and  giving  the  treaty  a  reasonable  and  not 
a.  merely  literal  interpretation  they  can  not  be  considered  as 
included  by  the  general  term  used.  But  if  we  have  the  right 
to  say  that  one  class  of  claims  shall  be  excluded,  why  not 
another?  A  government  due  bill  is  but  a  promise  to  pay.  A 
contract  to  build  a  breakwater  between  a  government  aild  the 
citizens  of  another  country  is  a  promise  to  pay  money  on  the 
fulfilment  of  the  contract. 

*<Wehaveju8t  decided, all  thecommissioners  concurring,  that 
the  commission  has  jurisdiction  in  the  breakwater  case,  and  we 
have  made  an  award  against  Venezuela  for  the  money  remain- 
ing due  on  the  contract.  Upon  what  principle  could  we  justify 
the  taking  jurisdiction  in  the  one  case  and  decline  it  in  the 
other?  Both, it  will  beobserved,  are  contractual  in  their  nature 
and  neither  would  have  received  the  aid  of  the  United  States 
diplomatically  exerted,  except  in  the  form  of  good  offices.  The 
United  States  would  have  been  as  much  bound  by  this  i)olicy 
to  refuse  its  aid  in  the  Walter  claim  for  a  breach  of  contract 
in  not  paying  money  due  for  a  breakwater  as  in  the  present 
case  for  the  due  bill.  If  this  policy,  then,  is  to  be  imported  into 
the  treaty  for  the  purpose  of  excepting  out  of  it  matter  which 
falls  directly  within  its  express  terms,  upon  what  principle  shall 
we  determine  what  class  of  contractual  claims  was  intended 
to  be  included  ?  We  do  not  understand  that  the  United  States 
has  refrained  from  pressing  a  claim  of  this  kind  because  it  was 
founded  on  the  public  debt  of  another  country,  but  because  the 
claim  itself  was  a  voluntary  engagement  which  the  respective 
])arties  had  better  settle  among  themselves.  This  principle 
it  applied  to  claims  of  this  kind  of  every  character,  big  or  little, 
concerning  public  debt  or  otherwise. 
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^'  Importing  it  iuto  the  treaty  as  a  rale  of  interpretation  with 
the  effect  of  overruling  the  express  terms  of  the  instrnment, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  class  of  claims  which  this  commission  is 
empowered  to  determine  would  be  limited  to  torts.  But  that 
is  the  very  class  which  governments  have  always  held  them- 
selves bouud  to  redress  through  the  ordinary  diplomatic  chan- 
nels. While,  of  course,  they  are  included  within  the  terms  of 
the  submission,  it  would  be  strange  iudeed  if  the  other  class, 
not  subject  to  redress  in  this  way,  should  have  been  excluded. 

'^  On  the  whole,  without  protracting  this  discussion  further, 
we  have  come  to  the  directly  opposite  conclusion  from  that 
reached  by  Sir  Frederick,  and  hold  that  nothing  short  of 
words  of  express  exclusion,  at  least  in  a  treaty  negotiated 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  one,  could  restrain  and  limit 
the  meaning  of  the  plain  language  used." 

Wm.  H.  Atpinwall,  executor  of  G.  G.  Howland  and  others,  r.  Venezuela, 
No.  18,  United  States  and  Venezuelan  Claime  Commission,  convention  of 
December  5,  1885. 

Mr.  Andrade,  commissioner  on  the  part  of  Venezuela, 
^^*^2^""  •'  delivered  the  following  dissenting  opinion: 

**  'There  is  no  question,  from  the  showing  here,  that, 
in  their  origin,  these  bonds  pertained  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
The  great  bulk  of  the  5  per  cent  Colombian  domestic  debt  of  which  they 
formed  a  part  had  as  its  basis  indebtedness  for  military  and  other  sup- 
plies. In  their  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  August  15, 1857,  the  claim- 
ants speak  pf  this  kind  of  obligation  as  "founded  upon  considerations  of 
the  highest  character.''  It  seems  quite  probable,  as  claimed  in  the  oral 
argument,  that  the  Colombian  bonds  were  iesued  to  the  New  York  firm  in 
payment  for  merchandiec,  though  at  what  rate  does  not  appear.'  (Little, 
for  the  commission,  p.  318.) 

"  For  me,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  most  questionable  that,  in  their  origin, 
these  bonds  did  ever  pertain  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

**  Public  debt  is  that  which  the  government  contracts  to  meet  the  obli- 
gations of  the  state,  whenever  the  ordinary  and  permanent  resources  are 
not  sufficient,  borrowing  money  at  a  fixed  interest,  that  rises  or  declines 
in  a  direct  ratio  with  the  circumstances — that  is  to  say,  the  rating  of 
credit  that  the  government  enjoys.  This  means  to  provide  for  tlie  ex- 
penses of  the  nation  constitutes  what,  on  the  subject  of  national  finance, 
is  called  by  statesmen  and  economists  '  public  loans,'  which,  aside  from  all 
ciinsiderations  of  an  economical  character  that  we  have  not  to  deal  with 
here,  are  of  general  use  and  practice  among  all  the  governments  of  the 
world. 

"  Public  loans  are  voluntary  or  forced;  it  is  unnecessary  to  rest  to  ex- 
plain which  constitute  the  former  and  which  the  latter;  both  define  them- 
selves. 

"  They  are  reimbursable  within  a  shorter  or  longer  period  or  nonreim- 
hureable  or  perpetual.    In  regard  to  the  former,  the  government  pays  the 
5627— VOL.  4 ^27 


3652        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

iotereste  every  year,,  or  aemiannuallyi  or  quarterly,  and  sometimes 
monthly ;  and  it  refunds  the  principal  totally  or  partly,  all  at  once,  or  by 
sncoessive  instalments,  at  a  fixed  or  at  an  undetermined  time. 

"The  loans  can  also  be  for  a  real  or  for  a  nominal  capital;  for  a  real 
capital  when  the  government  recognizes  itself  as  debtor  of  the  amount 
reoeived,  and  for  a  nominal  capital  when  it  declares  itself  debtor  of  a  sum 
partially  imaginary.  In  the  former  the  capital  is  fixed,  but  the  interest 
may  change;  in  the  latter,  on  the  contrary,  the  interest  is  fixed  and  the 
capital  variable.  That  depends  on  the  higher  or  lower  rating  of  the  credit 
of  the  government. 

"There  are  loans  by  adjustment  and  loans  by  auheoripiion.  In  the  former 
case  the  government  admits  the  dlfi'erent  propositions  from  bankers  and 
accepts  the  most  favorable;  in  the  latter  case  it  establishes  the  conditions 
and  negotiates  with  everybody. 

"As  to  the  guarantee  pledged  to  the  creditor,  they  are  divided  into  mort- 
gaged or  bonded  loans  and  nonhonded.  In  the  former  some  property  of  the 
nation  or  the  proceeds  of  some  revenue  are  pledged;  the  others  are  raised 
on  no  other  security  than  the  confidence  in  the  credit  of  the  state. 

"Respecting  the  origin  of  the  capital  realized,  public  loans  are  divided 
into  foreign  (exterior)  loans,  the  evidences  of  which  are  issued  in  favor 
of  foreign  capitalists,  and  domestic  or  internal,  the  evidences  of  which  are 
issued  in  favor  of  national  capitalists, 

"The  different  manners  of  contracting  a  public  loan  engender  different 
kinds  of  debt. 

"  When  the  government  wants  to  provide  at  once  for  immediate  needs, 
and  finds  itself  short  of  revenaes  on  account  of  the  ordinary  revenues 
having  failed  to  come  in  in  time,  or  on  account  of  the  expense  having  not 
been  foreseen,  or  it  having  to  advance  the  same,  it  issues  treasury  bonds  that 
bear  an  interest  and  are  reimbursable  within  a  certain  time.  The  treasury 
bonds  are  just  like  bills  of  exchange,  payable  at  the  treasury  at  their 
maturity ;  whence  t\\e  floating  debt,  so  called,  because  of  its  being  transient, 
occasional,  and  changeable.  This  operation  of  credit  does  not  constitute 
a  regular  loan,  it  being  only  a  mere  advance  of  funds  or  a  simple  discount 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  public  revenues. 

"The  consolidated  debt  includes  all  those  loans  definitely  settled  or  liqui- 
dated, and  for  the  extinction  and  interests  of  which  appropriation  is  made 
in  the  ordinary  budget  of  the  state.  It  is  sometimes  named  inscribed  debt 
also,  because  it  is  inscribed  or  recorded  in  the  great  book  of  the  public  debt. 
It  is  divided  in  redeemable  and  irredeemable. 

"  These  are  elemental  scientific  notions  to  be  found  in  all  books  on  polit- 
ical economy. 

'*  Colombia,  during  her  war  of  independence,  was  frequently  necessi- 
tated to  contract  debts,  abroad  as  well  as  at  home,  for  the  liqui<Iation  of 
which  she  began  to  provide  by  a  legislative  act  of  her  first  congress. 

"'The  general  congress  of  Colombia,  considering:  the  honor  of  the  re- 
public being  interested  in  the  early  recognition  and  satisfaction  of  the 
debts  contracted  for  the  glorious  cause  of  independence  *  •  •  decrees 
what  follows : 

" '  Art.  1.  A  commission  is  hereby  created  for  the  purpose  of  liquidating 
the  national  debt.'    (Decree  of  October  12,  1821.) 
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"The  stat«  of  the  liqnidation  accoiiipUshed  by  the  commiaeion  up  to 
1826,  tof^ther  with  new  provisione  for  the  preeecution  thereof  and  for  the 
eatiefaotion  of  the  national  debt,  is  shown  in  the  law  of  May  22,  of  said 
year,  intended  to  lay  the  baais  of  the  national  credit : 

**  *  Art.  1.  The  Repnblic  of  Colombia  recoipiizeH  as  national  debt :  1.  The 
Slim  of  2,000,000/.  sterlinK,  which  Francisco  Antonio  Zea  contracted  for 
in  Paris,  in  the  name  of  the  Republic,  in  March  1822,  reserving  the  rights 
that  may  pertain  to  the  Repnblic,  against  all  whom  it  may  concern,  in 
consequence  of  the  liquidation  thereof  ordered  by  the  law  of  July  1, 1823. 
2.  That  of  4,750,0002.  sterlinfi:  contracted  lor  at  Calais  on  April  14, 1824,  by 
Manuel  Antonio  Arrublas  and  Francisco  Montoya.  3.  The  one  already 
examined  and  liquidated  by  the  commi^siou  of  liquidators,  established  in 
this  capital,  and  which,  up  to  the  present,  amounts  to  1,181,407  pesos  four 
reals  and  seven-eighths;  and  that  which  Hball  C4»ntinne  to  be  examined 
and  liquidated  by  the  said  Commission  in  uniformity  with  the  law  of  the 
matter.  4.  That  of  814,710  pesos,  which  has  been  contracted,  and  is 
unpaid,  in  virtue  of  the  loan  decreed  by  the  law  of  July  26,  1823,  year  13, 
to  cover  the  military  credits  of  the  troops  and  officers  of  Apnre;  and  that 
which  ia  still  to  be  contracted  for  the  exact  fulfilling  of  the  said  law. 
5.  The  snm  still  owing  of  the  5,458,600  peH<>s  of  military  credits,  which, 
according  to  the  law  of  September  28,  1821,  year  11,  has  l>een  awarded  to 
the  servants  of  the  Republic,  and  what  else  may  be  hereafter  awarded  in 
pursuance  of  the  same  law.  6.  That  which  may  exist  unpaid  of  the  one- 
half  of  the  salaries  of  civil  and  military  officers  of  the  Republic,  retained 
in  compliance  with  the  decree  of  the  Prenident  Liberator,  of  Septeml>er  14, 
1819,  of  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  give  an  account  to  the 
coming  Congress  at  its  first  session.  7.  The  amount  of  the  third  part  of 
the  salaries  of  the  same  class  of  offlcei^,  retained  according  to  the  law  of 
October  8,  1821,  year  11,  of  which  amount  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  also  present  an  account  to  the  coming  Congress  at  its  firnt  scs8i<m. 
8.  The  amount  of  the  annuities  allowed  or  transferred  during  the  several 
periods  of  the  revolution,  by  the  Republican  Government,  payable  at  the 
several  provincial  treasuries  of  the  former  New  Granada  and  Venezuela, 
and  of  which  the  Secretary  of  {he  Treasury  Hhall  render  account  to  the 
next  Congress  at  its  first  session.  9.  That  which  was  acknowledged  and 
guaranteed  by  the  act  of  independence  of  the  Isthmus  of  Panama,  after 
being  examined  and  liquidated  by  the  commisNion  of  liquidators  estab- 
lished in  this  city,  and  of  which  a  statement  shall  also  be  presented  to  the 
next  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

"  'Art.  2.  It  is  declared:  1.  That  the  foreign  debt  mentioned  in  Nob.  1  and 
2  of  the  foregoing  article  has  earned  and  shall  continue  to  earn  the  annual 
interest  of  six  per  cent  stipulated  in  the  respective  contracts,  and  shall  be 
redeemed  as  agreed  therein.  2.  That  those  (sums)  meniiontd  in  Sos,  <  and 
4  which  have  earned  jive  per  cent  annual  interest  from  the  day  they  were 
contracted,  shall  continue  to  earn  the  same  interest  hereafter;  but  those 
included  in  No.  3  which  have  earned  a  lesser  iut<'rcst,  or  none  at  all,  shall 
earn  in  fature  five  per  cent  yearly  from  the  day  of  their  inH<Tiption  in  the 
great  book  of  the  national  debt. '  H.  That  those  mentione<l  in  Nos.  5,  6.  7, 
8,  and  9  shall  earn  a  premium  of  three  per  cent  annually  from  the  1st  of 
July  of  the  present  year  of  1826. 

**  *Art.  9.  The  Congress  shall  keep  a  great  hook  of  the  national  debt,  which 
shall  have  for  its  heading  a  full  copy  of  this  law,  'signed  l)y  the  presidents 
and  secretaries  of  both  houses.     (Art.  8.) 

*'*In  that  book  shall  be  inscribed  the  several  sums,  which  by  this  law 
are  acknowledged  as  national  debt,  and  all  the  inscriptions  thereof  shall 
be  signed  by  tne  presidents  and  sei'retaries  of  both  houses.  The  formula 
shallbe  as  follows : 

*' 'The  Republic  of  Colombia  acknowledges  as  national  debt  the  capital  sum 

of peeoSf  resulting  from and  approved  bif ,  to  which  the 

annual  interest  of per  cent  i»  allowed,  payable  enry  six  months,  out  of 

the  funds  applied  thereto  by  the  law  of ,  and  out  of  such  other  funds  as 

may  hereafter  be  applied  to  VAc  said  end. 
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**  'Art.  18.  The  commiBsion  of  the  national  credit  shall  call  in  all  the 
obligations  of  the  home  debt  emitted  by  the  Treasury  Department  np  to 
this  time^  all  the  oertificatee  far  military  credits  issued  by  the  chief  commis- 
sion sitting  in  this  capital,  and  all  the  certificates  for  salaries  mthheld, 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury ;  and  sealing  again  all  these 
documents  in  order  that  they  may  remain  cancelled,  in  lieu  thereof  and  in 
accordance  with  this  law,  it  shall  emit  obligations  with  interest,  payable 
to  bearer,  showing  the  annual  rate  of  interest. 

''  'Art.  19.  These  obligations  shall  be  for  25,  50,  100,  200,  and  500 
pesos.'    •    *    ♦ 

"It  will  be  noticed  from  that  law  that  Colombia,  in  aopordance  with  the 
economical  rules  generally  adopted,  divided  her  total  national  debt  into 
two  principal  portions — the  foreign  debt  entered  into  with  foreign  capitalists 
(Sob,  1  and  2,  art.  1)  and  the  home  or  domestic  debt  contracted  with  national 
capitalists  (Nos.  3  to  9) ;  that  the  foreign  debt  earned  six  per  cent  annual 
interest  and  the  home  debt  fire  per  cent  (Nos.  3  and  4)  or  three  per  cent 
(Nos.  5  to  9) ;  that  all  the  Riims  resulting  from  the  several  sources  of  the 
national  debt  should,  after  liquidation,  be  entered  in  the  'great  book  of 
the  national  debt ;  *  that  is,  consolidated  under  a  certain  formula ;  that  obli- 
gations for  500  pesos  bearing  5  per  cent  interest  could  only  be  emitted  in 
lieu  of  the  former  obligations  of  the  home  debt  issued  by  the  treasury  depart- 
ment and  of  the  certificates  of  military  credits  issued  by  the  commission  of 
liquidators  created  in  1821 ;  that  is,  in  evidence  of  the  items  described  in 
Nos.  3  and  4  of  article  1  (articles  2, 18,  and  19). 

"The  Colombian  obligations  hMd  by  the  Howlands  in  1839  were,  as  it 
appears,  for  600 pesos  bearing  5  per  cent  interest,  and  therefore  represented 
a  portion  of  the  home  debt  contracted  with  national  capitalists,  and  could 
not  have  been  emitted  originally  in  their  favor,  because  they  were  foreigners, 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  not  naturalized  or  domiciliated  in  Colombia ; 
hod  not  had  any  property  taken  or  destroyed  there  during  the  war;  had 
not  lent  any  money  to  the  government;  had  not  been  civil  or  military 
officers  of  the  Republic;  in  short,  were  on  no  account  original,  direct, 
domestic  creditors  to  Colombia.  Nor  is  it  probable  that  such  obligations 
were  issued  to  the  New  York  firm  in  payment  for  merchandise.  Colombia 
did  never  cancel  with  bonds  of  public  debt  her  obligations  toward  for- 
eigners arising  out  of  contracts  for  military  or  other  supplies.  She  used 
to  pay  therefor  in  money,  bills  of  exchange  on  Europe,  treasury  notes, 
tobacco,  etc.,  as  the  majority  of  the  rommission  had  the  opportunity  to 
note  in  the  case  of  Idler—never  in  bills  of  public  debt,  either  internal  or 
external.  The  words  quoted  from  their  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State, 
August  5,  1857,  refer  to  the  obligatious  of  Venezuela  towards  Colombia, 
not  to  the  Colombian  bonds.  Those  words  would  seem  rather  to  exclude 
the  probability  of  their  having  acquired  the  bonds  in  that  way,  it  being 
inconceivable  that  any  cause  of  a  mercantile  nature  could  be  properly 
qualified  as  a  consideration  of  the  highest  character.  Such  a  style  is  accept- 
able only  in  connection  w^ith  moral  or  intellectual  considerations.  But  if 
they  had,  they  shonld  prove  it,  because  both  the  usages  and  the  history 
of  Colombia  testify  against  that  fact.  No;  the  bonds  here  contemplated 
did  not  pertain  in  their  origin  to  the  Howlands  or  to  any  other  citizens  of 
the  United  States.  They  could  not  have  come  into  the  possession  thereof 
but  by  purchase  in  the  market  in  the  way  of  speculation.  Those  bonds 
were  not  international  debt. 
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"In  1890y  Colombia  was  severed  into  the  three  independent  States  of 
Venezaela,  New  Granada,  and  Ecuador,  and  on  December  23, 1834,  a  treaty 
was  coBclnded  in  Bogota,  between  the  plenipotentiaries  of  the  governments 
of  Yeneznela  and  New  Granada,  for  the  settlement  of  all  matters  concern- 
ing the  aeUve  and  pa$Hve  debt  which  they  and  that  of  Ecuador  had  oon- 
tracted  in  common  and  recognized  while  forming  the  Republic  of  Colombia. 
For  this  purpose  the  appointment  of  a  oommission  was  provided  for,  com- 
posed of  three  ministers  or  representatives,  one  for  each  republic  (art.  24). 
The  division  was  agreed  to  be  effected  in  the  proportion  of  50  per  cent 
for  New  Granada,  28^  per  cent  for  Venezuela,  and  21^  per  cent  for  Ecuador 
(art.  1).  In  consequence  of  this  agreement,  Venezuela  became  responsible 
for  570,0001.  sterling  out  of  the  Paris  loan  of  1822  and  for  1,318,395/.  15^.  of 
the  Calais  or  Hamburg  loan  of  1824,  which  aggregated  the  whole  of  the 
foreign  debt  of  Colombia  (arts.  2  and  3). 

'*With  respect  to  the  domestic  debt,  Venezuela  obligated  herself  to  rec- 
ognize as  Venezuelan  debt  the  sum  of  1,977,896  peao$  37  cts.  of  the  3  per  cent 
and  1,527,416  pesos  of  the  5  per  cent  Colombinn  consolidated  debt  (Arts.  9 
and  10).  But  the  domestic  debt  not  being  yet,  at  that  time,  totally  con- 
solidated (Art.  14),  these  figures  are  only  temporarily  established  heraand 
subject  to  rectification. 

"  'AST.  16.  As  soon  as  the  acknowledgment  of  the  total  amount  of  the 
debt  be  accomplished,  the  commission  shall  proceed  to  divide  it  among  the 
three  Republics  in  conformity  with  the  basis  fixed  in  Article  1  of  this 
treaty,  adjudicating,  in  prrferenoe  to  saoA  of  them,  ike  debts  pertaining  to  her 
own  citizens  or  inhabitants. 

''  'Abt.  12.  After  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  treaty, 
the  Governments  of  the  three  Republics  shall  proceed  to  convert  the 
national  consolidated  debt  of  Colombia  into  debt  of  their  own  for  the 
sums  to  be  respectively  recognized  by  them,  causing  the  Colombian  bonds 
to  be  collected  and  cancelled  according  to  the  rules  enacted  by  their  several 
legislatures;  this  done,  the  bonds  shall  be  remitted  to  the  Commission  of 
Ministers  of  the  three  Republics  sitting  at  Bogota,  for  the  verification  and 
destruction  thereof.' 

"  In  pursuance  of  the  said  treaty,  a  law  enacted  by  the  Congress  of  Ven- 
ezuela in  May,  1837,  provided : 

**  'Art.  3.  The  amount  of  1,806,763  pesos,  3  per  cent,  consolidated  debt, 
and  that  of  1,396,091  pesos,  5  per  cent.  couBolidated  debt  ascribed  to  Ven- 
ezuela, as  per  the  partition  agreed  to  in  the  treaty  above  mentioned,  de- 
ducting the  sums  redeemed  from  January  1,  1830,  heretofore;  also  the 
amount  of  the  interests  due  on  said  capitals  and  of  those  which  may  become 
due  henceforward ;  that  of  456,958,  c-ouHolidable  debt,  according  to  the  law 
of  May  22, 1826,  which  approximately  will  be  apportioned  to  Venezuela  on 
completing  the  partition  of  this  Colombian  debt,  deducting  that  which  has 
been  redeemed  since  January  1, 1830,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  following 
sopplies.'    •    *    • 

"  The  foregoing  law  was  included  in  that  of  April  26, 1838,  which  pro- 
vided: 

"'Art. 2.  The  amount  of  1,806,763  pesos,  3  per  cent,  consolidated  debt, 
and  that  of  1,395,091  pesos,  5  per  rent,  consolidated  debt,  ascribed  to  Ven- 
ezuela, as  per  the  para ti on  agreed  to  in  the  treaty  above  mentioned,  de- 
ducting the  sums  redeemed  from  January  1,  1830,  heretofore;  also  the 
amount  of  the  interests  due  on  said  capitals  antl  of  those  which  may  become 
due  henceforward ;  that  of  456,958  pesos,  consolidable  debt,  according  to  the 
law  of  May  22, 1826,  which  approximately  will  be  apportioned  to  Venezuela 
on  completing  the  partition  of  this  Colombian  debt,  deducting  that  which 
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has  been  redeemed  since  January  1;  1830,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  follow- 
ing supplies: 

" '  1.  The  residue  of  tributes,  taxes,  and  dutie'H,  of  whatever  description, 
collected  up  to  June  30,  1831. 

"'2.  The  residue  of  tlie  tithes  collected  before  the  extinction  of  said 
revenue,  without  prejudice  to  the  creditors  thereof,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  of  February  12,  1836. 

**  '3.  The  debt  of  the  tobacco  farmers,  with  all  the  actions  and  rights  of 
the  said  revenue. 

''  '4.  The  personal  and  real  estate  of  the  national  patrimony,  whioh  may 
bo  sold  according  to  the  law  of  the  matter. 

''  ^  5.  The  public  lands  which  may  be  sold  in  accordance  to  the  law. 

" '  Art.  4.  Creditors  for  consolidated  dehtf  as  contemplated  by  th^  law  of  May 
5, 18S7f  and  for  thai  which  may  be  consolidated  in  virtue  of  Article  6  of  the 
present  law,  shall  be  paid  the  annual  interest  of  6  per  cent.,  since  July  Ist  of 
this  year,  every  three  months,  in  the  first  fortnight  of  October,  January,  April, 
and  July, 

'*  'Art.  5.  For  the  payment  of  this  interest  and  the  gradual  redemption  of  ths 
capital,  50,000  pesos  of  the  receipts  of  the  custom-houses  shall  be  appropriated. 

''  'Art.  d.  The  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela  shall  not  exceed  the  capital  sum 
of  500,000  pesos;  but  the  Executive  shall  issue  bills  on  that  account,  so  as  to 
keep  the  said  sum  always  full  during  the  existence  of  the  kinds  of  internal  debt 
mentioned  in  Article  2,  which  are  hereby  declared  '  oonsolidable,'  at  the  option 
of  the  holders,  under  the  following  ruivs: 

"  *  1.  The  bolder  or  holders  of  the  promises  or  documents  referred  to, 
shall  make  offers  to  the  Economic  Treasury  Board  in  Caraeas^  either 
directly  or  through  the  Governors  of  their  respective  provinces,  m  order 
to  have  their  promises  of  consolidated  or  consolidable  debt  of  Colombia 
converted  into  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela. 

'"2.  The  board  shall  accept  in  preference  those  proposals  by  which  the 
largest  amount,  in  promises  or  documents  of  the  debt  of  Colombia,  may  br) 
offered,  until  covering  the  sum  of  500,000  pcHOS  Mxed  as  maximuui  in  this 
article;  and  shall  give  the  Execntive  notice  of  the  proposals  received  and 
of  those  accepted  by  it,  in  order  that,  while  receiving  and  cancelling  the 
bonds  of  Colombia,  it  may  emit  and  surrender  corresponding  the  bias  of 
Venezuela. 

"  '3.  The  board  shall  consider  as  equal  the  amounts  offered  by  the  holders, 
either  belonging  to  capitals  of  any  of  the  three  kinds  of  debt  mentioned  in  article 
S,  or  to  the  interest  due  and  not  paid  on  the  two  first  kinds  bearing  interest. 

"  'Art.  7.  For  the  conversion  of  the  debt  of  Colombia  into  the  debt  of  Vene- 
zuela, bills  of  credit  payable  to  bearer  shall  be  issued  for,  from  50  to  1,000  pesos 
each,  as  the  creditors  may  require  them;  as  to  amounts  under  50  pesos,  bills 
shall  be  issued  for  the  total  sum  owing.     »     *     • 

"  'Art.  10.  After  the  interest  being  paid,  the  surplus  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated by  article  5  shall  be  applied  to  the  redemption  of  the  principal.  This 
shall  beinade  by  dividing  the  amount  into  poriionH  of  100  pesos  each,  which  shall 
bepnt  up  at  public  auction  and  shall  be  given  to  the  bidder  of  the  largest  sum  in 
bonds  of  those  referred  to  in  this  law,  provided  that  the  nominal  value  of  the 
bonds  offered  be  not  inferior  to  the  portion  proposed. 

"  'Art.  11.  The  auction  shall  be  made  in  the  capital  of  the  Republic,  in  the 
presence  of  the  Economic  Treasury  Board,  within  the  ten  days  following  those 
appointed  for  the  payment  of  interest. 

'"Art.  16.  The  holders  of  documents  of  the  debt  of  Colombia  who  icill  not 
convert  it  in  conformity  with  this  decree,  shall  hare  the  rights  preserved,  which 
they  have.acquired  respecting  the  form  and  date  of  payment;  but  those  who  will 
desire  and  obtain  the  conversion  shall  not  hare  other  rights  than  those  which  this 
law  gives  them  by  articles  4  and  10. 

"  *Art.  17.  If  in  consequence  of  the  arrangements  which  hare  been  ordered  to 
he  carried  out  by  the  Commission  of  Minintrrs  at  Bogota,  the  amounts  of  each 
class  of  debt  apportioned  to  Venezuela  be  altered,  hy  way  of  compensation  of  the 
ones  for  the  others,  the  Erecutire  shall  admit  to  the  conversion  larger  or  smaller 
amounts  according  to  the  alteration  made  in  Bogota.' 
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''The  law  of  April  26,  1838,  was  sdditioned  by  that  of  May  10,1839,  aa 
follows: 

"  'Art.  1.  As  soon  as  the  Execntive  be  cognizant  of  the  total  amount  of 
the  debt  of  Colombia,  it  shall  proceed,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Treaty  of  December  23,  1834,  concerning  the  partition  of  the  said  debt, 
and  to  the  snbsequent  arrangementH  mtSie  by  the  commission  of  ministers 
silting  at  Bogota,  to  convert  into  Venezaela's  own  debt  the  part  appor- 
tioned to  this  Republic  according  to  Article  1  of  the  said  treatv. 

"  'Art.  2.  The  debt  converted  into  Veneznela's  own  debt  shall  be  repre- 
sented in  bills  authorized  by  the  commission  of  public  credit,  following 
the  models  which  the  Executive  shall  make  with  all  proper  precautions* 
against  counterfeiting,  and  shall  bear  the  name  of  coneolidable  debt  of 
Venezueta. 

**  'Art.  3.  From  the  daU  of  the  ieeue  of  the  bilU  refened  to  in  iht  preceding 
article,  no  othtre  shall  be  admitted  to  ths  convereion  into  consolidated  debt  of 
Venezuela^  spoken  of  in  the  law  of  April  £6,  18SS,  on  public  credit.' 

"The  law  of  May  10,  1839,  was  followed  by  several  others  relative  to 
the  same  subject  of  the  conversion  of  Colombian  debt  into  consolidable 
debt  of  Venezuela,  and  of  this  into  consolidated  debt  of  Veneznela, 
namely : 

"Lawof  April  11,  1840:   . 

"  'Abt.  1.  The  Executive  shall  convert  into  consolidable  debt  of  Fenexu- 
ela  the  snm  of  88,745pc^«08, 4  cents,  of  5  per  cent,  consolidated  of  Colombia, 
and  the  snm  of  5&,S72  pesos,  10  cents,  growing  out  of  interest  acknowledged 
by  the  said  Republic,  in  order  to  complete  therewith  the  amount  which 
haH  been  apportioned  to  Venezuela  in  the  final  partition  of  the  domestic 
debt  of  Colombia.' 

"  Decree  of  April  28,  1840 : 

"  'Art.  1.  In  order  to  convert  the  snm  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  law, 
composed  of  88,745  peto«,  4  cents,  5  per  cent.  Colombian  consolidated  debt, 
and  53,872  pe^os,  10  cents,  interest  acknowledged  by  the  said  Republic,  the 
holders  of  promises  of  either  kind  shall  present  them  to  the  commission  of 
public  creait,  from  the  date  of  this  decree  to  the  30th  of  June  next.' 

"Lawof  April  15,  1840: 

"  'Art.  1.  The  Republic  of  Venezuela  acknowledges  as  domestic  national 
debt  the  sum  of  500,000  pesos  aggregating  the  consolidated  debt  of  Vene- 
zuela at  five  per  cent,  interest  per  annum;  and,  besides,  that  which  is  still 
owing  of  the  7,217,915  pesos  ana  IfS  cents,  capital  apportioned  to  her  by  the 
commission  of  ministers  assembled  at  Bogotn,  for  ner  28|  per  cent,  of  the 
dctmestic  debt  of  Colombia,  in  the  following  manner:  1,337,043  pesos  and  60 
cents,  consolidable  and  consolidated  debt  at  5  per  cent,  interest  per  an- 
num; 2,188,206  pe«o«  and  51  cents,  floating  debt,  with  its  interest  as  stated 
in  the  respective  documents;  2,781,040  j>f«o«  and  29  cents,  consolidated 
and  consolidable  debt,  at  3  per  cent,  annual  interest;  66,386 ;>e«o<,  75  cents, 
floating  debt  without  interest;  764,953 /)ef as,  59  cents,  treasury  debt^  with- 
out interest;  and  80,274  pesos  and  37  cents  arising  from  acknowledged 
interests  unpaid. 

"  'Art.  2.  The  holders  of  promises  of  consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela,  origina- 
ting %n  the  S  and  5  per  cent  consolidable  debt,  as  well  as  in  the  3  and  5 per  cent 
consolidated  debt  of  Colombia,  shall  continue  to  earn  in  future  the  same  annual 
interest  of  S  and  6  per  cent,  and  are  entitled  to  the  interests  earned  bg  their 
credits,  according  to  circumstances,  as  per  the  law  of  May  22, 1826, 

"  'Art.  3.  For  the  payment  of  the  interests  on  the  consolidated  debt  of  Vene- 
zuela, and  gradual  redemption  of  the  capital  and  interests  on  the  whole  domestic 
national  debt,  60,000  pesos  are  appropriated,  which  shall  be  disposed  of  subject 
to  the  rules  to  be  given  in  articles  4  to  9. 

''  'Art.  4.  Creditors  on  acdbuut  of  the  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela  shall 
be  paid  in  money  the  interest  of  5  per  cent  per  annum,  and  this  payment 
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shall  be  anarterly  in  the  first  fifteen  days  of  the  months  of  Jannary,  April, 
July,  and  October. 

*'  'Art.  5.  After  paying  the  interests  on  the  oonwlidated  debt,  the  rest  of 
the  sum  named  in  article  4  shall  be  applied  to  the  redemption  of  ite  oapttaL  This 
shall  be  effected  by  dividing  the  sum  in  poi'tions  of  100  pesos  each,  which  shall  be 
put  up  at  public  auction,  and  shall  be  given  to  the  highest  bidder  of  the  bills 
mentioned  in  this  law,  provided  that  the  nominal  value  of  the  capital  (bills) 
bidden  be  not  below  the  portion  proposed. 

**  'Art.  9.  The  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela  shall  not  exceed  the  capital  of 
500,000:  hut  the  Executive  shall  issue  bUls  of  this  debt,  so  that  the  said  capital 
be  kept  always  full,  so  long  as  the  hinds  of  internal  debt  mentioned  in  article  1, 
may  exists  which  shnll  be  consolidated  at  the  holder's  option  according  to  the 
folloxoinq  rules : 

'*'!.  The  holder  or  holders  of  the  promises  or  docnments  above  men- 
tioned, shall  make  offers  to  the  Economic  Treasary  Board,  in  Caracas, 
either  directly  or  through  the  governors  of  their  respective  provinces,  in 
order  to  have  their  debt  converted  into  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela. 

*'  *  2.  The  board  shall  accept  in  preference  those  proposals  by  which  the  largest 
sum  be  offered  in  proTuises  or  documents  of  the  consolidahle  debt,  until  reaching 
the  amount  of  .500,000  pesos  fixed  asm€ucimum  in  this  article;  and  shall  give 
the  Sxecutive  notice  of  the  proposals  received  and  of  those  accepted  by  it,  in  order 
that  whUe  receiving  and  cancelling  the  oonsolidable  promises,  it  may  issue  and 
deliver  the  corresponding  bills  of  consolidated  debt. 

'*  '3.  The  board  shall  consider  as  equal  sums  thos*^  which  may  be  offered 
to  it  bv  the  holders,  whether  they  arise  from  cai)itals  of  the  debts  men- 
tioned in  article  I,  or  from  interests  due,  but  unpaid,  on  those  debts  which 
earn  interest.' 

"Lawof  Aprils,  1841: 

''  'Art.  1.  The  Executive  is  hereby  authorized  to  issue  bonds  of  consolidated 
debt,  at  5  per  cent  interest  per  annum,  for  the  amount  of  1,S00,000  pesos,  with 
ihe  object  to  convert  thereto  the  oonsolidable  debt  under  the  terms  which  shall  be 
indicated, 

"  'Art.  3.  The  conversion  shall  be  effected  at  the  rate  of  100  pesos,  capital  and 
interest,  of  consolidahle  debt,  for  1S\  pesos  of  consolidated  debt, 

*'  'Art.  4.  For  the  payment  of  interest,  and  for  the  fund  of  redemption  of  the 
capital  sum  of  1,800,000  pesos  consolidated  debt,  created  by  the  present  law,  the 
amount  of  130,000  pesos,  which  shall  be  inserted  in  the  budget  of  expenses,  shall 
be  annually  appropriated, 

"  'Art.  7.  Creditors  unwilling  to  make  the  conversion  of  their  credits  under 
the  terms  offered  by  this  law,  shall  continue  to  enjoy  the  rights  conceded  to  them 
by  the  law  of  public  credit,' 

"Law  of  April  27,  1843: 

"  'Art.  1.  The  Executive  is  hereby  authorized  to  continue  the  issue  of 
bonds  of  oonsolidable  debt,  at  5  per  cent  annual  interest,  in  order  to  con- 
vert thereto  the  consolidahle  debt  which  remained  unconyerted  on  June 
30,  1842. 

"  'Art.  3.  The  conversion  shall  be  effected  at  the  rate  of  100  pesos,  capital 
and  interest,  of  consolidahle  debt,  for  33^  of  consolidated  debt. 

"  'Art.  7.  Creditors  not  desirous  to  have  their  credits  converted  under 
the  terms  offered  by  the  present  law,  will  continue  to  enjoy  the  rights 
granted  to  them  by  the  law  of  public  credits. 

"  'Art.  8.  The  consolidahle  debt  not  converted  by  the  30th  of  June,  1844, 
may  be  converted  at  anytime  in  accordance  with  article  3  of  this  law; 
but  the  interests  already  accrued,  and  those  which  may  accrue,  up  to  the 
quarter  year  in  which  the  conversion  be  effected,  shall  be  capitalized  and 
converted  as  provided  b^  the  said  article  3  of  this  law ;  the  interests  of  the 
debt  consolidated  in  this  wise  shall  not  be  paid  in  money,  but  from  the 
quarter  year  following  that  in  which  the  conversion  be  made. 

" '  Art.  9.  Upon  ihe  total  consolidahle  debt  Jfeing  consolidated,  the  sum  of 
50,000  set  aside  by  the  law  of  the  public  credit  for  the  debt  therein  mentioned, 
and  that  of  130,000  pesos  appropriated  by  the  present  law  for  the  oonsolidable 
debt  already  consolidated,  or  which  may  be  hereafter  consolidtited,  shall  con- 
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fltitnte  a  single  fund  for  the  payment  of  interests  and  redemption  of  the 
whole  5  per  cent  consolidated  debt;  and  to  this  latter  object  all  the  snnis 
shall  be  applied  which  may  gradually  become  nnneceesary  for  the  payment 
of  interests,  in  consequence  of  the  progressive  redemption  of  the  capital.' 

''Law  of  December  12, 1856: 

'''Art.  1.  The  Republic  of  Veneznela  recognises  as  national  con§olidated 
debt,  of  bnt  a  single  inscription,  bearing  the  Hame  interest  of  5  per  cent  per 
annum  heretofore  assigned  to  it:  1.  The  comaolidatid debt swiuMy  in  exist- 
ence, by  virtne  of  the  laws  of  April  15,  1840,  April  27,  1843,  May  8,  1847, 
and  April  18,  1853.  2.  The  Espera  Treasury  debt.  *  *  *  3.  All  other 
credits  originating  in  substitutions  of  the  state.     •    •     • 

" '  AuT^  3.  The  con$olidable  debt  in  circulation,  wkieh  may  hare  been  iettied  in 
accordance  toith  the  provieions  of  the  law  of  April  15, 1840,  of  the  treaty  with 
Spain,  and  of  the  legislative  decrees  of  March  22,  1852,  and  March  10  and 
May  13  and  14, 1856,  may  be  converted  at  any  timCf  at  the  option  of  the  holder^ 
into  the  consolidated  debt  recognized  by  article  1  of  thie  decree,  until,  through  the 
eonvereion,  the  nutximum  of  600,000  peeos  ehall  hare  been  reached, 

'*  'Abt.  4.  The  conversion  of  every  100  peeos,  capital  and  interests,  of 
the  oonsolidable  debt,  shall  be  made  for  33^  of  the  consolidated  debt. 

"  'Art.  9.  For  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  consolidated  debt,  there 
shall  be  included  annually,  in  the  budget  of  public  expenses  up  to  the  sum  of 
260,000  pesos.' 

"Law  of  June  16,  1865 : 

"  'Art.  23.  As  national  consolidated  debt  is  recoup  i zed : 

" '  1st.  The  amount  of  loans  made  to  the  authorities  and  military  chiefs 
of  the  federation.    *    •    • 

"  '2d.  The  other  securities  of  the  internal  debt  which  maybe  converted 
at  the  will  of  the  holders  and  in  conformity  with  article  26. 

"  'Abt.  26.  The  conversion  into  the  national  consolidated  debt  of  the 
different  d«bt6  comprised  in  article  23,  will  be  made  in  the  following  terms: 

" '  5th.  The  treasury  bills  issued  without  interest  in  conformity  with  the 
distinct  regulations  which  have  governed  the  matter ;  the  oonsolidable  debts 
and  *  *  *  will  be  converted  at  the  rate  of  100  pesos  for  20  of  the  new 
debt. 

" '  Art.  28.  The  verification  and  liquidation  of  the  bills  and  credits 
which  have  to  constitute  the  national  consolidated  debt,  will  be  made 
according  to  the  following  general  directions: 

" '  2.  On  each  bill  which  is  received  for  comparison  and  converson  will 
be  noted  on  its  back,  under  the  seal  and  the  signature  of  the  minister,  that 
it  is  registered  in  the  respective  book  of  certifications,  and  it  will  be  re- 
turned to  the  interested  party,  who  will  give  a  receipt  on  the  oounterjoil 
of  the  certificate,  returning  it.  The  certificates  returned  will  be  cancelled 
by  the  Secretary  and  will  be  filed  in  the  archives.' 

"  Decree  of  June  19,  1865 : 

'"Art.  8.  Are  subject  to  revision : 

" '  1st.  The  credits  which,  according  to  the  laws  in  force,  were  examined 
or  liquidated  and  hare  not  yet  been  definitirvly  recognized. 

"  '  Art.  16.  The  bills  and  titles  issued  to  bearer,  which  have  not  yet  been 
presented  for  comparison,  shall  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Public  Credit 
with  a  statement  signed  by  the  presenter,  showing  distinctly  the  clans  of 
each  debt  or  title,  the  series,  names,  folio,  and  value  of  each  bill,  and  the 
number  of  coupons  attached  thereto. 

'*  'Art.  22.  The  bills  of  public  debt  and  the  bonds  of  the  extinguished 
Bank  of  Venezuela  are  required  to  hare  the  note  of  comparison  and  to  be  re- 
sealed,  in  order  to  become  admissible  to  the  conversion  of  law.* 

"  Decree  of  July  1, 1865 : 

"  'Art.  1.  The  holders  of  bonds  of  public  debt  and  other  titles  to  bearer, 
to  which  the  law' of  public  credit  refers,  shall  present  them  to  the  board 
for  their  oonfirontation  up  to  December  31  of  the  present  year. 
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''  'Art.  5.  The  republic  shall  not  recognize  as  her  own  debt  the  bonds 
or  titles  to  bearer,  or  credits  of  any  kind  whatever,  which  shall  not  be 
presented  up  to  the  respective  date  fixed  by  articles  1,  2,  and  3;  nor  akali 
he  oonverUd  into  oonBoliaated  debt  the  bills  or  tWe8  to  bearer  or  other  doeumente 
of  credit  whieh  shall  be  presented  for  conversion  after  the  date  fixed  by  the  fore- 
going article, 

''Returning  now  to  1838,  on  the  15th  of  October,  that  year,  the  Rowlands 
surrendered  to  the  Venezuelan  Government  their  Colombian  bonds  for  their 
conversion  into  Venezuelan  debt,  and  on  September  15, 1839,  they  reoeiveil 
from  Venezuela  the  identical  bonds  proven  in  this  case,  and  from  that 
time  the  possession  of  the  bonds  and  title  therein  have  been  in  Ijlie  claim- 
ants. But  this  is  not  enough  to  give  them  the  right  to  have  their  claim 
taken  into  the  cognizance  of  this  commission.  United  States  citizens  and 
corporations  only  may  claim  before  it,  and  such  citizenship  must  have 
existed  when  the  claim  accrued.  In  the  present  case  the  claim  is  held  to 
have  had  its  origin  in  the  Colombian  bonds  converted  into  consolidablo 
debt  of  Venezuela,  of  which  the  Rowlands,  as  shown,  could  not  be  and 
were  not  original  owners,  but  assignees  or  transferees;  and  the  conversion 
did  not  change  their  charactei  as  such,  nor  give  them  better  rights  than 
those  of  their  assignors  or  transferers,  who  were  not  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  By  the  conversion  the  Colombian  debt  was  assimilated  into  Vene- 
zuelan debt,  not  into  United  States  substance.  This  claim  does  not  come 
within  the  treaty  under  which  this  commission  sits. 

"My  colleagues  have  been,  however,  of  a  different  sentiment.  Disre- 
garding the  nature  of  the  transaction  through  which  the  claimants  became 
the  first  takers  of  the  Venezuelan  bonds,  and  thereby  led,  perhaps,  to  mis- 
apprehend the  tia/»ve  character  of  those  bonds,  they  have  taken  jurisdiction 
of  the  case  and  decided  it  upon  the  assumption  that  the  Rowlands  are 
therein  original  creditors  of  Venezuela.  Upon  this  assumption,  what  would 
have  been  the  rights  of  the  latter?  No  other  than  those  which  the  law  of 
April  26, 183.'<,  gav«^  them  by  articles  4  and  10;  that  is,  to  be  paid  every  three 
months  the  interest,  on  their  bonds,  and  after  the  interest  being  paid,  to 
have  the  surplus  of  the  sum  of  50,000  pesos  appropriated  by  art.  5  applied 
to  the  redemption  of  the  principal,  by  dividing  the  surplus  into  portions 
of  100  pesos  each,  and  putting  up  these  portious  at  public  auction  (art.  16). 
But  these  rights  were  understood  to  be  given  only  to  creditors  on  account 
of  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela,  as  explicity  stated  in  arts.  4  and  5  of  the 
law  of  Aprti  15,  1840,  which  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  essential  one  in  this 
respect,  because  it  was  that  law  which  finally  determined  and  recognized 
the  true  amount  of  the  28^  units  of  Colombian  debt  convertible  into 
national  debt  of  Venezuela,  and  precisely  defined  her  obligations  toward 
her  creditors  on  that  account.  The  laws  of  1837, 1838,  and  1839  were  pro- 
visional regulations,  adopted  for  the  present  need  and  intended  to  give 
way  to  that  of  1840;  and  all  the  provisions  in  this  last  law,  as  well  aa  in 
all  the  others  following  it,  for  the  payment  of  interests  or  of  principals, 
distinctly  refer  to  the  consolidated  debt.  As  to  the  consolidable  debt,  its- 
right  to  be  satisfied  was,  in  possibility,  capable  of  passing  in  act  through 
its  conversion  into  consolidated  debt,  not  otherwise. 

"Venezuela  promised  to  recognize  as  national  debt  of  hers  and  to  admit 
the  validity  of  the  28^  per  cent  of  the  Colombiuu  debt  nt  the  time  of  the 
dissolution  of  Colombia,  and  that  she  did  with  all  the  forms  of  law,  at  all 
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times,  once  1837.  She  never  promised  in  any  fonn  to  pay,  with  interaet, 
the  moneys  now  churned.  Her  cau9oluUihle  dM  h<md$,  like  tk€  Colomhimu 
eouBolidaied  homds  which  she  had  leceiTed  in  exchange  therefor,  rFpreeented 
in  their  face  a  mcmimal,  partimliy  imtm^mmry,  not  a  rm/  capital,  and  what  she 
promiseil  in  regard  to  them  was  only,  first,  to  consolidate  them  by  pnblie 
auction,  and  afterward  to  pay  them  also  by  public  aoi-tion,  thus  attempt- 
ing to  secnre  the  end,  as  far  as  possible,  of  paying  only  their  real  capital. 
ETerybody  familiar  with  this  matter  of  public  ilebt  knows  well  that  such 
is  a  usual  method,  with  goTemments,  of  relicTing  themselves  of  that  kind 
of  obligations.  Therefore  the  claimants*  complaint,  in  1855,  of  failure  on 
the  part  of  the  Venezuelan  Govemment  to  carry  out  in  good  faith  the  sink- 
ing fund  law,  supposing  the  existence  of  sii<*h  failure,  was  not  a  just  one 
on  their  own  part,  because  their  credit  a^nst  the  government  being  still 
oontolidable,  they  had  not  any  right  in  the  sinking  fund  appropriated 
exclusively  for  the  cmuolUattd  debt. 

"There  were  two  conventions  contemplated  in  the  law  of  1838,  to  wit: 
Conversicm  of  '  consolidated  or  consolidable  debt  of  Colombia*  into  'con- 
solidable  debt  of  Venezuela,'  and  conversion  of  '  consolidable  debt '  of 
Venezuela  into '  consolidated  debt  of  Venezuela. '  The  former  was  opiioma), 
the  latter  peremptorjff  so  far  as  regarded  the  right  in  act,  to  payment  in  any 
form.  The  holders  of  documents  of  Colombian  debt,  who  would  not  ctm- 
vert  them  into  '  consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela'  had  the  riglits  preserved, 
which  they  had  acquired  in  Colombia,  respecting  the  form  and  date  of 
payment;  those  who  would  desire  and  obtain  the  conversion  should  have 
no  other  rights  than  those  granted  to  them  by  the  said  law  in  articles  4 
and  10.  The  claimants  preferred  the  conversion  of  their  Colombian  bonds 
into  'consolidable'  debt  of  Venezuela,  and  by  that  fact  bound  themselves 
to  convert  this  debt  into  *  consolidated '  debt  of  Venezuela,  as  a  condition 
of  its  payment,  and  accepted  the  rights,  in  possibility,  offered  to  them  by 
articles  4  and  10  of  the  law  of  1838. 

"This  right  of  conversion  by  public  auction  was  secured  to  them  through 
the  subsequent  legislation  np  to  18(>5,  while  from  1840  a  second  method  of 
conversion,  which  was  aptional,  was  offered  to  them,  consisting  of  a  kind 
of  private  auction,  in^  which  the  auctioneer  was  the  Economic  Treasury 
Board  of  Caracas  (see  law  of  April  15,  1840,  art.  9).  All  the  holders  of 
consolidable  debt  of  Venezuela  chose  to  convert  by  either  method,  except 
the  claimants. 

<<From  1841  to  1865  it  was  left  to  the  option  of  holders  of  conaoHdabU 
debt  to  consolidate  it  at  the  rate  of  33^  per  cent.  All  were  willing  to  con- 
solidate except  the  claimants. 

*'In  1865  the  rate  of  conversion  was  reduced  to  20  per  cent,  always  op- 
tionally to  holders  of  consolidable  debt;  and  all  of  the^^  wished  for  the 
conversion  except  the  claimants. 

''  When  the  bills  which  are  the  subject  of  this  claim  were  applied  for 
and  received  by  the  Uowlands,  Venezuela  declared  in  the  most  solemn 
legal  form  that  they  were  not  payable  in  money,  but  after  their  conreraion 
into  consolidated  debt,  she  made  the  conversion  a  condition  sine  qua  non  of 
their  payment,  and  promised  to  provide  the  proper  m^aus  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  condition,  which  was  by  'public  auction.'  The  Howlands 
accepted  the  bills  as  dischargeable  peremptorily  under  that  condition 
and  by  this  means.    Such  was  the  contract. 
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''Venezuela  not  only  provided  for  the  conversion  through  pnblio  wio- 
tion,  but  supplied  the  Rowlands^  at  their  option,  with  other  means  to 
facilitate  it,  such  as  private  auctions,  or  direct  arrangements  at  certain 
fixed  rates  per  cent.  The  claimants  always  resisted  the  conversion  by  any 
means.    Who  broke  the  contract! 

''My  colleagues  believe  that  the  Oovemment  of  Venezuela  failed  to 
carry  out  in  good  faith  the  sinking-fund  law  (it  is  supposed  that  they 
mean  thereby  the  conversion  law),  and  that  'had  the  law,  as  it  stood  in 
1839,  been  fairly  administered,  the  claimants  would  have  no  right  to  look 
to  other  source  of  payment.  But  the  difficulty  is,  that  was  not  done. 
The  contract  was  not  fulfilled  by  Venezuela.  The  law  was  greatly  modi- 
fied to  their  prejudice  and  in  violation  of  the  understanding  embodied  in 
the  legislation  of  1838-39,  under  which  they  acted.  When  the  means  of 
payment  to  which  they  had  agreed  to  look  was  thus  taken  away  or  mate- 
rially impaired,  what  in  justice  became  their  rights!  They  had  ex- 
changed their  Colombian  bills  for  these  bonds,  redeemable  according  to  a 
prescribed  method,  on  the  faith  that  such  method  would  be  faithfully 
regarded  and  carried  out.' 

"  My  colleagues  charge  Venezuela  with  the  fault,  but  without  proving 
It;  they  do  not  show  where  and  when  was  the  law  modified  and  violated. 
I  do  not  find  the  charge  supported  by  the  facts  at  all.  In  my  opinion  it 
is  only  founded  upon  the  letter  of  the  olaimauts'  agent,  Mr.  John  M.  Fos- 
ter, to  the  American  miuister  at  Caracas  in  1855,  and  the  statement  of  1857 
attributed  to  Mr.  Henry  S.  Sanford.  But  the  whole  body  of  the  legisla- 
tion before  cited  and  analyzed  by  me,  subsequent  to  that  of  1838-39,  bears 
testimony  to  the  contrary. 

''In regard  to  the  means  of  payment,  they  were  not  taken  away  or  im- 
paired in  anywise;  but  had  that  been  done,  the  rights  of  the  claimants 
with  respect  thereto  became  none,  absolutely  none,  because  as  already 
shown,  according  to  the  understanding  embodied  in  the  legislation  of 
1838-39  under  which  they  acted,  the  means  of  payment  were  only  intended 
for  the  consolidated  debt,  and  the  claimants'  bonds  were  oonsoliddble  debt. 

"As  to  the  method  prescribed  for  the  redemption  of  these  bonds,  on  the 
faith  of  which  the  claimants  had  exchanged  their  Colombian  bills,  it  was 
not  less  faithfully  regarded  by  Venezuela  as  more  than  sufficiently  proved, 
also  by  the  testimony  of  said  legislation.  That  method  consisted,  first> 
in  the  consoUdation  by  'auction/  and  then  in  the  sinking  of  the  debt  'so 
consolidated  likewise  by'  auction,  which  the  claimants  did  never  wish 
for;  they  looked  with  all  probability,  but  without  right  or  justice,  first 
to  the  consolidation  at  par  and  then  to  the  redemption  at  par.  According 
to  all  the  laws  forming  part  of  their  contract  with  the  Government  of 
Venezuela,  they  bad  no  other  source  of  payment  than  '  consolidation,'  nor 
other  source  of  consolidation  than  'auction.' 

"But  it  is  said  that  the  Rowlands  were  given  the  right  at  vfUl  to  ex- 
change their  bills  into  consolidated  debt  at  the  best  rate  the  market  could 
allow,  and  afterward  a  less  advantageous  price  was  fixed  at  which  the 
exchange  should  be  made.  This  is  another  assertion  that  I  do  not  find 
justified  by  the  facte,  and  which  probably  rests  only  on  some  misunder- 
standing of  the  law.  For  me  it  is  evident  that  there  was  not  such  right 
given  them,  but  an  obligation  imposed  upon  them,  which  they  should  ful- 
fil if  they  wished  to  cousolidate  their  bills;  and  the  means  to  accomplish 
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that  obligation,  whloli  wiis  public  aaction,  wan  never  impaired  by  Vene- 
znela.  The  rights  left  to  their  option  were  those  of  making  direct  oifers 
to  the  eommission  of  public  credit,  and  of  exchanging  their  bills  at  the 
rate  of  3H  P^'  cent,  which,  let  it  be  said  by  the  way,  was  not  a  less  ad- 
vantageous rate  than  that  which  had  been  obtained  at  the  public  auction. 

"It  is  also  contended  that  the  law  of  1839,  forming  a  part  of  the  contract, 
proyided  that  no  other  notes  or  bonds  than  the  Colombian  indebtedness 
therein  referred  to  should  be  admitted  to  the  conversion  into  consolidated 
debt  of  Venezuela,  ana  notwithstanding  large  amounts  of  other  bonds  and 
subsequently  accruing  debts  were  afterward  admitted  thereto,  and  on 
greatly  better  terms  of  exchange  than  that,  which  was  an  impairment  of 
the  supposed  right  of  conversion. 

"By  the  law  of  April  5, 1841,  the  capital  of  the  eonsolidated  debt  was 
increased  from  500,000  peaos  to  1,300,030  for  the  purpose  of  converting' 
thereinto  the  oonsolidable  debt,  and  130,000  pt9o»  yearly  instead  of  50,000 
were  appropriated  for  Lhe  payment  of  interests  and  fund  of  redemption. 
Can  it  be  said  that  this  was  an  impairment  of  the  right  of  con  version! 

''  The  law  of  April  27, 1843,  authorized  the  executive  power  to  continue 
the  issue  of  bonds  of  the  consolidatt^d  debt  bearing  five  per  cent  interest 
per  annum  for  the  purpose  of  converting  the  consolidable  debt  which  had 
not  been  converted  up  to  June  30, 1842.  This  law  provided  also  that 
'  Upon  the  whole  of  the  consolidable  debt  being  consolidated  the  50,000 
pe»o9  set  aside  by  the  law  of  public  credit  for  the  debt  mentioned  therein 
and  the  130,000 p^soa  assigned  by  the  present  one  to  the  consolidable  debt 
already  converted  or  which  may  be  henceforward  converted  into  consoli- 
dated debt  shall  constitute  a  single  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  interests 
and  redemption  of  the  entire  consolidated  debt.'  •  •  *  Here  the  sink- 
ing fund  is  increased  up  to  130,000  pesos  without  admitting  to  consolida- 
tion any  other  bonds  or  debts  whatever.  Was  this  an  impairment  of  the 
right  of  conversion  f  Was  it  not,  on  the  contrary,  a  facilitating  the  exer- 
cise thereof  f 

"The  law  of  April  18, 1853,  provided  as  follows: 

"'The  republic  acknowledges  as  national  debt: 

"  *  1.  The  treasury  debt  from  July  1, 1846,  to  June  30, 1852.     •    •    • 

"'2.  The  debt  weighing  upon  cuBtom-bonses.'    •    «     • 

"The  treasury  and  the  custom-house  debts  are  not  'consolidable'  but 
'floating'  debt;  it  can  not  be  said  that  this  was  an  admission  of  other 
debts  to  consolidation.  Such  admission  did  not  affect  the  legnlar  method 
of  converting  the  consolidable  debt  nor  the  fund  formerly  appropriated 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  consolidable  debt ;  new,  especial  fund  was  as- 
signed for  the  payment  of  this  debt  hereby  recognized.  Besides,  ten  years 
had  elapsed  from  1843,  and  the  consolidable  debt  arising  out  of  Colombian 
debt  was  considered  totally  consolidated  already  and  in  fact  was  so,  except 
only,  perhaps,  that  of  the  Howlands.  Can  this  be  named  an  impairment 
to  their  right  of  conversion  f 

"By  the  decree  of  December  12,  1858,  the  republic  recognized  as  na- 
tional consolidated  debt :  (1 )  The  consolidated  debt  in  existence  at  present, 
according  to  the  legislation  from  April  15, 1840,  to  April  18, 1853.  (2)  The 
Espera  treasury  debt.  (3)  All  other  credits  originating  in  substitutions 
of  the  state  for  which  Espera  treasury  debt  was  to  be  emitted.  (Art.  1.) 
The  same  law  provided  by  art.  3  that  Hhe  ctmsolidable  debt  in  circulation. 
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which  may  have  been  issued  in  accordance  with  the  prescriptions  of  the 
law  of  April  15^  1840;  of  the  treaty  with  Spain,  and  of  the  legislative  de- 
crees of  March  22,  1852,  and  March  10,  April  24,  and  May  13  and  14,  1856, 
may  be  converted  at  any  time,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  holders,  into  the  con- 
solidated debt  recognized  by  art.  1  of  this  decree,  until,  through  conversion, 
the  maximum  of  500,000  pesos  shall  have  been  reached.'  Art.  1  of  this  de- 
cree refers  to  consolidated  debt,  not  to  consolidahle  debt,  for  the  payment  of 
the  interest  of  which  the  sum  of  260,000 pesos  annually  was  appropriated. 
The  kinds  of  oonsolidable  debt  referred  to  in  art.  2  were  all  Colombian  debt 
not  liquidated  by  the  commission  of  ministers  at  Bogota,  and  which,  like 
that  represented  by  the  bills  of  the  Rowlands,  was  entitled  to  be  acknowl- 
edged as  national  debt  of  Venezuela.  Was  this  an  impairment  of  the 
claimant's  right  of  conversion  ? 

''By  the  law  of  June  16,  1865,  this  right  was  also  protected  to  them. 
When  and  where  did  the  impairment  begin  to  exist?  In  my  Judgment 
there  never  existed  such  impairments  My  colleagues  assume  that  it  ex- 
isted, and  upon  this  assumption  go  on  saying: 

'' '  What  became  of  their  rights  t 

*'  *  It  seems  to  us  there  can  be  but  one  answer  to  this  question,  namely : 
At  the  impairment  the  debt  as  it  then  was  became  due  and  payable.' 

'*  It  seems  to  me  that  in  matter  of  rights  and  obligations  there  can  be 
no  other  than  those  strictly  derived  from  the  respective  stipulations.  In 
the  present  ca^e  the  stipulation  was  a  conditional  one.  Venezuela  prom- 
ised to  pay  under  the  condition  that  the  Rowlands  should  previously  con- 
vert their  bills  into  consolidated  debt.  The  right  acquired  through  a 
conditional  stipulation  is  eventual  or  consequential  to  the  accomplishment 
of  the  condition;  so  long  as  this  remains  suspended  the  right  resulting 
therefrom  is  a  mere  hope;  tantiim  spes  est  dehifum  iri.  (Justinian  Inst.) 
The  condition  of  consolidating  their  bills,  stipulated  for  by  the  Howlands 
in  181^9,  was  never  fulfilled  by  them  or  by  their  reprenentatives  in  this 
claim. 

''Uuder  such  circumstances  what  does  justice  require  at  the  hands  of 
the  commisHion  f 

"  In  my  opinion,  disallowance  of  the  claim. 

"The  bills  upon  which  this  claim  is  based  were  exchanged  for  Colom- 
bian bills  bought  in  open  market;  neither  they  nor  those  for  which  they 
were  exchanged  did  represent  iu  their  face  a  real  value;  they  were  con- 
vertible into  consolidated  debt  by  public  auction  and  payable  by  public 
auction  also;  all  the  other  holders  of  this  kind  of  bills  converted  them  at 
about  33i  per  cent  of  their  face  value  and  afterward  redeemed  them  at 
about  the  same  rate  of  their  consolidated  value.  Such  bills  have  never 
been  sold  in  the  market  at  a  higher  price  than  42  per  cent;  this  is  their 
actual  price.  My  colleagues  have  allowed  to  the  claimants  the  face  value 
of  their  bonds  with  five  per  cent  interest  from  the  date  of  the  supposed 
impairment  of  their  right  of  conversion,  counting  the  peso  at  75  cents,  gold 
coin  of  the.  United  States.  This  decision  seems  to  me  a  total  departure 
from  justice." 


CHAPTER  LXV. 

WAR  CLAIMS. 
1.  Commencement  of  Wail. 

'*The  American  Rchooner  Caroline^  the  prop- 
**  Bontiima  V  crtj  of  the  claimauts,  was  forcibly  taken  |K)s- 
session  of  by  a  military  force,  under  Mexicran 
authorities,  at  a  place  called  Berrita,  the  seaport  of  Mata- 
moras,  on  the  20th  of  April  1846.  She  had  on  board  a  cargo 
of  wool  and  hides,  bound  for  New  York,  aud  was  then  rea<ly 
to  sail,  having  been  regularly  cleared  from  the  custom  house. 
The  pretense  for  this  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  Mexican 
authorities  was  the  advance  of  the  American  Army,  under 
General  Taylor,  from  Corpus  Christi  toward  the  Rio  Grande, 
regarded  by  them  as  the  commencement  of  hostilities.  The 
vessel  was  retained  by  the  military  force  on  board  of  her  until 
the  10th  of  May,  when,  in  consequence  of  General  Taylor's 
victories,  she  was  abandoned  by  them,  and  was  taken  pos- 
session of  by  her  master  and  crew.  At  this  time  the  water  in 
the  river  had  fallen  so  low  that  she  could  not  pass  over  the  bar, 
and  she  was  detained  from  that  cause  until  the  9th  of  July 
following,  having  in  the  meantime  received  some  injury  by 
grounding  and  beating  upon  the  bar.  The  cargo  was  con- 
siderably damaged  in  consequence  of  the  leaking  of  the  vessel 
and  the  long  time  it  was  kept  on  board,  not  having  been  dis- 
charged until  the  month  of  August.  The  claim  is  preferred 
for  indemnity  for  the  losses  thus  sustained. 

"At  the  time  of  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  in  the  manner 
stated  war  had  not  commenced  between  the  two  countries, 
and  the  proceedings  complained  of  can  not  be  justified  on  the 
ground  of  a  belligerent  right  of  Mexico. 

"The  board  is  of  opinion  and  decides  that  the  claim  is  valid, 
and  allows  the  same  accordingly." 

Memorial  of  Frederick  Bangg  and  Alfred  Southnuiyd:  Opinion  of  Messrs. 
Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  comniisHioners,  Jan  nary  21,  1851,  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849. 
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2.  Dbstruotion  op  Property  by  Military  Operations. 

Asmos  O.  Bredall,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Caaeofthe"Lodi.''  States,  claimed  damages  for  the  loss  of  the 
cargo  of  the  schooner  Lodi  in  1838.  The  dam- 
ages were  alleged  to  have  proceeded  (1 )  from  the  illegal  seizure 
of  the  vessel  and  her  cargo,  and  (2)  from  unnecessary  delay 
on  the  part  of  the  court  in  which  proceedings  were  instituted 
to  determine  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  claimant  in  arriv- 
ing with  and  unloading  his  vessel  at  a  part  of  the  coast  where 
there  was  no  port  of  entry.  To  show  the  truth  of  these  alle- 
gations the  claimant  produced  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  court  at  Matamoras  before  which  the  inquiry  was  con- 
ducted. From  this  it  appeared  (1)  that  Bredall,  the  owner  of 
the  schooner  (Blake,  master)  and  consignee  of  her  cargo,  sailed 
from  New  Orleans  on  the  27th  May  1838  bound  for  the  port  of 
Matamoras;  (2)  that  he  had  reason  to  believe  at  the  time  of 
sailing  that  Brazos  St.  lago  and  the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande 
were  blockaded  by  a  French  vessel  of  war,  so  that  he  might  be 
compelled  to  land  his  cargo  on  some  part  of  the  coast  above  or 
below  the  entrance  into  Matamoras;  (3)  that  from  conversa- 
tions with  a  merchant  of  Matai'oras,  with  custom-house  officers 
and  the  captain  of  the  port  at  the  mouth  of  the  Eio  Grande 
while  on  a  former  voyage  and  with  the  Mexican  minister  and 
the  Mexican  consul  at  New  Orleans  before  sailing,  he  had 
reason  to  believe  that  such  landing  of  his  cargo  upon  the  coast 
would  be  assented  to  by  the  collector  at  Matamoras;  (4)  that 
within  twenty  four  hours  after  sailing  the  vessel  began  to  leak, 
and  that  she  continued  to  leak  until,  fearing  that  if  she  was 
delayed  by  the  blockade  he  might  lose  his  cargo,  he  anchored 
on  the  sixth  day  of  the  voyage  off  the  bar  at  the  Nueces,  but 
was  forced  across  the  bar  two  or  three  days  thereafter;  (5)  that 
on  the  22d  of  June  he  began  to  land  the  cargo  on  the  bank  of 
the  Nueces,  to  be  transported  thence  to  Matamoras;  (6)  that 
two  days  later  he  set  out  for  Matamoras  on  foot,  a  distance  of 
150  miles,  and  arriving  there  presented  his  papers  at  the  cus- 
tom-house; (7)  that  while  he  was  still  on  his  way  to  Matamoras 
a  small  party  of  armed  men,  belonging  to  the  coast  guard  or 
troops  of  Mexico,  arrived  and  captured  the  vessel  and  cargo; 
(8)  that  this  proceeding  was  taken  in  consequence  of  an  inquiry 
which  had  been  instituted  as  to  the  intent  of  the  vessel's  arrival 
and  of  the  landing  of  her  cargo,  Nueces  being  at  the  time  a 
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"  prohibited  port,'*  declared  by  the  laws  of  the  Mexican  Gov- 
emment  to  be  enemy's  country  and  to  be  ander  martial  law; 

(9)  that  General  Filisola^  the  commander  in  chief  of  the  Mex- 
ican army  at  Matamoras,  directed  the  collector  to  investigate 
the  matter,  but  that  on  the  |)etition  of  the  parties  interested 
the  inquiry  was  continued  before  General  Filisola  himself; 

(10)  that  on  the  5th  of  July  the  same  parties  filed  a  petition 
praying  to  be  release^l  from  any  responsibility  incurred  by 
reason  of  their  arrival  and  the  landing  of  the  goods  at  the 
Nueces;  (11)  that  on  the  9th  of  July  they  filed  another  petition, 
asking  permission  t-o  bring  the  goods  into  Matamoras,  there  to 
await  the  final  sentence  of  the  court,  alleging  as  a  reason  a 
well-founded  apprehension  that  they  might  be  pillaged  or 
destroyed  by  the  Texans  or  Indians,  and  that  this  permission 
was  granted  on  the  10th  of  July  as  well  as  an  order  that  the 
guard  should  assist  Bredall  in  the  transportation  of  the  goods; 
(12)  that  a  few  days  later  a  body  of  Texans,  numbering  several 
hundred,  made  a  descent  niK)n  the  cargo  and  began  to  destroy 
it;  (13)  and  that,  upon  receiving  information  of  this  fact,  the 
court  dispensed  with  the  examination  of  certain  witnesses  tor 
whom  it  was  waiting,  and  proceeded  to  give  a  definitive  sen- 
tence, which  declared  that  'Hhe  arrival  and  unloading"  of  the 
schooner  were  'innocent,"  that  her  '*  captain,  passengers, crew, 
and  consignees"  were  "free  from  responsibility,"  and  that  such 
parts  of  the  cargo  as  might  '^  escape  from  the  enemy  which 
had  taken  possession  of  it"  might  enter  the  city  "  on  the  pay- 
ment of  the  respective  duties." 

The  following  decision  was  rendered : 

<'That  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  at  the  Nueces  by 
the  revenue  or  coast  guard  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
proper;  that  on  the  part  of  the  court  to  which  the  parties 
applied  for  permission  to  bring  the  goods  to  Matamoras  there 
was  no  delay  in  granting  such  permission;  that  for  the  de 
sti  uction  of  the  cargo  by  the  enemies  of  Mexico  that  govern- 
ment is  not  responsible;  that  the  claimant  had  entered  and 
landed  his  g(K>ds  in  territory  which  was  under  martial  law  and 
which  subjected  anyone  found  there  without  x>ermi8sion  to  be 
tre;ited  as  an  enemy,  and  that  the  release  of  the  claimant  and 
his  goods  from  such  responsibility  was  a  matter  of  favor;  and 
therefore  the  board  decides  that  the  claim  of  Asmos  G.  Bredall 
is  not  valid  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico." 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  February 
10,  1851,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 
6627— VOL.  4 28 
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"  In  the  case  of  David  0.  ShattticJc  and  Dich 
Shattuok's  Case. 


Hasards  of  War :  ^^^  p  igj^^^^^^^  ^  Mexico j  Ko.  600,  the  umpire 


is  Dot  of  opinion  that  he  would  be  justified  in 
making  an  award  against  the  Mexican  Government.  The  dam- 
ages and  losses  alleged  by  the  claimants  seem  rather  to  be  the 
result  of  the  inevitable  accidents  of  a  state  of  war  than  to  have 
arisen  from  a  wanton  destruction  of  property  by  Mexican  au- 
thorities. It  is  alleged  that  the  farm  of  the  claimants  was 
damaged  by  Mexican  soldiers  passing  through  it  and  ii^juring 
the  crops,  but  it  appears  that  both  French  and  Mexican  troops 
were  on  the  spot  at  different  times  and  that  a  Mexican  army 
was  encamped  close  to  it  for  some  time.  Under  such  circum- 
stances it  would  have  been  next  to  impossible  for  the  general 
in  chief  of  any  army  to  have  prevented  encroachments  upon 
private  property,  and  this  is  a  misfortune  to  which  natives 
were  exposed  as  much  as  foreigners,  with  the  additional  disad- 
vantage that  the  former  were  generally  forced  to  take  up  arms." 
Thorntou,  umpire,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  361.  This  caae 
was  cited  and  followed  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton  in  John  8am%tel  v.  Mexico^ 
No.  604,  MS.  Op.  VI.  367. 

Damage  done  to  property  in  consequence  of 
Bigg's  Case.       battles  being  fought  upon  it  between  the  bel- 
ligerents is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  hazards  of 
war,  and  can  not  be  made  the  foundation  of  a  claim  against 
the  government  of  the  country  in  which  the  engagement  took 
place. 

Thornton,  umpire,  William  A.  Biggs  v.  Mexico,  No.  620,  convention  of  July 
4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  371. 

'^  The  umpire  considers  it  to  be  sufficiently 
Baker's  Case,  proved  that  cattle,  horses,  mules,  wagons,  fod- 
der, and  other  stores  were  taken  by  forces  be- 
longing to  the  Mexican  army  for  their  use,  and  that  on  two 
occasions  at  least,  when  the  number  of  troops  was  considera- 
ble, they  were  accompanied  by  officers  with  whom  the  claimant 
remoustratt  d  against  the  seizure  of  his  property,  and  one  of 
whom,  Colonel  Martinez,  is  named.  On  some  other  occasions 
it  is  probable  that  stray  bands  of  soldiers  without  officers  and 
perhaps  of  common  marauders  committed  robberies;  and  some 
of  the  destruction  and  loSvses  complained  of  must  be  attributed 
to  the  necessities  and  accidents  of  the  state  of  war  which  ex- 
isted.   But  for  those  articles  which  the  troops  really  took  for 
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the  Qse  of  the  Mexican  army,  and  which  were  so  used,  the  um- 
pire thinks  that  the  Mexican  Government  is  bound  to  compen- 
sate the  claimant." 

Thornton^  umpire,  Thoma9  C.  Bakery.  Mexico,  No.  696,  MS.  Op.  VI.  395. 
<^  The  second  claim  in  this  order  is  founded 

Binmaniaon's  Case,  on  damage  done  to  home  property  belonging 
to  the  claimant  or  his  wife  by  Mexican  troops 
under  General  Porflrio  Diaz,  who,  in  laying  siege  to  the  city  of 
Puebla,  broke  through  the  walls,  tore  up  the  pavements,  and 
otherwise  damaged  claimant's  house.  The  city  was  held  by  a 
foreign  enemy  and  was  besieged  by  native  troops.  Under 
these  circumstances  and  during  the  actual  carrying  on  of  hos- 
tilities the  umpire  does  not  consider  that  the  property  of  a 
foreigner  residing  in  the  besieged  city,  more  particularly  when 
that  is  real  property,  can  be  looked  upon  as  more  sacred  than 
that  of  natives.  It  is  not  shown  nor  has  the  umpire  any  rea- 
son to  believe  that  any  indemnity  was  granted  to  native  Mexi- 
cans on  account  of  similar  damages;  neither  can  the  Mexican 
Government  be  expected  to  compensate  foreigners  for  damages 
done  to  their  real  property  by  reason  of  actual  hostilities  for 
the  purpose  of  delivering  the  country  from  a  foreign  enemy. 
Those  who  prefer  to  take  up  their  residence  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try must  accept  the  disadvantages  of  that  country  with  its 
advantages,  whatever  they  may  be." 

Thornton,  umpire,  Adolph  lilumenkron  v.  Mexico,  Nob.  329  and  795,  con- 
vention of  July  4,  1868,  M8.  Op.  VII.  408. 

"  In  the  case  of  ^L.  J.  Dresch  v.  Mexieo^^lSo. 
Bieaeh's  Case.  ^5,  it  is  alleged  that  the  claimant  was  robbed 
of  a  rifle  and  revolver  and  of  a  sum  of  money 
by  a  military  force  under  the  command  of  General  Naranjo,  at 
Las  Piedras,  in  Mexico.  It  appears  to  the  umpire  that  the 
Mexican  Government  can  not  be  made  responsible  for  these 
losses,  because  they  arose  during  the  capture  of  a  town  from 
the  enemy  and  must  be  attributed  to  the  hazards  of  war;  be- 
cause it  is  not  proved  that  the  robbery  complained  of  was 
anything  more  than  an  act  of  pillage  by  uncontrollable  sol- 
diery, or  was  committed  with  tbe  counteuance  of  authorities  or 
officers.  The  circumstance  that  an  officer  attempted  to  cause 
the  restitution  of  the  property  is  no  proof  that  the  restitution 
was  possible,  or  that  the  culprits  were  not  punished,  or  would 
not  have  been  so  if  they  had  been  identitied.    The  umpire 
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therefore  feels  himself  obliged  to  award  that  the  above-men- 
tioued  claim  be  dismissed." 

Sir  Edward  Thornton,  umpire,  February  4,  1876,  convention  of  July  4, 
1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  379. 

^'  The  umpire  is  farther  of  opiiiion  that  the 
Cole's  Case.  damage  done  to  cotton  crops  by  cavalry  pass- 
ing over  them  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  scene 
of  hostilities  must  be  attributed  to  the  hazards  of  war,  and 
for  which  the  government  of  the  belligerent  can  not  be  held 
responsible.  A  certain  amount  of  wanton  mischief  is  fre- 
quently committed  by  soldiers,  especially  when  they  are  not 
liighly  disciplined,  and  this  may  have  been  the  case  in  the 
present  instance;  but  the  proportion  is  so  small  as  compared 
with  the  damage  done  by  large  bodies  of  troops  moving  over 
cultivated  lands,  and  it  is  so  difficult  to  distinguish  the  one 
from  the  other,  that  it  can  not  generally,  and  certainly  not  in 
the  present  instance,  be  taken  into  consideration." 

Thornton,  umpire,  July  15,  1876,  John  Cole  y.  Mexico,  No.  948,  oonventlon 
of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  497. 

"In  the  case  of  Aniceto  Btientello  v.  The 
BiienteU(/8  Case.  United  States,  Ko.  695,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion 
that  when  during  time  of  war  and  in  the 
enemy's  country  straggling  soldiers  and  marauders  go  about 
robbing  and  destroying  property  it  can  not  be  considered 
that  it  is  an  injury  done  by  the  authorities  of  the  country 
whose  troops  are  invading  an  enemy's  country.  In  this  case 
it  is  not  shown  that  any  officer  was  present  at  the  commis- 
sion of  any  of  the  ofiences  charged,  nor  to  what  regiment 
they  belonged,  nor  that  they  were  under  any  control  what- 
ever. During  war  and  in  the  enemy's  country  it  is  impos- 
sible to  maintain  perfect  discipline.  Such  losses  are  amongst 
the  misfortunes  and  hazards  of  war.  The  claimant  knew  that 
war  existed,  and  might  easily  have  withdrawn  his  property 
and  retired  into  his  own  country;  he  preferred  remaining  in 
Texas  and  running  the  risks  of  the  war  and  has  consequently 
little  to  complain  of.  The  umpire  therefore  awards  that  the 
above-mentioned  claim  be  dismissed." 

Thornton,  umpire  February  21, 1876,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op. 
VI.  318. 

A  claim  was  made  for  property  destroyed 

Xichei's  Case,     on  the  occasion  of  the  taking  by  the  Mexican 

forces  of  the  town  of  Guaymas,  when  held  by 

the  imperialists.    The  umpire  said  that  neither  the  claimant 
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nor  his  witnesses  pretended  that  they  saw  Mexican  soldiers 
destroying  or  sacking  the  property.  One  of  the  witnesses 
deposed  that  he  knew  that  claimant's  property  of  all  kinds 
was  taken  away  or  destroyed  and  nsed  by  the  Mexican 
soldiers  and  authorities.  There  was  no  proof  that  the  de- 
struction was  carried  oat  by  the  orders  of  Mexican  authorities 
or  even  in  the  presence  of  an  officer,  and  under  these  circum- 
stances, and  as  the  occurrence  took  place  during  the  disorder 
and  tumult  which  accompanied  the  assault  and  capture  of  the 
town  occupied  by  the  enemy,  the  umpire  disallowed  the  claim. 

Thornton,  nmpire,  Joseph  F.  Michel  v.  MexicOj  No.  547,  convention  of  Jnly 
4,186S,MS.Op.IV.45. 

"  In  the  case  of  Leopold  Schlinger  v.  Mexico^ 
Sehliagei'g  Cftse.  No.  57G,  the  umpire  believes  from  the  evidence 
that  the  claimant  really  possessed  a  respect 
able  store  in  Matamoras,  and  that  this  store  was  plnndersd 
during  the  attack  made  by  Carvajal  upon  that  city  in  1861; 
but  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  Carvajal  was  a  Mexican  authority, 
or  that  he  was  not  even  fighting  at  the  time  against  the  con- 
stituted authorities  of  the  republic.  Neither  is  it  proved  by 
whom  the  robbery  was  committed — whether  by  troops  under 
his  orders  and  control,  whether  any  officer  was  present  at  the 
time  and  authorized  the  seizure  of  the  goods,  or  whether  the 
plundering  was  done  by  common  robbers.  Even  if  the  got>ds 
of  the  claimant  were  carried  off  by  Carvajal's  troops,  he 
being  considered  a  Mexican  authority  and  having  therefore 
the  right  and  even  the  obligation  to  attack  the  city,  the  losses 
can  hardly  be  looked  upon  otherwise  than  as  one  of  the  inevi- 
table hazards  of  war.  The  umpire  is  not  justified  in  holding 
the  Mexican  Government  resi)onsible  for  losses  suffered  under 
such  circumstances,  and  therefore  awards  that  the  above-men- 
tioned claim  be  dismissed." 

Thornton,  ninpire,  November  25, 1875,  Leopold  Schlinger  v.  Mexico^  No.  576, 
MS.  Op.  VII.  595. 

"It  is  alleged  that  property  belonging  to 
Weil'fCase.  the  claimant  and  existing  in  a  house  belong- 
ing to  him  in  Tehuantepec  was  plundered 
and  carried  off  by  Mexican  troops  on  the  7th  of  January 
1867,  when  that  town  was  subjected  to  a  general  sack.  The 
evidence  is  most  conflicting  and  even  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  for  the  claimant  is  contradictory,  both  as  to  the  ex- 
istence of  the  property  and  as  to  the  time  at  which  it  is  said 
to  have  been  robbed.    •    •    •     But  even  if  it  [the  property] 
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did  exist,  there  is  no  proof  whatever  by  whom  the  property 
was  robbed,  whether  by  commou  plunderers  availing  them- 
selves of  the  commotion  arising  out  of  the  war,  or  by  soldiers, 
and  if  by  the  latter  whether  the  plundering  was  done  by  the 
direction  and  under  the  control  of  officers.  It  would  rather 
appear,  however,  that  the  officers  had  lost  all  control  over 
their  men  and  that  the  sacking  of  the  town  was  general,  natives 
suffering  equally  with  foreigners;  nor  is  it  shown  that  the 
former  were  ever  compensated  for  such  losses.  In  such  cases 
the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  these  losses  are  the  unhappy 
consequences  of  a  state  of  war,  for  which  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment can  not  be  made  responsible." 

ThomtoD;  nmpire,  Leiois  Weil  v.  MexicOy  No.  792,  convention  of  July  4, 
1868. 

<^The  claimant  resided  in  Huamantla,  in  the 
Antrey'B  Case.  State  of  Tlaxcala,  Mexico.  The  town  was 
attacked  by  the  constitutional  forces  of  the 
government.  During  or  immediately  after  the  attack,  the  town 
was  pillaged  by  the  troops  and  a  number  of  houses  werc^ 
sacked,  amongst  which  was  that  in  which  the  claimant  live<-. 
But  there  is  no  proof  whatever  that  the  sacking  of  the  town 
was  done  by  the  order  of  or  was  even  countenanced  by  thi* 
commander  of  the  forces.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  stated  in 
the  defensive  evidence,  and  the  statement  is  not  refuted  by 
the  claimant,  that  the  general  in  command  endeavored  to  pre- 
vent the  pillage 5  nor  is  there  any  proof  whatever  that  any 
officer  was  present  when  the  claimant's  home  was  sacked, 
and  it  can  only  be  inferred  that  the  acts  complained  of  were 
committed  by  uncontrollable  soldiery,  from  whose  violence 
the  natives  suffered  as  much  as  the  claimant.  In  cases  of  this 
nature  the  umpire  considers  that  the  Mexican  Government 
can  not  be  called  upon  to  grant  compensation." 

Thornton,  umpire,  August  15,  1875,  A.  P.  J,  Jntrey  v.  Mexico,  No.  171, 
convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  393. 

In  the  case  of  Aaron  Brooks  v.  Mexico^  No. 
^*^^JJ^^^^-  201  (MS.  Op.  II.  L'OO),  Mr.  Wadsworth,  the 
United  States  commissioner,  maintained  that 
the  claimant  should  have  an  award  for  the  losses  sustained  by 
the  appropriation  of  his  property  by  the  troops  of  Corona,  and 
for  the  wanton  and  unnecessary  destruction  of  growing  crops. 
"I  do  not  know  anything  more  criminal  or  more  stupid,''  de- 
clared Mr.  Wadsworth,  "than  the  wanton  destruction  of  the 
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labors  of  the  farmer  by  the  military  who  possess  the  district 
where  he  resides.  This  policy  can  only  be  tolerated  when  it 
becomes  necessary  to  lay  waste  a  territory  in  order  to  teach  an 
enemy  to  respect  the  rights  of  peaceful,  nnarmed  populations, 
or  to  embarrass  his  retreat,  or  pursuit,  or  advance.''  Mr.  Wads- 
worth  thought  that  the  claimant  should  receive  an  award  for 
$7,000. 
The  umpire,  Dr.  Lieber,  awarded  him  $4,000. 

In  the  case  of  Oeo.  Pen  Johnston  v.  Mexico^ 
lohiiftoii's  Cm6.    No.  357,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  June  27,  1874, 
held: 

"With  regard  to  the  damage  alleged  to  have  been  done  to 
the  crops  of  cotton,  barley,  and  oats  by  General  Corona's 
forces  in  the  spring  of  1866,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  some 
damage  was  done,  but  not  to  the  extent  of  the  claim  made,  which 
seems  to  him  to  be  exaggerated  to  a  great  degree;  that  as  the 
defendants  have  not  proved  that  the  requirements  of  war  ren- 
dered that  damage  necessary,  it  must  therefore  be  considered 
to  have  been  unnecessary;  and  that  therefore  the  claimants 
are,  on  account  of  that  damage,  entitled  to  compensation." 

•^In  the  case  of  Alfred  Jeannotat  v.  Mexico^ 
Jeumotat's  Gate.  No.  804,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion,  •  •  • 
after  a  careful  examination  of  the  voluminous 
testimony  offered  on  both  sides,  that  the  plundering  and 
destruction  of  the  property  of  the  claimant,  of  which  he 
complains,  must  be  classed  amongst  claims  arising  from  in- 
juiies  to  i)ersons  or  property  by  authorities  of  the  Mexican 
Bepublic.  It  is  clear  that  General  Diaz  Salgado  was  one  of 
the  supporters  of  the  revolution  under  the  Plan  of  Ayutla, 
which  revolution  led  to  the  establishment  of  the  Liberal  Gov- 
ernment of  that  republic;  indeed,  it  may  certainly  be  said  that 
on  the  22nd  of  August  1855  that  government  was  the  *  de  facto ' 
government  of  the  republic,  as  it  afterwards  became  so  *  dejurCj 
and  General  Salgado  was  an  officer  of  that  government.  It 
was  a  force  detached  from  the  army  under  that  general,  which, 
accompanied  and  commanded  by  officers,  entered  the  Mineral 
de  la  Luz,  released  the  convicts  from  the  prison^  and  in  con- 
cert with  them  sacked  the  town,  including  the  store  of  the 
claimant.  The  umpire  acquiesces  in  the  opinion  that  there 
have  been  in  the  history  of  nations  revolutions  which  have 
been  of  the  greatest  value  by  contributing  to  the  establish- 
ment of  liberty,  and  that  these  revolutions  are  frequently 
accompanied  by  unavoidable  evils;  for  such  evils  a  govern- 


3674        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

ment  founded  upon  a  revolution  of  that  nature  can  hardly  be 
held  responsible;  but  wheie,  as  in  the  sacking  of  the  Mineral 
de  la  Luz,  the  mischief  is  unnecessary  and  wanton,  the  re- 
sponsibility must  be  accepted.  It  has  been  alleged  that  in  the 
above-mentioned  instance  the  sacking  was  done  by  the  released 
prisoners,  and  by  a  mob  belonging  to  the  population  of  the 
town ;  but,  if  it  were  so,  it  was  the  military  force  commanded 
by  officers  who  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  convicts  and  incited 
the  mob  to  assist  them  in  their  acts  of  violence  and  plunder. 
It  does  not  appear  that  without  the  arrival  of  the  military 
force,  which  ought  to  have  protected  the  peaceable  inhabitants 
of  the  town,  there  would  have  been  any  inclination  to  commit 
such  acts  of  violence.  The  umpire  is  therefore  of  opinion  that 
compensation  is  due  to  the  claimant  from  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment.'' 

Thornton,  umpire,  April  9,  1875,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  IV. 
627. 

Claimant's  cotton  and  com  were  destroyed 

Banington's  Case,  and  used  by  troops  under  the  command  of 
Colonel  Para  of  the  Mexican  Government. 
His  fences  were  torn  down  and  burnt,  and  other  property 
taken  and  destroyed  by  the  same  troops  under  the  same 
command.  The  umpire  said  that  there  seemed  to  have  been 
no  necessity  for  this  destruction  of  property,  since  there  was 
no  proof  that  it  was  done  in  the  presence  of  the  enemy,  who 
at  that  time  did  not  seem  to  have  been  near.  For  prop- 
erty destroyed  in  this  way,  even  though  it  was  destroyed  to 
prevent  its  falling  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  as  well  as  for 
forage  taken  and  used  by  the  troops,  the  umpire  held  that  the 
claimant  was  entitled  to  an  award. 

Thornton,  umpire,  Alexander  B.  Barrington  v.  Meocico,  No.  365,  conven- 
tion of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  425 

"  The  claim  embraces  two  different  causes  of 
Wilson's  Cftfe.      com  plaint. 

"  The  first  is  to  obtain  compensation  for  the 
occupation  of  a  cattle  farm  in  the  jurisdiction  of  San  Juan  de 
los  liemedios,  from  March  1870  until  October  1872,by  the  Span- 
ish authorities  as  a  place  of  refuge  for  200  to  250  loyal  Span- 
iards, and  for  devastation  on  the  place  during  this  occnpation. 
"The  second  is  a  claim  for  other  damages  arising  out  of  the 
invasion  and  destruction  of  liis  property,  posterior  to  the  occu- 
pation referred  to  in  the  foregoing  paragraph,  in  consequence 
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of  armed  conflicts  between  the  Spanish  troops  and  the  Cnban 
iiisnrgents.    The  amount  claimed  is  in  all  $30,000. 

^^  With  regard  to  the  first  claim,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that 
the  farm  was  occupied  by  Spain  for  military  use  witliout  the 
owner's  consent,  express  or  implied;  that  it  was  situated  in  a 
district  permanently  occupied  by  the  Spanish  forces;  that  it  is 
usual  in  such  cases  to  give  compensation ;  but  that  in  the  ]>res- 
ent  case,  for  reasons  already  stated,^  no  claim  can  be  admitted 
on  account  of  the  use,  and  that  the  only  remaining  point  to 
be  decided  is,  whether  any  compensation  is  due  for  proi>erty 
destroyed.    •    •    • 

"In  the  opinion  of  the  umpire  the  de8tru<rtion  of  property 
which  took  place  was  the  result  of  use,  accident,  and  the  like, 
and  in  consequence  no  indemnity  can  be  allowed  in  this  c  ase. 

"  With  regard  to  the  second  claim  the  umpire  is  of  opinion 
that  the  injuries  complained  of  were  the  result  of  military 
operations  in  time  of  war,  sind  for  such  injuries  no  indem- 
nity can  be  claimed  on  the  ground  of  international  law.  For 
these  reasons  the  umpire  hereby  decides  that  both  claims  be 
dismissed.'' 

Count  Lewenhaupt,  umpire,  caae  of  Joseph  O.  WiUon^  No.  121,  Span. 
Com.  (1871),  November  12,  1881. 

In  the  case  of  Charles  Cleworth  v.  The  United 
aeworth'8  Ca»e  States^  No.  48,  a  claim  was  made,  among  other 
things,  for  the  value  of  a  house  destroyed  in 
Vicksbnrg  by  shells  thrown  into  the  city  by  the  United  States 
forces  during  the  bombardment.  The  commissioners  said: 
"The  United  States  can  not  be  liable  for  any  injury  caused 
by  the  shells  thrown  in  the  attacks  upon  Vicksburg." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com.,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  HowarcVs  Report,  22. 
See  also  Hale's  Report,  49.  The  same  principle  was  applied  in  the  case  of 
James  Tongue  v.  The  United  States,  No.  49,  to  a  claim  for  property  destroyed 
"by  the  bombardment,  sacking,  and  pillage  of  Fredericksburg  on  the  llth^ 
12thy  and  13th  days  of  December  1862.'' 

"Several  claims  were  brought  for  property 
Bnxnixig  of  Columbia,  alleged  to  have  been  destroyed  by  the  burn- 
ing of  Columbia,  on  the  allegation  that  tliat 
city  was  wantonly  iired  by  the  army  of  General  Sherman, either 
under  his  orders  or  with  his  consent  and  permission.     A  large 

^  Viz,  the  concealment  by  the  claimant,  up  to  1876,  of  his  aUeged  American 
nationality. 


3676  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

amoaiit  of  testimony  was  taken  upon  this  subject,  including 
that  of  General  Hampton  and  other  Confederate  officers  on 
the  part  of  the  claimants,  and  of  Generals  Sherman,  Logan, 
Howard,  Woods,  and  other  Federal  officers  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States.  The  claims  were  all  disallowed,  all  the  com- 
missioners agreeing. 

^^  I  am  advised  that  the  commissioners  were  unanimous  in 
the  conclusion  that  the  conflagration  which  destroyed  Columbia 
was  not  to  bo  ascribed  to  either  the  intention  or  default  of 
either  the  Federal  or  Confederate  officers.  The  commission  did 
not  pass  on  the  question  whether  in  case  the  city  had  been 
burned  by  the  order  or  permission  of  the  commanding  officer 
any  liability  for  resulting  losses  would  have  existed  against 
the  United  States." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claima  Cora.,  Treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Hale's  Report,  50.  See 
also  Howard'8  Report,  49,  52,  409,  413,  425,  429,  433,  448. 

Howard  gives  the  following  report  of  the  case  of  Brown  and  Sharp  (Re- 
port 52)  in  regard  to  the  burning  of  Columbia: 

'*  General  Sherman,  of  the  United  States  army,  appeared  before  the  city 
of  Columbia  on  the  16th  of  February,  1865.  Gen.  Wade  Hampton,  of 
the  Confederate  army,  evacuated  the  town  and  retreated  with  hid  forces. 
The  mayor  of  the  city  surrendered  the  same  to  General  Stone.  United 
States  army,  on  the  morning  of  the  17th  of  February.  General  Stone 
entered  the  city  at  9  o'clock  of  the  same  day,  and  Generals  Sherman  and 
Howard  did  likewise  a  few  hours  later.  On  the  same  night  fires  broke 
out  in  various  parts  of  the  city,  which  consumed  the  property  in  question. 

'*  The  defense  held— 

**  1.  That  had  the  city  been  burned  by  the  express  order  of  General 
Sherman  it  would  have  been  a  legal  act  of  war,  as  the  town  had  been  de 
fended  by  Gen.  Wade  Hampton,  bridges  destroyed,  and  the  United  States 
camp  shelled. 

'•  2.  That  Columbia  was  not  burned  by  either  General  Sherman  or  any 
of  his  officers. 

"3.  That  it  was  burned  by  the  Confederates,  by  their  haying  set  fire  to 
the  bridge  on  the  Congaree  River,  the  railway  depot,  and  to  cotton  which 
they  had  piled  in  the  streets  for  the  purpose  of  being  burned. 

''4.  That  some  acts  of  pillage  may  have  been  committed  by  lawless  or 
straggling  soldiers,  but  that  the  United  States  generals  did  everything  in 
their  power  to  save  the  city  and  repress  disorder  after  the  fire  had  broken 
out. 

"  The  claimant's  counsel  held — 

''1.  That  although  it  had  to  be  admitted  that  the  bridge  and  depot  had 
been  fired  by  the  Confederates,  yet  that  said  fires  had  been  extinguished 
before  the  general  conflagration  took  place. 

"  2.  That  there  was  no  cotton  burning  in  the  streets  when  the  United 
States  army  entered  the  town. 

''3.  That  the  shelling  of  the  United  States  camp  occurred  at  a  place 
called  Granby,  several  miles  distant  from  Columbia.  ■ 
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"4.  That  although  it  conld  not  be  shown  that  any  expresH  order  of 
General  Sherman  had  existed  for  the  burning  and  sacking  of  Colombia, 
yet  the  following  facts  had  been  proven : 

"  (a)  That  it  was  done  with  his  consent  and  connivance,  and  that  it 
was  his  intention  to  do  so. 

*'  (6)  That  he  had  expressed  snch  a  threat. 

"  (c)  That  bis  men  were  aware  of  his  hostile  feeling  toward  the  city. 

''  (d)  That  they  were  allowed  to  commit  acts  of  pillage  in  his  presence, 
and  in  that  of  his  officers,  during  the  whole  of  the  17th  of  Febmary,  and 
previous  to  the  fire. 

**{e)  That  he  took  no  bona  fide  steps  to  prevent  the  conflagration  until 
it  was  too  late. 

"  (/)  That  rockets  had  been  sent  up  as  a  nignal  for  the  commencement 
of  the  burning. 

''  (g)  That  the  United  States  soldiers  were  seen  setting  fire  to  buildings 
and  sacking  houses. 

"5.  That,  as  it  had  been  admitted  by  General  Sherman  that  he  had  per- 
fect control  over  his  troopn,  the  United  States  were  liable  for  the  homing 
and  sacking  of  Columbia,  and  ought  to  make  compensation  for  the  losses 
sustained  by  British  subjects. 

''The  brief  of  the  United  8tat«'s  agent  \p  the  case  of  Brown  and  Sharp, 
already  alluded  to,  gives  a  list  of  all  the  claimants  interested  in  thiH 
question,  as  also  the  character  of  their  claims;  and  the  briefs  of  the 
claimant's  counsel,  in  the  case  of  Sarah  Watts  (No.  249)  r.  The  United 
States  (which  will  be  found  in  the  Appendix,  Papers  Nos.41  and  42),  give 
sufficient  of  the  evidence  on  which  the  prosecution  relied. 

"With  the  exception  of  the  cases  of  1).  .Jacobs,  who  got  an  award  of 
20,000  dollars  for  some  tobacco,  which  it  was  proven  was  taken  away  in 
United  States  army  wagons,  and  that  of  J.  Deigben,  who  received  an 
award  of  1,510  dollars  for  a  horse  and  buggy  seized  under  a  general  order 
of  General  Sherman,  all  the  claims  arising  out  of  the  burning,  etc.,  of 
Columbia  were  disallowed  by  the  three  commissioners. 

''The  decision  must  have  been  given  on  one  of  the  following  grounds: 

"  Either  Columbia  was  burned  by  the  Confederates  or  it  was  burned 
by  the  unauthorized  acts  of  the  United  States  troops. 

"A  oarefnl  review  of  the  evidence  points  to  the  latter  ground  as  the 
most  likely  one  adopted  by  the  commissioners.'' 

"Claims  were  made  'for  property  inciden- 
"^^ZJ^^tI^^^^^^  involved  in  the  destruction  of  public 
^rty  stores,  works,  and  means  of  transportation  of 

the  enemy,'  as  in  the  cases  of  John  K.  Byrne, 
No.  200;  Charles  Black,  No.  128,  and  A.  K.  McMillan,  No.  250. 
Also,  lor  timber  felled  in  front  of  forts  and  batteries  to  give 
clear  range  for  the  guns  and  deprive  the  enemy  of  cover,  as  in 
the  cases  of  Trook,  administrator.  No.  58,  and  of  William  B. 
Booth,  No.  143.  For  property  alleged  to  have  been  wantonly 
and  without  provocation  or  military  necessity  destroyed  or 
injured  in  the  enemy's  country,  as  in  the  cases  of  Anthony 
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Barclay,  No.  5;  Godfrey  Barnsley,  No.  162,  and  in  the  Oolambia 
cases. 

<<  In  these  claims  for  destruction  of  property,  it  may  be  stated 
generally  that,  with  very  few  exceptions,  and  those  mostly  in- 
significant, no  awards  were  made  against  the  United  States. 

^^  The  claims  for  injuries  by  bombardment,  the  passage  of 
armies,  the  cutting  of  timber  to  clear  away  obstructions,  the 
erection  of  fortifications,  etc.,  in  the  enemy's  country,  were  all 
disallowed  by  the  unanimous  voice  of  the  commissioners. 

<<The  same  may  be  said  of  the  incidental  destruction  of  inno- 
cent property  involved  in  the  destruction  of  public  stores  and 
works  of  the  enemy. 

''  In  several  cases  there  were  allegations  of  the  wanton  de- 
struction of  property  by  United  States  troops,  and  in  some  iiases 
satisfactory  proof  was  made  of  the  fact  of  such  destruction  by 
soldiers  without  command  or  authority  of  their  commanding 
officers,  and  in  defiance  of  orders. 

"  In  the  case  of  Anthony  Barclay,  No.  5,  allegations  were 
made  of  wanton  destruction  of  property,  including  valuable 
furniture,  china,  pictures,  and  other  works  of  art,  books,  &e. 
The  proof  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  injuries  alleged 
were  committed  by  soldiers  or  not;  but  if  committed  by  soldiers, 
it  was  plainly  not  only  without  authority,  but  in  direct  violation 
of  the  orders  of  General  Sherman .  In  the  award  made  in  favor 
of  Mr.  Barclay,  I  am  advised  that  nothing  was  included  for 
property  alleged  to  have  been  destroyed.    •    •    • 

"  The  claim  of  Henry  E.  and  Alfred  Cox,  No.  229,  was  for  a 
sawmill  and  its  motive  power,  machinery,  etc.,  destroyed  by 
raiding  parties  from  General  Sherman^s  army,  near  Meridian, 
Miss.,  in  February  1864.  The  expedition  by  which  the  mill  was 
destroyed  was  sent  out  by  General  Sherman  for  the  express 
purpose  of  destroying  the  Confederate  mills,  supplies,  railroads, 
and  means  of  transportation. 

"The  proofs  showed  that  the  sawmill  in  question  had  been 
actually  employed  in  the  sawing  of  railroad  ties  for  the  Con- 
federate government,  and  was  available  for  this  and  similar 
purposes. 

"  On  the  part  of  the  defense  it  was  claimed  that  the  destruc- 
tion was  a  lawful  act  of  war. 

"  The  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 

"The  case  of  William  Smythe,  No.  333,  was  a  claim  for  an 
iron  and  brass  foundry,  machine  shop,  and  machinery,  fixtures, 
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sapplies,  etc,  for  same,  destroyed  by  General  Sherman  in  At- 
lanta, after  the  capture  of  that  city,  and  before  his  advance 
npon  Savannah.  The  establishment  had  been  employed  in 
the  mannfactnre  of  shot,  shell,  and  other  military  supplies  for 
the  Confederate  government. 

*^  The  claim  was  unanimonsly  disallowed. 

<<  The  case  of  James  and  Richard  Martin,  Ko.  434,  was  a  claim 
for  the  valae  of  the  British  ship  Yorky  which,  in  January  1862, 
on  a  voyage  in  ballast  from  Valencia,  Spain,  to  Lewistown, 
Delaware,  was  alleged  to  have  been  driven  ashore  on  the  coast 
of  Korth  Carolina,  one  of  the  insurrectionary  States,  and  while 
there  stranded  to  have  been  destroyed  by  United  States  cruisers. 

^^The  proofs  satisfactorily  established  that  the  vessel  was 
actually  wrecked  without  intent  of  her  officers  and  while  on  a 
lawful  voyage.  An  officer  of  the  United  States  Navy,  believ- 
ing her  to  have  been  intentionally  beached  for  the  purpose  of 
running  in  her  cargo  for  the  use  of  the  enemy,  and  that  the 
cargo,  with  the  rigging  and  furniture  of  the  yessel,  was  actu- 
ally available  to  the  rebels,  boarded  and  burned  her. 

^^  The  commission  made  an  award  for  her  value  in  favor  of 
the  claimants,  in  which  all  joined. 

<<The  case  of  James  A.  Macaulay,  No.  260,  was  a  claim  for 
certain  cotton,  the  cargo  of  the  steamship  Blanche^  which  was 
alleged  to  have  sailed  from  the  port  of  Lavaca,  Texas,  in  June 
1862,  and  on  her  voyage  to  Havana  to  have  been  pursued  by 
the  United  States  war  vessel  Montgomery ^  commanded  by  Lien- 
tenant  Hunter,  to  have  run  aground  on  the  coast  of  the  island 
of  Cuba,  and  while  so  aground  to  have  been  boarded  by  the 
crew  of  the  Montgomeryj  set  on  fire,  and,  with  her  cargo,  totally 
destroyed. 

<^  The  case  was  unanimously  disallowed  for  lack  of  proof  of 
the  material  allegations  in  the  memorial." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Hale^s  Report,  50. 

^<  A  large  number  of  claims  was  brought  for 
Cotton  Claims,  cotton  destroyed  by  the  United  States  forces 
at  various  points  in  the  insurrectionary  States. 
Among  these  were  the  cases  of  Brown  and  Sharp,  No.  33; 
John  Cairns  &  Co.,  No.  39,  and  several  others,  for  cotton  de- 
stroyed at  Camden,  South  Carolina;  of  George  Collie^  No.  458; 
Christopher  Atkinson,  No.  380,  and  others,  at  Columbia,  South 
Carolina;  of  Samuel  Hall  Haddon,  No.  107,  in  Screven  County, 
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Georgia;  of  Alexander  Collie,  No.  376,  at  Oxford,  Georgia;  of 
A.  R.  McDonald,  No.  42;  John  C.  Forbes,  No.  300,  and  others, 
in  Arkansas  and  Louisiana;  and  various  other  claims  for  like 
alleged  destruction  at  diflereut  points. 

In  several  of  these  cases  the  proof  was  clear  and  undisputed 
that  the  cotton  was  destroyed  under  express  orders  of  the 
commanding  officers,  and  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  it  from 
falling  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  and  of  weakening  the  re- 
sources of  the  enemy.  In  other  cases  questions  of  fact  were  in 
dispute,  as  to  the  fact  of  destruction  by  the  United  States 
forces;  as  to  such  destruction,  if  committed,  being  by  order 
or  authority  of  any  competent  officer;  as  to  the  title  of  the 
claimants  to  the  cotton  alleged  to  have  been  destroyed ;  and 
as  to  whether  the  cotton,  when  destroyed,  was  within  the 
enemy's  country. 

'^  The  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  de- 
stroy cotton  of  private  owners  in  the  enemy's  country  was  dis- 
cussed by  the  counsel  of  the  United  States  in  his  arguments 
filed  in  the  cases  of  S.  H.  Haddon,  No.  107,  and  of  Brown  and 
Sharp,  No.  33;  and  to  some  extent  in  several  other- cases. 

'*  On  the  same  subject  arguments  were  filed  by  Her  Majesty's 
counsel  and  by  counsel  for  the  respective  claimants  in  the 
cases  of  S.  H.  Haddon,  No.  107;  Brown  and  Sharp,  No.  33; 
David  Jacobs,  No.  236;  Martha  M.  Oalderwood,No.360;  John 
W.  Carmalt,  No.  89;  Wood  &  Hey  worth,  No.  103;  James  Bor- 
ron,  No.  144,  and  in  some  other  cases. 

*'  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  maintained  that  a 
belligerent  migbt  lawfully  in  the  enemy's  country  destroy  any 
property,  public  or  private,  the  possession  or  control  of  which 
might  in  any  degree  contribute  to  sustain  the  enemy  and  in- 
crease his  ability  to  carry  on  the  war.  That  the  occasion  for 
such  destruction  and  its  extent  must  always  be  left  solely  to  the 
discretion  of  the  invading  belligerent,  who  is  of  necessity  the 
sole  judge  as  to  the  requirements  of  his  military  position,  and 
of  the  ne(!essity  or  propriety  of  the  destruction  of  property,  and 
of  the  extent  to  which  such  destruction  shall  be  carried.  That 
the  actual  ownership  of  such  property  within  the  enemy's 
country  by  the  subjects  of  a  neutral  power,  whether  domicile<l 
within  the  enemy's  country  or  not,  did  not  relieve  such  prop- 
erty from  its  liability  to  such  destruction.  That  cotton  in  the 
insurrectionary  States  was  peculiarly  and  eminently  a  legiti- 
mate subject  for  such  destruction,  from  its  relation  to  the 
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# 
enemy's  gOYerament,  as  the  great  staple  from  whicli  were  de- 
rived the  principal  means  of  that  government  for  the  carrying 
on  of  the  war,  which  was  the  principal  basis  of  its  credit,  the 
source  of  its  military  and  naval  supplies,  and  on  which  it  relied 
to  maintain  its  independent  existence  and  to  carry  on  the 
war  against  the  United  States.  That  the  control  of  this  staple 
as  to  production,  sale,  and  exportation,  had  been,  to  a  large  ex- 
tent, assumed  by  that  government.  That  by  the  laws,  military 
orders,  and  practice  of  the  Confederate  States  and  their  author- 
ities, the  destruction  of  cotton,  whenever  likely  to  fall  into  the 
hands  of  their  enemies,  was  enjoined  and  practiced,  and  that 
this  practice  of  the  Confederate  Government  and  its  officers  had 
received  the  express  and  formal  approval  of  the  British  Gov- 
ernment as  a  legitimate  practice  under  the  laws  of  war. 

"Proofs  were  made  in  the  case  of  Wood  and  Hey  worth.  No. 
103  (proofs  for  defense,  pp.  16,  20, 24, 37  to  47, 61  to  65),  of  the 
statutes  of  the  Confederate  (Tovernment  in  regard  to  their  con- 
trol of  this  staple,  and  in  regard  to  its  destruction  when  neces- 
sary to  prevent  its  falling  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy;  of  the 
practice  of  the  Confederate  Government  in  controlling  its  pro- 
duction, sale,  and  exportation;  of  the  acts  of  its  president  and 
other  executive  and  administrative  officers  in  this  regard,  and 
of  the  military  orders  and  practic>e  under  the  same  for  its  de- 
struction when  exposed  to  capture  by  the  enemy.  Other  proofs 
in  regard  to  this  practice  of  destruction  by  the  Confederates 
were  made  in  the  cases  of  James  Cumming,  No.  94;  A.  B. 
McDonald,  No.  42,  and  various  other  cases. 

"The  counsel  for  the  United  States,  in  his  arguments,  cited 
the  letter  from  Earl  Russell  to  Lord  Lyons  of  3l8t  May  1862, 
from  the  British  Blue  Book  relating  to  the  United  States,  1863, 
vol.  2,  p.  33,  in  which  his  lordship  said: 

"  ^  Mr.  Seward,  in  his  conversation  with  your  lordship,  re- 
ported in  your  dispatch  of  the  16th  instant,  appeared  to  attrib- 
ute blame  to  the  Confederates  for  destroying  cotton  and  tobacco 
in  places  which  they  evacuate  on  the  approach  of  the  Federal 
forces.  But  it  appears  to  be  unreasonable  to  make  this  a  mat- 
ter of  blame  to  them,  for  they  could  not  be  expected  to  leave 
such  articles  in  warehouses  to  become  prize  of  war,  and  to  be 
sold  for  the  profit  of  the  Federal  Government,  which  would 
apply  the  proceeds  to  the  purchase  of  arms  to  be  used  against 
the  South.' 

"He  cited  also  Vattel  (Am.  ed.  of  1861),  pp.  364  to  370,  §§  161 
to  173 5  the  case  of  Mrs.  Alexander's  Cotton  in  the  Supreme 
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Court  of  the  United  States  (2  Wall.  404,  420);  and  the  opinion 
of  Sir  Hugh  Cairns  and  Mr,  Reilly,  given  in  March  1865,  on 
the  application  of  the  Canadian  Government,  and  published  in 
the  <  Saint  Albans  liaid,'  compiled  by  L.  N.  Benjamin,  Montreal, 
1865,  page  479,  as  follows: 

*" Though  in  the  conduct  of  war  on  land  the  capture  by  the 
officers  and  soldiers  of  one  belligerent  of  the  private  property 
of  subjects  of  the  other  belligerent  is  not  often  in  ordinary 
crises  avowedly  practiced,  it  is  yet  legitimate.' 

"In  the  arguments  filed  by  Tier  Majesty's  counsel  in  the 
cases  of  Brown  and  Sharp,  No.  33,  and  Samuel  H.  Haddon, 
No,  107,  it  was  maintained  that,  by  the  modern  law  of  war  and 
the  practice  of  civilized  nations  under  it,  private  property  of 
noncombatauts  on  land  is  exempt  from  seizure,  confiscation,  or 
destruction,  and  that  this  principle  was  fully  recognized,  in 
theory  at  least,  by  the  United  States  in  the  exercise  of  their 
belligerent  rights  in  the  late  civil  war;  that  the  article  of  cot- 
ton, the  property  of  noncombatauts,  was  no  exception  to  this 
general  principle,  this  in  fact  having  constituted  the  great 
mass  of  the  property  the  proceeds  of  which  were  allowed  to  be 
recovered  in  the  Court  of  Claims;  that  as  to  noncombataut 
citizens  the  United  States  recognized  the  rule  of  the  exemp- 
tion of  their  private  property  from  capture  and  destruction ; 
and  that  as  to  neutral  aliens,  peaceably  residing  in  the  United 
States,  upon  the  faith  of  treaties  of  amity  and  commerce,  at 
least  an  equally  favorable  doctrine  must  be  applied ;  that  if,  in 
any  case,  the  capture  or  destruction  of  such  property  became 
a  military  necessity,  such  capture  or  destruction  was  accom- 
panied by  liability  to  compensation. 

"  Her  Majesty's  counsel  cited  the  case  of  the  United  States 
V.  Klein,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  (13  Wall. 
128);  also  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Harmony,  in  the  same  court 
(13  How.  115);  also  the  case  of  U.  S.  Grant  v.  United  States 
(1  C.  Cls.  41);  also  Brown  v.  United  States  (8  Crauch,  110); 
also  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  Part  IV,  c.  2,  pp.  586-626,  635n, 
640»;  Halleck,  p.  540,  §  12;  Calvo,  §§  434,  436,  443,  444,  450; 
Vattel,  pp.  368-9,  §  173. 

"All  the  claims  for  cotton  destroyed  in  the  enemy's  coun- 
try, with  a  single  exception  (that  of  A.  K.  McDonald,  No.  42), 
were  disallowed  by  the  unanimous  voice  of  the  commission- 
ers.   •    •    • 
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'^  In  the  case  of  A.  K.  McDonald,  l^os.  42 
MflDoDAid's  Gaie.  and  334,  the  commission  made  an  award  in 
favor  of  the  claimant,  Mr.  Commissioner 
Frazer  dissenting.  In  that  case  the  cotton  was  alleged  to 
have  been  purchased  by  the  claimant  principally  in  Ashley 
Goanty,  Arkansas,  under  permits  issued  by  the  proper  officers 
of  the  United  S':ates  Treasury,  under  the  statutes  regulating 
trade  in  the  insurrectionary  States,  and  the  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  made  pursuant  to  said  statutes,  and 
to  have  been  destroyed  in  the  same  region  by  United  States 
forces  under  the  command  of  General  Osbaud  in  February, 
1865.  These  statutes  and  regulations  only  authorized  trade  in 
the  insurrectionary  States  within  the  lines  of  military  occu- 
pancy of  the  United  States  forces;  and  it  was  contended  on 
the  part  of  the  claimants  that  the  issuing  of  such  permits  by 
the  Treasury  officers  was  controlling  evidence  that  the  region 
covered  by  the  permits,  and  within  which  the  cotton  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  purchased  and  destroyed,  was  actually 
within  the  military  lines  of  the  United  States. 

^^  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that  the 
evidence  conclasively  showed  that  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of 
the  permits  in  question,  and  of  the  alleged  purchases  under  the 
same,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  destruction,  the  re- 
gion where  the  cotton  was  situated  was  entirely  outside  the 
lines  of  military  occupancy  of  the  United  States,  and  within 
the  control,  civil  and  military,  of  the  Confederate  Government; 
that  the  permits  in  question  were  irregularly  and  unlawfully 
issued ;  that  they  gave  no  authority  to  the  claimant  to  purchase 
within  the  district  in  question ;  that  the  cotton  was  purchased, 
if  at  all,  within  the  enemy's  country,  and  under  collusive  ar- 
rangements between  the  claimant  and  the  Confederate  cotton 
bureau ;  that  the  permits,  even  if  valid  when  issued,  afforded  no 
protection  to  the  cotton  when  actually  within  the  enemy's 
lines  at  the  time  of  its  destruction;  that  the  claimant,  by  his 
unlawful  dealings  with  the  enemy,  had  forfeited  any  possible 
right  which  he  might  have  had  under  his  alleged  permits,  and 
that  the  claim  was,  to  a  large  extent,  fraudulent,  both  as  to  the 
alleged  purchase  and  destruction. 

<^  The  entire  claim  of  this  claimant  amounted,  including  inter- 
est, to  over  $3,000,000.    The  award  was  for  the  sum  $197,190, 
including  interest.    I  am  advised  that,  in  the  making  of  this 
6627— VOL.  4 ^29 
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award,  the  majojity  of  the  commission  did  not  intend  to  depart 
from  the  principle  held  by  them  in  the  other  claims  for  cotton 
destroyed,  bnt  that  they  regarded  the  permits  as  controlling 
evidence  that  the  region  where  the  cotton  was  situated  was 
within  the  lines  of  Federal  occupancy." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com.,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Hale's  Report,  52.  See, 
also,  Howard's  Report,  49, 55, 409, 413,  425, 429,  433, 448. 

'•  The  claimant  alleged  and  brought  evidence 
Property    destroyed  f^  prove  that  he  was,  in  May,  1862,  a  resident 

or  piUaged:  -  ^^  Richmond,  Virginia,  and  owned  jointly  with 
his  brother,  James  Turner,  a  landed  estate  in 
the  county  of  New  Kent,  Virginia. 

"  That  during  that  month  the  United  States  forces,  under 
command  of  General  McClellan,  then  marching  against  llich- 
mond,  seized  the  property  of  the  claimant  and  his  brother,  and 
occupied  the  dwelling  and  other  houses  upon  the  estate  as  a 
hospital  for  a  period  of  seven  weeks,  during  which  time  stores 
of  medicines  and  other  supplies  had  accumulated  on  the 
premises. 

**0n  the  retreat  of  General  McOlellan's  army,  it  being 
deemed  impossible  to  save  the  valuable  stores  so  accumulated, 
to  prevent  their  falling  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy  the  resi- 
dence and  other  houses  were  fired  and  burned  to  the  ground. 

"  Htf  also  alleged  that  wood  had  been  cut  on  his  property 
for  the  use  of  the  Army  in  the  construction  of  military  roads, 
etc.,  to  the  value  of  $300.  He  alleged  the  entire  damage  to 
have  been  $7,600,  for  one-half  of  which  only  he  claimed  to  be 
allowed,  his  brother,  the  joint  owner  of  the  property  with  him, 
being  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

"  The  United  States  agent  demurred  to  said  claim  on  the 
following  grounds : 

"1.  That  the  claimant  was  a  resident  within  the  enemy's 
country,  and  within  the  theater  of  actual  war. 

"2.  That  the  alleged  injuries  to  his  property  were  the  ordi- 
nary casualties  of  war,  and  that  the  United  States  was  not 
responsible  for  such  injuries. 

»« Her  Majesty's  counsel  submitted  that  this  demurrer  should 
be  overruled  on  the  following  grounds: 

"1.  That  if  the  facts  of  the  case  were  proved  the  United 
States  were  under  ubligations  to  make  compensation. 

"2.  That  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  have  his  case  deter- 
mined upon  its  facts  and  merits. 

"  The  commissioners  overruled  the  demurrer.    •    •     » 
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^^When  the  case  came  up  ou  its  merits  tbe  United .  States 
agent  held  that  the  claim  should  be  disallowed  ou  the  grounds 
already  enumerated  in  his  demurrer,  as  also  for  the  following 
additional  reasons: 

'<  1.  That  the  proofs  showed  that  the  claimant  had  been  em- 
ployed by  the  Confederate  Government  as  a  foreman  of  the 
Tredegar  Iron  Works,  where  arms  were  manufactured  for  the 
Confederacy,  and  therefore  had  not  been  neutral. 

'^  2.  That  the  destruction,  &c.,  was  a  lawful  act  of  war  in  an 
enemy's  country,  for  which  no  compensation  was  due. 

'<3.  That  the  claimant  was  not  entitled  to  any  other  reme- 
dies than  are  oli'ered  to  loyal  citizens  of  the  United  States  re- 
siding where  he  did,  and  that  said  citizens  had  no  remedy  for 
such  losses. 

"Her  Majesty's  counsel  held: 

"  1.  That  this  case  was  precisely  within  the  principles  settled 
by  the  United  States  Court  of  Claims  in  the  case  of  W.  S. 
Grant  v.  The  United  States  (Court  of  Claims  Report,  Vol.  I. 
p.  41.)  The  said  judgment  was  expressly  founded  as  well  upon 
the  principles  of  the  public  law  as  upon  that  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  private  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation. 

"The  destruction  of  Grant's  property  to  prevent  its  falling 
into  the  hands  of  the  enemy  was  held  to  be  a  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  use. 

"2.  That  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  an  award  of  3,800 
dollars  currency,  with  interest,  from  June  18()2. 

"The  three  commissioners  signed  an  award  of  3,056  dollars 
gold  in  favor  of  the  claimant.'^ 

John  Turner  v.  The  United  States,  No.  44,  Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com.,  treaty 
of  May  8,  1871,  HowarcVs  Ueport,  27,  345.     Hale  (Report,  55)  says: 

"An  award  waPB  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  in  which  1  am  advised 
that  the  m^orlty  of  the  commission  included  an  allowance  in  respect  of 
the  destruction  of  the  house  in  iiuestion.  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  joined 
in  the  award;  bat  in  his  computation  of  amount  included  nothing  for  the 
house.  In  no  other  case  was  any  award  made  for  the  mere  destr action  of 
buildings  within  the  insurrectionary  territory  uot  permaiteutly  reclaimed 
to  tbe  possession  of  the  United  States;  and  this  award  was  therefore  an 
exceptional  one  and  not  within  the  principle  by  which  the  commiHsion 
was  governed  in  other  cases. 

«  The  cases  of  A.  R.  McDonald,  Nos.  42  and  334 ;  of  John  Turner,  No.  44, 
and  of  J.  &>  R.  Martin,  No.  434,  were  the  only  cases  in  which  awards  were 
wade  for  the  mere  destruction  of  property  within  the  insurrectionary 
States.'' 
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<^  Thomas  Sterling,  a  native  of  Scotland,  al- 

Bterling'B  Case,  leged  and  filed  affidavits  and  correspondence 
to  prove — 

"  1.  That  he  emigrated  to  the  United  States  in  1833. 

^^2.  That  he  remained  on  his  farm  in  King  and  Queen 
County,  near  Richmond,  Virginia,  during  the  whole  war. 

"3.  That  the  wagon  train  of  General  Grant's  army  en- 
camped on  said  farm  in  April  1864. 

^^4.  That  the  soldiers  of  said  train  remained  in  said  camp 
for  one  week,  having  been  delayed  in  crossing  the  river  at 
this  point,  and  that  while  so  encamped  they  destroyed  all  his 
growing  crops,  as  also  everything  he  possessed,  the  value  of 
said  property  being  estimated  by  him  at  6,270  dollars. 

^^  By  the  documents  filed  with  the  memorial  it  was  shown — 

<<  1.  That  the  claimant  had  sent  this  claim  to  Her  Majesty's 
minister  at  Washington  in  December  1865  for  presentation  to 
the  United  States  Government. 

*'2.  That  on  receipt  of  the  same'  by  the  United  States 
authorities  the  Secretary  of  War  detailed  Captain  Remington, 
of  the  United  States  Army,  to  investigate  said  claim,  and  that 
on  the  17th  of  February  1866  the  above  officer  represented  that 
the  facts  of  the  ease  were  as  alleged  by  the  claimant,  but 
that  the  value  of  the  property  destroyed  had  been  overesti- 
mated, and  that  his  losses  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  3,865 
dollars. 

'^  3.  That  after  the  above  report  had  been  made  the  Judge- 
Advocate-General  wrote  an  opinion  on  the  17th  of  April  1866, 
to  the  effect:  ^That  the  War  Department  had  uniformly  de- 
clined to  entertain  claims,  even  when  presented  by  loyal  citi- 
zens, for  spoliations  or  depredations  committed  by  the  armies 
operating  in  the  rebellious  States  during  the  war;  that  this 
rule  must  be  strictly  adhered  to  until'  the  sovereign  power  of 
the  country  should  by  express  law  ordain  distinctly  the  treat- 
ment which  this  class  of  demands  should  receive  and  that 
aliens  had  no  right  to  complain  if  they  were  treated  in  the 
same  manner  as  United  States  citizens.' 

"4.  That  this  opinion  was  sent  by  the  United  States  Secre- 
tary of  State  to  Her  Majesty's  minister  on  the  7th  of  June 
1866. 

"Her  Majesty's  counsel  argued: 

"1.  That  the  United  States,  through  their  officers,  had  ad- 
mitted the  correctness  of  the  claim. 
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"2.  That  tbejsovereign  power  of  the  country  had  recognized 
the  obligation  of  such  claims  and  had  providetl  a  remedy  by 
the  Southern  Claims  Commission,  so  far  as  loyal  citizens  of  the 
United  States  were  concerned,  and  that  the  treaty  of  Wash- 
ington had  given  the  commissioners  of  the  mixed  commission 
jurisdiction  in  similar  claims  brought  by  British  subjects. 

^^3.  That  aliens  were  not  allowed  to  plead  before  the  South- 
em  Claims  Commission. 

"The  defense  contended: 

"1.  That  the  claimant  and  his  farm  were  within  the  enemy's 
country,  and  in  the  track  of  the  invading  army. 

"2.  That  no  allegations  of  wanton  injury  were  made  or  sus- 
tained. 

"3.  That  the  destruction  of  the  claimant's  property  was  the 
ordinary  and  inevitable  destruction  consequent  upon  the  march 
of  an  invading  army. 

"4.  That  Congress  had  never  recognized  the  obligation  of 
such  claims,  and  that  the  Southern  Claims  Commission,  created 
under  the  act  of  March  3rd,  1871,  had  no  jurisdiction  in  claims 
for  *  property  destroyed,'  but  only  in  those  'for  stores  and 
supplies  taken  or  furnished  during  the  rebellion  for  the  use  of 
the  Army  of  the  United  States.'  Also,  that  said  commission 
had  no  power  to  award  any  money,  but  was  solely  organized 
to  take  proofs  and  report  as  to  claims  of  a  certain  nature. 

''The  following  is  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  in  the 
above  case: 

"'Washington,  D.  C,  February  13, 1872. 

'"No.  12.— Thomas  Sterling  v.  The  United  States. 

"'The  acts  done  upon  which  this  claim  is  based  seem  to  have 
been  the  ordinary  results  incident  to  the  march  of  an  invading 
army  in  a  hostile  territory,  with  possibly  some  unauthorized 
acts  of  destruction  and  pillage  by  the  soldiery,  with  no  proof 
of  appropriation  by  the  United  States.  Under  such  circum- 
stances there  is  no  ground  for  a  valid  claim  against  the  United 
States. 

"'The  claim  is  therefore  disallowed. 

'"L.  CORTI. 

'"Russell  Gubney. 
"'J.  S.  Frazeb. 

Thimas  Sterling  v.  The  United  States,  No.  12,  Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com., 
treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Howard's  Report,  29,  347,  348,  a50.  Hale  (Report, 
46)  say8 :  "  In  the  case  of  Thomas  Sterling,  No.  12,  were  included  a«  well 
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claims  for  property  destroyed  by  the  United  States  Army  in  its  marches 
and  encampnieots  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  as  for  horses,  carriages,  cattle, 
ho<;8,  ilonr,  corn,  and  bacon  alleged  to  have  been  taken  and  carried  off  by 
the  soldiers.  The  proofs  showed  nothing  beyond  the  disappearance  of 
the  property  in  the  presence  of  the  United  States  Army." 

In  connection  with  the  foregoing  case  of  Sterling,  Hale 
(Report  44),  under  the  heading,  "Claims  for  property  alleged 
to  have  been  taken  and  appropriated  by  the  United  States 
forces  within  the  enemy's  country,  not  appearing  to  have  been 
taken  under  auy  regular  requisition  or  order  for  military  use, 
or  by  command  of  auy  authorized  officer,"  says: 

"These  claims  were  numerous  and  of  great  variety  in  regard 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  alleged  taking.  It  is  somewhat 
difficult  to  draw  the  precise  line  of  distinction  by  which  the 
majority  of  the  commission  were  guided  in  their  decisions.  It 
may,  perhaps,  be  said  generally  that  the  commission  (Mr. 
Commissiouer  Frazer  dissenting)  made  awards  in  favor  of  the 
claimant  whenever  it  appeared  by  satisfactory  evidence  that 
the  property  so  taken  was  a  legitimate  subject  of  military  use 
and  was  actually  applied  to  military  uses,  even  though  such 
application  was  not  made  through  the  regular  and  ordinary 
channels.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  property  was  m  its 
nature  not  a  proper  subject  of  military  use,  or,  being  such, 
was  not  applied  to  military  use,  or  where  the  taking  appeared 
to  be  mere  acts  of  unauthorized  pillage  or  marauding,  the 
claims  were  disallowed. 

"In  the  case  of  the  Misses  Hayes,  No.  100,  milliners,  at 
Jackson,  Mississippi,  a  claim  was  made  for  a  stock  of  milliDery 
goods  and  like  property,  alleged  to  have  been  taken  by  soldiers 
of  the  United  States  Army  on  the  first  capture  of  Jackson  in 
May  18G3.  The  acts  complained  of  appeared,  if  committed  by 
the  United  States  soldiers,  to  have  been  acts  of  pillage  merely, 
and  the  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 

"In  the  case  of  Michael  Grace,  No.  132,  Elizabeth  Bostock, 
No.  133,  Thomas  McMahon,  No.  136,  and  others,  at  Savannah, 
being  claims  for  property  alleged  to  have  been  taken  and 
appropriated  by  United  States  soldiers,  the  same  appeared  to 
have  been  by  acts  of  unauthorized  pillage,  and  were  rejected. 

"In  the  case  of  Bridget  Lavell,  No.  130,  Ann  O'Hara,  No.  135, 
William  H.  Bennett,  No.  137,  and  William  Cleary,  No.  220,  at 
Savannah,  awards  were  made,  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dis- 
senting, for  property  taken  by  the  United  States  forces,  though 
without  proof  of  the  intervention  of  an  authorized  officer,  tlie 
property  being  in  the  nature  of  commissary's  and  quarter- 
master's supplies,  applicable  to  the  proper  use  of  the  Army, 
and  actually,  though  perhaps  irregularly,  appropriated  to  Army 
use. 

"In  the  case  of  David  Jacobs,  No.  236,  large  claims  were 
made  for  watches,  jewelry,  silks,  and  other  valuable  goods, 
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liquors  and  tobacco,  alleged  to  have  been  taken  by  General 
Sherman's  army  at  Golnmbia,  on  the  capture  of  that  city,  as 
well  as  for  the  destruction  of  other  property  by  the  burning  of 
that  city. 

<<An  award  was  made,  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting, 
for  the  tobacco  taken  from  this  claimant,  on  proof  that  it  was 
carried  off  in  army  wagons,  tobacco  being  allowed  as  an  army 
ration.  All  the  other  claims  for  property  taken  from  this 
claimant  were  disallowed. 

"In  the  case  of  Watkins  and  Donnelly,  administrators,  No. 
329,  an  award  was  made  against  the  United  States,  in  which 
all  the  commissioners  joined,  for  property  pillaged  by  United 
States  soldiers  in  the  night  from  a  country  store  in  Missouri, 
a  State  not  in  insurrection,  upon  proof  showing  great  neglect 
of  discipline  on  the  part  of  Colonel  Jennison,  the  commanding 
officer,  and  his  neglect  and  refusal  to  take  any  steps  for  the 
surrender  of  the  stolen  property  or  the  punishment  of  the 
offenders  when  notified  of  the  facts,  and  that  a  part  at  least 
of  the  stolen  property  was  then  in  possession  of  his  troops.'' 

Dr.  Meng,  a  citizen  of  France,  claimed  com- 

^^^Dr^liten^^Cair*'  P^^^^^^o"^  ^^^  *^^  destruction  of  two  houses 
and  their  contents  at  iJonaldsonville,  Louisi- 
ana, on  the  west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  Biver.  It  appeared 
that  during  the  civil  war  in  the  United  States  Dr.  Meng  re- 
sided at  Donaldsonville  and  owned  the  property  in  question; 
that  Admiral  Farragut  was  then  in  command  of  the*  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States  on  the  lower  Mississippi,  and 
opposite  to  the  parish  in  which  Donaldsonville  is  situated; 
that  his  transports  and  other  vessels  having  been  fired  upon 
from  the  banks  of  the  river  in  the  neighborhood  of  Donaldson- 
ville, Admiral  Farragut,  believing  that  the  town  furnished  a 
rendezvous  for  the  parties  engaged  in  the  attacks,  determined 
to  destroy  it;  that  on  August  8, 1862,  in  his  capacity  as  com- 
mander, he  notified  the  residents  of  Donaldsonville  that  he 
would  on  the  day  following  destroy  the  town,  and  that  on  the 
9th  of  August  he  caused  tire  to  be  set  to  some  of  the  buildings, 
which  resulted  in  the  destruction  of  a  part  of  the  town,  includ- 
ing the  buildings  owned  by  this  memorialist,  and  for  which  he 
claimed  compensation. 

By  mutual  understanding  this  case  was  placed  at  the  head 
of  a  class  of  cases  which  rested  upon  the  same  facts  and 
which  were  collectively  known  as  the  Donaldsonrille  cases. 

Counsel  for  the  memorialist  in  his  opening  brief  cited  the 
proclamation  of  the  President  of  August  16,  1861,  in  which  he 
excepted  from  the  proclamation  such  parts  of  the  States  de- 
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clared  in  rebellion  as  might  maintain  a  loyal  adhesion  to  the 
Union,  "  or  may  be  from  time  to  time  occupied  and  controlled 
by  the  forces  of  the  United  States  engaged  in  the  dispersion 
of  the  said  insurgents."  It  was  claimed  that  at  the  time  of 
the  destruction  of  DonaldsonviUe  that  portion  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana  was  occupied  and  controlled  by  the  forces  of  the 
United  States;  and  reference  was  made  to  the  language  of 
General  Butler,  as  quoted  in  the  case  of  the  Venice^  2  Wallace, 
and  to  the  letter  of  May  12,  1862,  to  Mr.  Adams,  minister  at 
London,  in  which  Mr.  Seward,  then  Secretary  of  State,  said: 
"You  may  now  assume  that  the  Mississippi  Eiver,  in  its  whole 
length,  is  restored  to  the  Federal  authority."  The  proclama- 
tion  of  General  Butler  of  November  9, 1862,  was  also  cited,  in 
which  he  spoke  of  the  district  west  of  the  Mississippi  Eiver  as 
**  lately  taken  possession  of  by  the  United  States  troops."  Upon 
these  authorities  and  upon  oral  testimony  it  was  contended  by 
counsel  for  the  claimant  that  DonaldsonviUe  was  within  the 
lines  of  the  Army  and  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States; 
that  the  act  of  Admiral  Farragut  in  ordering  the  destruction 
of  the  city  was  not  warranted  by  the  rules  of  war,  nor  justified 
by  the  necessities  of  the  situation ;  and  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  being  responsible  for  the  acts  of  its  offi- 
ces, must  make  compensation  to  the  sufferers. 

The  argument  of  counsel  for  the  claimant 
^^^^^'"^^•Iti'  ^*^'  ^*®  specially  directed  to  the  support  of  two 
propositions: 

*' First.  That  DonaldsonviUe  at  the  time  of  its  destrnction  by  Admiral 
Farragat  was  within  the  Federal  lines  and  under  Federal  authority ;  hence 
was  not  in  enemy  territory. 

"Second.  That  trade  had  been  established  between  DonaldsonviUe  and 
the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and  that  that  section  of  Louisiana  had  been 
restored  to  all  its  rights  under  the  Constitution." 

The  history  of  the  controversy  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain,  relating  to  acts  of  retaliation  by  the  army 
of  Great  Britain  for  the  destruction  committed  by  the  army  of 
the  United  States  in  Upper  Canada  in  the  year  1814,  was  re- 
ferred to  as  sustaining  the  position  of  counsel  for  the  claimant 
that  nations  were  liable  for  the  destruction  of  property  under 
circumstances  such  as  existed  at  DonaldsonviUe  in  1862. 
Counsel  for  the  claimant  then  proceeded  to  say : 

"  Such  were  the  positions  taken  by  the  United  States,  and  we  think 
correctly  taken. 

"  We  may  anticipate  the  objection  counsel  for  the  United  States  will 
make  to  the  Introduction  of  this  correspondence,  to  wit,  that  these  cities 
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and  villages  were  not  destroyed  for  any  violation  of  tne  rales  of  civilized 
warfare;  that  their  citizens  had  not  fired  upon  the  transports  or  kept  up 
an  irregnlar  war  upon  the  British  fleet.  Perhaps  not.  But  it  will  l>eseen 
that  they  were  destroyed  in  retaliation  for  similar  acts  of  nncivilized  war- 
fare on  onr  part  in  Canada.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  the  same  excuse 
was  offered,  '  the  places  were  hnrned  in  retaliation ; '  and  that  is  the  excuse 
given  hy  Admiral  Farragnt. 

"As  said  hy  the  Secretary  of  State  snch  acts  are  inhuman  and  are  not 
justified  hy  the  principles  and  rnles  of  civilized  warfare.  The  authorities, 
all  say  that  the  destruction  of  towns  and  cities  can  he  justified  only  hy 
the  imperative  necessities  of  war;  only  where  they  are  necessary  to  insure 
the  success  of  the  army  and  hecome  an  important  element  in  securing  an 
honorahle  peace,  or  where  the  conduct  of  the  citizens  is  inezcnsahle  and 
it  can  not  he  stopped  by  taking  possession  of  the  place  or  places.  Under 
any  other  circumstances  such  conduct  *  is  the  act  of  a  savage.' 

''The  testimony  in  t^se  cases  shows  beyond  a  doubt  that  there  was  no 
excuse  for  the  destruction  of  Donaldsonville.  It  was  shown  that  the  firing 
npon  the  fleet  was  not  the  work  of  the  citizens  of  Donaldsonville,  but  that 
of  irresponsible  guerillas  whom  the  citizens  could  not  control ;  that  the 
firing  was  not  from  the  city,  but  from  below  and  above  the  place.  These 
facts  were  fnlly  and  truthfully  communicated  to  Admiral  Farragnt.  He 
knew  at  the  time  that  there  was  no  enemy  in  Donaldsonville ;  that  he  had 
complete  and  undisputed  control  of  the  place ;  could  at  any  time  take 
peaceable  possession  of  it,  and  that  there  was  no  one  to  dispute  his  author- 
ity. One  witness  swears  that  there  was  no  enemy  there;  in  fact,  that 
there  were  but  two  or  three  male  citizens  in  the  place ;  and  yet,  with  the 
place  under  his  absolute  control,  he  burnt  the  city  for  the  act  of  a  few 
guerillas  who  were  strangers  to  the  place  and  without  a  residence  or  inter- 
est in  it. 

''A  more  inexcusable  and  barbarous  act  was  not  committed  during  the 
entire  war.  llie  city  was  not  hostile,  it  was  not  in  the  hands  of  or  under 
the  control  of  the  enemy,  it  was  declared  to  be  within  the  Federal  lines, 
there  was  no  occasion  to  bombard  it  to  dislodge  an  enemy,  it  was  disarmed 
and  in  the  hands  of  a  few  Union  men  and  women,  and  there  was  not  only 
no  one  to  dispute  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  but  the  commander 
of  her  navy  was  urged  to  take  possession  of  the  city  and  thus  protect  all 
from  the  occasional  and  irregular  acts  of  guerrillas.  By  the  rules  of  war 
the  United  States  military  and  naval  forces  were  bound  to  exercise  their 
authority,  take  possession  of  the  place,  and  protect  its  own  citizens  and 
alien  residents  residing  within  its  territory  under  treaty  stipulations  from 
the  acts  of  freebooters  and  plunderers.  80  long  as  a  district  or  city  was 
under  the  authority  of  the  rebels,  or  those  in  arms  against  the  United 
States,  the  United  States  was  not,  and  is  not,  liable  for  the  injuries  or 
wrongs  committed  by  her  enemies;  but  the  moment  her  authority  was  re- 
established her  liability  followed,  and  she  became  responsible  for  the  acts 
of  her  military  or  naval  forces.  This  principle  was  declared  in  Gumbo 
Case  (2  Knapp,  369).  That  case  involved  the  liability  of  France  for  dam- 
ages done  after  she  had  retaken  the  Dutch  West  Indies  from  Holland,  and 
the  Privy  Conncil^eld  France  liable  Ibr  all  acts  done  after  she  had  taken 
possession.  In  the  claim  of  Nelson,  the  English  and  American  commission 
held  the  same  doctrine. 
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^'It  follows  that  as  DonaldBonville  was  within  the  Federal  lines,  and 
under  the  control  of  the  United  States  forces,  they  were  bound  to  protect 
the  citizens,  and  their  refusal  to  do  so  was  an  act  for  which  the  govern- 
ment is  liable/' 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  in  reply  cited 
^IS^Tui^^United  **^®  lang^iage  of  General  Butler,  as  quoted  in 

sutes.  ^^^  ^*®®  ^^  *^®  Venice  J  in  which  he  said,  speak- 

ing of  the  rebels:  "They  have  retired  in  the 
direction  of  Corinth,  beyond  Manchat  Pass,  and  abandoned 
everything  in  the  river  as  far  as  Donaldsonville,  some  seventy 
miles  beyond  New  Orleans."  As  to  the  statement  in  the  let- 
ter of  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Adams,  the  commission  was  asked 
to  observe  that  the  phrase  "  You  may  now  assume  that  the 
Mississippi  River,  in  its  whole  length,  is  restored  to  the  Fed- 
eral authority,"  was  not  even  in  form  a  declaration  of  the  fact, 
and  tliat  whatever  might  have  been  the  purpose  of  Mr.  Seward, 
history  justified  the  statement  that  the  river  was  not  restored 
in  its  whole  length  until  July  1863,  after  the  fall  of  Vicksburg 
and  Port  Hudson.  In  further  support  of  the  position  that 
Donaldsonville  was  not  within  the  control  of  the  armies  of 
the  United  States  in  August  1862,  the  report  of  (General  But- 
ler of  the  27th  of  October  of  that  year  was  cited,  in  which  he 
said:  '^  General  Weitzel  landed  at  Donaldsonville  and  took  up 
his  line  of  march  on  Sunday,  the  26th  of  October.  About 
nine  miles  beyond  Donaldsonville  he  met  the  enemy  in  force. 
A  sharp  engagement  ensued,  in  which  he  lost  eighteen  killed 
and  sixty-eight  wounded."  It  was  contended  by  counsel  for 
the  United  States  that  the  proclamation  or  order  of  General 
Butler  of  November  9, 1862,  in  which  he  created  a  department 
of  that  portion  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  lying  west  of  the 
Mississippi  River,  and  declared  that  it  had  been  "lately" 
taken  possession  of  by  the  United  Stated  troops,  was  the  first 
official  notice  of  the  occupation  and  possession  of  that  portion 
of  Louisiana  in  which  the  town  of  Donaldsonville  was  situated 
which  bound  the  United  States  Government,  and  that  it  was 
in  itself  conclusive  proof  that  up  to  that  time  the  territory 
covered  by  the  proclamation  was  enemy  territory.  As  to  the 
oral  testimony,  it  was  contended  that  the  individual  views 
and  opinions  of  witnesses  could  not  O/Ontrol  the  official  acts  of 
the  military  and  civil  authorities  of  the  country;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  Donaldsonville,  in  August  1862,  was  enemy 
territory. 

In  refutation  of  the  position  taken  by  counsel  for  the  claim- 
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ant  that  Admiral  Farragnt  was  uot  jastifiecl  by  the  Bales  and 
Articles  of  War  and  the  principles  of  public  law,  in  the  circum- 
stances then  existing  and  known  to  him,  in  issuing  the  order 
which  in  its  execution  caused  the  destruction  of  the  town  of 
Donaldsonville,  counsel  for  the  United  States  submitted  these 
views  to  the  commission: 

"  The  destraction  of  Donaldson viUe  by  Admiral  Farragnt  is  jnstiiied 
npon  two  gronnc^:  First,  as  an  act  of  retaliation,  and,  secondly,  as  a 
leasonable  and  proper  means  of  defense.  The  counsel  for  the  claimant 
assumes  that  the  right  of  retaliation  in  war  and  upon  the  theater  of  actual 
hostilities  can  not  be  justified  by  the  rules  of  civilized  war,  and  upon 
page  10  of  the  claimant's  brief  appears  this  statement:  'Treating  the 
question  as  if  Donaldsonville  remained  outside  of  our  lines,  yet  the  admi- 
ral had  no  right,  under  international  law,  to  bombard  or  bum  the  town 
without  making  his  government  liable  for  the  damage  done'  It  is  unnec- 
essary to  characterize  this  statement  or  consider  its  value  as  a  legal  prop- 
osition, inasmuch  as  it  is  sufficient  to  cite  the  authority  of  this  honorable 
commission  in  the  case  of  Virginie  Dutreix  against  the  United  States, 
No.  524.  In  that  case  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  filed  a  demurrer, 
and  upon  the  ground  that  the  '  injuries  complained  of  were  the  result  of 
the  ordinary  operations  of  war  and  the  bombardment  of  an  enemy's  town.' 
After  argument  the  commission  sustained  the  demurrer  and  disallowed 
the  claim.  That  decision  was  signed  by  all  the  members  of  the  commis- 
sion, and  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  might  with  safety  here  rest 
the  defense.  Upon  pages  10,  11,  and  12  of  the  brief  of  the  counsel  for 
the  memorialist,  authorities  are  cited  and  quotations  made  from  those 
authorities  npon  the  idea  that  they  support  the  proposition  already 
quoted  from  the  brief  of  the  counsel  for  the  claimant.  These  authorities 
fail  to  support  the  position  assumed.  They  all  recognize  the  right  of  a 
belligerent  to  punish  his  adversary  by  the  bombardment  of  a  town  or  the 
destruction  of  private  property  under  general  orders,  and  not  for  pillage 
or  gain.  This  remark  is  also  applicable  to  article  28  of  the  Rules  and 
Articles  of  War:  'Retaliation  will  never  be  resorted  to  as  a  measure  of 
mere  revenge,  but  only  as  a  means  of  protective  retribution,  and,  more- 
over, cautiously  unavoidable;  that  is  to  say,  retaliation  shall  only  be 
resorted  to  after  careful  inquiry  into  the  real  occasion  and  character  of 
the  misdeeds  that  may  demand  retribution.'  Nor  is  any  support  given 
to  the  position  of  the  counsel  for  the  claimant  by  the  correspondence 
between  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  representatives  of 
Great  Britain,  quoted  on  pages  1^17  of  his  brief.  From  this  correspond- 
ence it  appears  that  the  British  Government  adopted  what  were  called 
measures  of  retaliation  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  United  States  for 
the  wanton  destruction  committed  by  their  army  in  Upper  Canada  in  the 
year  1814,  and  that  the  United  States  Government  complained  of  those 
acts  of  retaliation ;  but  the  correspondence  is  conclusive  to  the  point  that 
the  representatives  of  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  maintained  the 
right  and  justice  of  the  proceeding.  It  is  also  a  matter  of  history  that  no 
provision  was  made  in  the  treaty  of  peace  for  the  compensation  of  persons 
who  suffered  by  the  depredations  of  the  British  forces,  and  no  compeusa- 
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tion  was  ever  made  to  the  losers  from  the  treasury  of  Great  Britain .  Tbe 
right  to  destroy  the  property  of  persons  resident  in  enemy's  territory  and 
upon  tbe  theater  of  war,  and  as  a  measure  of  retaliation  for  injuries 
inflicted  by  the  army  of  the  enemy,  rests  upon  the  rule  everywhere  rec- 
ognized that  the  army  and  people  are  alike  enemies,  and  that  the  entire 
body  politic,  the  army,  the  civil  officers,  and  the  citizens,  are  each  and  all 
responsible  for  the  hostile  acts  of  each  and  all. 

''The  counsel  for  the  United  States  claims  that  Admiral  Farragut  was, 
by  virtue  of  his  commission,  and  by  the  power  of  command  vest.ed  in  him, 
fully  authorized  to  judge  whether  the  destruction  of  thd  town  of  Donald- 
sonvillo  or  a  portion  thereof  was  justified  by  the  circumstances  then  exist- 
ing and  known  to  him,  and  that  it  is  not  -competent  for  this  tribunal  to 
now  inquire  whether  his  decision  was  or  was  not  a  proper  decision." 

Oounsel  for  the  United  States  also  referred  to  the  case  of 
Mrs.  Alexander's  cotton,  2  Wallace,  419,  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  said: 

"We  must  be  governed  by  the  principle  of  public  law,  so  often 
announced  from  this  bench,  as  applicable  alike  to  civil  and  international 
wars,  that  all  the  people  of  each  State  or  district  in  indurreciUm  against  the 
United  States  must  be  regarded  as  enemies  nntily  by  the  action  of  the  legislature 
and  executive,  or  otherwise,  the  relation  is  thoroughly  and  permanently 
changed/* 

At  the  final  hearing  counsel  for  the  United  States  submitted 
these  observations : 

''The  allegation  in  the  memorial  of  Dr.  Meng  is  that  on  the  9th  of 
August  1862,  by  the  order  of  Admiral  Farragut,  who  was  then  in  command 
of  the  naval  forces  on  the  Mississippi  River,  between  a  place  known  as 
Port  Hudson  and  the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  to  the  ox>en  SQa,  certain 
property  in  the  town  of  Donaldson ville,  on  the  west  side  of  the  river,  was 
set  on  fire  and  destroyed,  and  that  of  this  property  the  claimant  was  the 
owner  of  certain  buildings,  three  in  all,  for  which  he  claims  compensation. 
His  citizenship  in  France  is  admitted.  The  State  of  Louisiana  passed 
what  was  called  an  ordinance  of  secession  in  the  month  of  January  1861, 
and  became  one  of  the  members  of  the  Confederacy,  which  was  organized 
into  a  government,  with  its  capital  at  Montgomery,  Alabama,  the  22d  of 
February  1861.  The  seat  of  government  was  afterwards  removed  to 
Richmond,  Va.  On  the  25th  day  of  April  1862,  after  the  occupation  of 
the  islands  below  New  Orleans,  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  near  the  month 
of  the  Mississippi  River,  Admiral  Farragut  obtained  possession  of  the  city 
of  New  Orleans.  General  Butler,  who  was  then  in  command  of  the  land 
forces,  arrived  in  New  Orleans  the  30th  of  April  1862,  and  the  1st  of  May 
he  issued  his  proclamation  declaring  the  city  of  New  Orleans  under  martial 
law.  I  believe  that  is  the  only  proclamation  relating  to  jurisdiction 
which  was  issued  by  the  general  of  the  army  or  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  previous  to  the  events  of  the  8th  and  9th  of  August  1862, 
with  which  we  are  now  dealing.  What  we  have  claimed  in  our  brief,  and 
what  we  shall  attempt  to  maintain  here  and  now,  is  that  at  the  time  when, 
this  destruction  took  place  the  town  of  DonaldsonVille  was  of  the  enemy 
territory.    These  eleven  States  that  were  organized  into  the  so-called 
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Confederacy  were  recognized  as  a  belligerent  government,  or  as  a 
belligerent  for  the  purposes  of  war,  by  the  proclamation  of  the  Queen  of 
England  of  the  13th  of  May  1861.  That  proclamation  was  followed  by 
the  proclamation  of  the  Emperor  of  France  in  June  of  the  same  year. 
As  far  as  those  governments  were  concerned,  and  especially  as  far  as  the 
Government  of  France  was  concerned,  there  was  a  distinct  official  public 
recognition  of  the  organization  called  the  '  Confederate  States,'  and  an 
admission  of  those  States  into  the  family  of  states,  not  for  all  purposes, 
bat  for  the  purpose  of  war.  Therefore  it  does  not  lie  within  the  scope  of 
the  reason  of  the  case  that  the  Qovemment  of  France  should  deny  that 
at  the  time  the  proclamation  was  issned  by  the  Emperor  of  France  all  this 
territory  was  enemy  country  as  far  as  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
was  concerned. 

*'  Next,  then,  President  Lincoln  the  16th  day  of  August  1861,  which 
was  nearly  a  year  before  these  events  took  place,  issued  a  proclamation 
which  did  in  effect  recognize  these  States,  with  certain  exceptions,  as  a 
belligerent  power,  and  they  were  so  treated  in  all  our  relations  with 
them  during  the  existence  of  hostilities.  In  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, to  which  he  refers,  he  says :  '  I  do  hereby  declare  that  the  inhab> 
itants  of  the  said  States  of  (ieorgia,  South  Carolina,  Virginia,  North  Caro- 
lina, Tennessee,  Alabama,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  Mississippi,  and 
Florida  (except  the  inhabitants  of  that  part  of  the  State  of  Virginia  lying 
west  of  the  Alleghany  Mountains,  and  of  such  other  parts  of  that  State 
and  the  other  States  hereinbefore  named  as  may  maintain  a  loyal  adhesion 
to  the  Union  and  the  Constitution,  or  may  be,  from  time  to  time,  occupied 
and  controlled  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States  engaged  in  the  disper- 
sion of  said  insurgents),  are  in  a  state  of  insurrection  against  the  United 
States,  and  that  all  commercial  intercourse  between  the  same  and  the  in- 
habitants thereof,  with  the  exceptions  aforesaid,  and  the  citizens  of  other 
States  and  other  parts  of  the  United  States,  is  unlawful,  and  will  remain 
unlawful,  until  such  insurrection  shall  cease  or  has  been  suppressed/ 
That  proclamation,  declaring  these  States  to  be  in  a  state  of  insurrection 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  was  to  operate  until  the 
insurrection  was  suppressed;  and  the  insurrection  was  not  suppressed 
until  the  month  of  April  1865,  when  the  forces  of  Gen.  Lee  surrendered 
to  Gen.  Grant  at  Appomattox  Court-Honsc,  in  the  State  of  Virginia.  By 
that  proclamation  Louisiana  was  in  a  state  of  insurrection  until  the  sup- 
pression of  the  rebellion  in  1865,  and  during  all  that  period  it  was  enemy 
territory  by  the  act  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  enemy  terri- 
tory by  the  proclamation  of  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  enemy  ter- 
ritory by  the  proclamation  of  the  Emperor  of  France." 

In  reply,  and  in  support  of  the  position 
Argument  in  Sepiy.  taken  by  counsel  for  the  claimant,  Mr.  Morse, 
assistant  counsel  for  the  French  Eepublic, 
made  the  following  statement: 

''A  few  months  after  the  commencement  of  the  war  Fort  St.  Philip  and 
Fort  Jackson,  which  commanded  the  entrance  to  the  mouth  of  the  MisHis- 
sippi  River,  below  New  Orleans,  about  a  distance  of  one  hundred  miles, 
were  captured  by  the  Federal  fleet  under  Admiral  Farragut,  and  the  city 
of  New  Orleans  fell  into  possession  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  re- 
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mained  bo  nntil  the  close  of  the  war.  With  the  fall  of  New  Orleans, 
practically  all  that  portion  of  the  Mississippi  River  not  commanded  by 
very  formidable  forts  fell  also  into  the  possession  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  the  gunboats  and  transpoiiis  of  the  Federal  Government  had 
free  passage  up  to  a  point  called  Port  Hudson,  which  is  about  seventy 
miles  above  Donaldsonville,  and  on  the  east  or  left  bank  of  the  river, 
where  there  was  quite  a  formidable  fort,  garrisoned  by  Confederate  troops, 
which  for  many  months  successfully  resisted  the  Federal  fleet  and  army 
of  occupation.  But  from  Donaldson ville  to  New  Orleans  all  the  country 
on  the  right  and  left  banks  of  the  river,  which  was  immediately  com- 
manded by  the  guns  of  the  Federal  fleet,  was  in  absolute  possession  and 
control  of  the  Federal  Government.  Occasionally,  however,  partisan 
rangers  or  detached  bodies  of  armed  men,  alleged  to  be  Confederate  sol- 
diers, would  come  from  the  interior  of  the  country,  and,  striking  the  roads 
which  followed  the  Mississippi  River  just  inside  of  the  levee,  would  make 
attacks  sometimes  on  the  steamboats  and  sometimes  on  the  transports. 
Some  time  after  the  Federal  occupation  of  the  lower  Mississippi  by  the 
United  States  an  earthwork  was  thrown  up  on  the  environs  of  Donald- 
sonville,  at  the  confluence  of  the  bayou  and  the  river.  This  was  '  Fort 
Barrow,'  which  was  erected  on  the  north  and  west  bank  of  the  bayou  and 
river,  and  was  some  time  occupied  by  a  small  body  of  Federal  troops. 
The  location  of  this  earthwork,  which  is  shown  on  maps  filed  in  these 
cases,  was  outside  of  the  village  of  Donaldsonville.  This  fortification 
was  at  one  time  named  *  Fort  Butler.' 

"  The  capture  of  New  Orleans  occurred  late  in  April  1862,  and  the  occur- 
rences out  of  which  this  claim  originated  took  place  on  the  9th  of  August 
of  the  same  year.  The  formidable  Federal  fleet  had  been  for  several 
months  in  undisputed  possession  of  this  portion  of  the  river,  and  of  course 
of  the  territory  immediately  contiguous,  and  all  this  portion  of  Louisiana 
[referring  to  the  map]  had  been  declared  by  President  Lincoln  as  exempt 
from  the  insurrectionary  districts.  Proclamations  Aug.  16, 1861  (12  Stats, 
p.  1262)  and  July  1, 1862  (12  Stats,  p.  1276).  When  the  war  was  commenced 
the  whole  State  was  declared  in  insurrection,  but  with  the  capture  of 
New  Orleans  and  the  restoration  of  federal  jurisdiction  in  certain  portions 
of  the  territory,  notably  Ascension  parish,  and  other  parishes  on  both 
sides  of  the  river,  those  localities  were  declared  by  the  proclamation  of 
President  Lincoln  not  to  be  within  the  insurrectionary  districts,  and 
therefore  not  likely  to  be  treated  as  'enemy  territory.'  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  trade  was  uninterrupted  between  Donaldsonville  and  the  city  of  New 
Orleans.  But  at  the  same  time  the  transports  and  sometimes  steamboats 
had  been,  as  alleged  by  the  United  States,  fired  upon  with  small-arms  from 
points  above  and  below  and  near  Donaldsonville;  and  the  United  States 
has  also  introduced  evidence  that  there  was  a  baby  cannon  at  one  time  at 
Donaldsonville,  which  was  discharged  at  a  transport  or  a  federal  steam- 
boat; and  occasionally  detachments  of  armed  men  would  appear  on 
horseback  and  discharge  a  volley  from  small-arms  at  a  passing  transport 
or  federal  steamer.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  charge  or  proof  that 
anybody  was  killed  on  steamer  or  transport  by  the  guns  discharged  either 
near  Donaldsouville  or  in  the  vicinity.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  evi- 
dence on  this  point,  at  least  as  far  as  I  have  read  the  testimony." 
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An  opinion  was  given  by  a  majority  of  the 
commission^  Baron  de  Arinos  and  Mr.  Com- 
missioner Aldis,  disallowing  the  claim,  in  these  words: 

Washington,  Nov.  2dj  1883. 

"All  the  property  described  in  the  memorial,  except  item 
13,  for  three  horses,  saddles,  and  bridles,  was  destroyed  or 
burnt  by  the  bombardment  or  burning  of  Donaldsonville  by 
Admiral  Farragut,  on  the  9th  of  August  1862. 

"The  question  whether  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
is  bound  to  make  compensation  to  the  claimant  for  his  property 
so  destroyed  or  burnt  has  been  very  fully  discussed  by  counsel 
and  care&lly  considered  by  the  commission. 

"We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  a  detail  of  the  facts 
which  we  consider  as  proved  by  the  evidence,  or  of  our  views 
of  the  principles  of  international  law  and  of  the  laws  of  war 
applicable  to  the  facts,  and  which  determine  our  decision. 

"We  deem  it  sufficient  to  say  that  the  acts  of  bombardment 
and  burning  by  Admiral  Farragut  were  lawful  and  justifiable 
acts  of  war,  caused  by  the  firing  of  the  Confederate  military 
forces,  with  the  complicity  of  the  Inhabitants  of  Donaldson- 
ville, upon  the  transports  of  the  United  States  passing  upon 
the  river,  and  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is 
not  bound  to  make  compensation  for  the  damage  caused  by 
such  burning  and  bombardment. 

"As  to  the  item  13,  for  the  horses,  saddles,  and  bridles,  the 
only  evidence  to  prove  the  taking  by  the  United  States  mili- 
tary authorities  is  the  statement  of  the  claimant  (p.  17) :  He  is 
asked :  *  What  became  of  the  horses!'  He  answers:  'The  sol- 
diers took  them;  the  same  soldiers.'  As  these  soldiers  came 
from  and  returned  to  the  ship  in  a  skiff,  it  is  difficult  to  believe 
that  they  took  the  horses.  The  proof  of  the  taking  of  the 
horses  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  an  allowance." 

DonaldBonylUe  cases  {Dr.  Denis  Meng  v.  United  States,  No.  567),  Bout- 
well's  Report,  159 :  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  France  of  January  15,  1880. 

From  the  foregoing  decision,  M.  Lefaivre  delivered 
IMasenting  Opinion,  the  following  dissent: 

''The  commissioner  for  France  regrets  not  to  be  able 
to  join  in  the  decision  of  his  colleagues  in  the  case  of  Denis  Meng. 

''He  bases  his  dissenting  opinion  upon  the  following  reasons: 

"The  destruction  of  property  situated  at  Donaldsonville,  on  the  banks 
of  the  Mississippi  River,  was  ordered  on  the  9th  of  August  1862,  by  Admi- 
ral Farragut,  as  appears  from  his  own  declarations,  in  view  of  securing  his 
transports  against  the  firing  from  the  opposite  side,  which  was  attributed 
(and  all  inquiries  seem  to  justify  this  imputation)  to  Texan  guerrillas. 

"Arguments  and  briefs  have  been  submitted  to  the  commission  for  the 
purpose  of  justifying  the  destruction  ordered  by  Admiral  Farragut,  and 
the  commission  readily  recognized  in  this  officer  the  right  of  securing  his 
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communioations  by  all  means  consecrated  by  custom  and  tbe  immemorial 
traditions  of  war. 

''  Having  disclaimed  any  appreciation  or  censure  respecting  this  meas- 
ure in  itself,  the  majority  of  the  commission  also  admitted  the  following 
principle:  'That  the  destruction  of  Donaldsonville  might  have  beea 
caused  by  military  necessities  without  the  United  States  Government 
being  exempted  from  liability  for  ulterior  indemnities  to  the  victimei — 
that  is,  to  the  injured  property  owners —provided  the  destruction  of  tlieir 
dwellings  could  not  be  considered  as  an  act  of  retaliation  prompted  by 
their  complicity  in  attacks  upon  the  Federal  transports.' 

''The  question  being  thus  reduced  to  these  terms,  it  remained  only  to 
consider  whether  the  proofs  and  testimony  showed  with  sufficient  clear- 
ness an  active  participation  of  the  population  of  Donaldsonville  in  the 
incriminated  acts  of  hostility. 

"In  the  judgment  of  the  commissioner  for  Franco,  not  only  the  few 
inhabitants  left  by  the  war  at  Donaldsonville  had  not  taken  any  part  in 
the  attacks  incriminated  by  Admiral  Farragut,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is 
proved  that  they  made  the  most  meritorious  efforts  with  the  Confederate 
officers  and  the  Confederate  governor  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  to  prevent 
the  continuance  of  the  attacks,  and  even  appealed  to  Admiral  Farragut 
for  effective  aid  and  protection  against  the  excursions  of  the  guerrillas. 
Inasmuch  as  the  French  commissioner  differs  so  fundamentally  from  this 
decision  of  the  commission,  he  considers  it  useless  to  enter  into  a  hypo- 
thetical discussion  as  to  how  Dr.  Meng's  horses  were  taken  from  him. 

''In  the  judgment  of  the  French  commissioner  the  majority  of  the 
commission  have  not  substantiated  their  charge  of  complicity  by  the  tes- 
timony of  a  single  witness,  and  he  has  sought  in  vain  through  the  volu- 
minous records  of  the  Donaldsonville  cases  for  any  proof  in  support  of 
this  grave  accusation,  which  is  brought  forward  as  the  justification  of  the 
deliberate  burning  of  the  houses  of  unoffending  foreign  citizens. 

"The  principal  witnesses  who  have  testified  in  these  cases  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  claimants  are  Reynaud,  CoUiu,  Bercegeay, 
Rodrigue,  Gnigon,  F^vrier,  Billon,  Rougeau,  and  Claverie.  They  all  de- 
clare, from  personal  knowledge,  that  the  citizens  of  Donaldsonville  took 
no  part  whatever  in  the  firing  upon  the  Federal  transports.  It  appears 
from  their  testimony  in  claims  numbered  112,  184,  331,  496,  and  567,  among 
others,  that  the  firing  was  done  exclusively  by  a  band  of  Texas  guerrillas, 
who  were  encamped  several  miles  away  from  the  town ;  that  Commodore 
Farragut's  threat  to  burn  the  town  caused  great  auxiety  and  consterna- 
tion ',  that  he  was  appealed  to  for  protection  by  the  mayor  and  the  few 
remaining  inhabitants,  who  told  him  that  they  could  not  control  the 
guerrillas,  though  they  would  do  what  they  could  to  prevent  them  f^rom 
continuing  these  attacks  (p.  112  of  No.  496;  41, 49, 116,  and  129  of  No.  331; 
29  of  No.  112;  43  of  No.  35;  51  of  No.  567);  that  the  captain  of  the  guerrillas 
and  the  governor  of  Louisiana  were  successively  implored  to  take  into 
consideration  their  danger  and  defenseless  situation,  and  to  cause  the 
firing  from  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi  to  be  stopped.  In  a  word,  it  is 
clear  beyond  controversy  that  everything  that  could  possibly  be  done  by 
the  few  male  adults  of  Donaldsonville,  who^appearto  have  been  mostly 
old  men  and  foreigners,  exempt  from  C-onfederate  conscription,  was  hoa- 
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estly  and  in  good  faith  done  bj'  them  to  put  a  stop  to  the  hostile  acts  of 
the  Texas  gnerrillae  and  to  demonstrate  their  innocence  and  their  non- 
complicity  in  these  acts. 

''  The  people  of  Donaldsonville  were  completely  at  the  mercy  of  Com- 
modore Farragnt  and  the  vessels  of  his  fleet.  The  town  lay  between  New 
Orleans  and  Baton  Rouge,  at  both  of  which  places  the  Federals  had  a 
large  military  force.  No  Confederate  troops  were  in  the  vicinity,  except 
Captain  McWhorter's handfnl  of  Texas  guerrillas.  The  business  relations 
of  the  town  were  with  New  Orleans,  and  the  inhabitants  had  every  motive 
of  interest  and  reason  to  placate  the  Federal  authorities.  Is  it  reason- 
able to  suppose  that  they  deliberately  invited  the  destrnotion  of  their 
homes  by  futile  attempts  to  retard  the  advance  of  the  Federal  fleet  f 
Could  there  be  anything  more  ludicrons  and  pitiful  than  this  attempt  to 
picture  to  us  a  handfnl  of  decrepit  Louisiantans  and  foreign  tradesmen 
arming  themselves  with  rusty  shotguns  and  muskets  and  marchiug  down 
in  solid  array  to  the  river  front  to  repel,  at  the  risk  of  the  destruction  of 
their  town  if  they  failed,  the  advance  of  the  man-of-war  Brooklifn,  a 
screw  steamer  of  2,070  registered  tonnage,  carrying  26  guns,  and  one  of 
the  largest  vessels  of  the  United  States  Navy  f '' 

Bemy  Jardel,  a  Fn»nch  citizen,  who  resided 
Jaidei'i  Case,  at  DoDaldsoiiville,  Ijouisiana,  in  June  1863, 
claimed  compensation  for  a  dwelling  house 
and  bakery,  which  were  destroyed  by  Are  set  to  certain  build- 
ings in  DonaldsonviUe,  by  order  of  Major  Bullen,  on  the 
29th  day  of  that  month.  It  appeared  that  after  the  attack  on 
the  transports  of  the  United  States,  which  gave  rise  to  the 
destruction  of  property  in  Donaldsonville  in  August  1862,  by 
order  of  Admiral  Farragut,  as  reported  in  the  case  of  Dr. 
Meng,  the  United  States  military  authorities  caused  a  small 
fort  to  be  erected  above  Donaldsonville,  at  the  junction  of  the 
Bayou  Lafourche  with  the  Mississippi  Biver,  with  a  view  to 
the  protection  of  the  transports  on  the  river  against  attacks 
from  the  town.  On  June  28,  18C3,  this  fort  was  occupied  by 
a  force  of  about  180  men,  commanded  by  Major  Bnllen,  of 
the  Twenty-eighth  Maine  Volunteers,  when,  at  about  1  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  it  was  attacked  by  a  body  of  Confederate 
troops,  estimated  at  from  2,000  to  5,000.  The  principal  attack 
was  from  the  open  country  on  the  west  and  northwest  sides 
of  the  fort,  but  the  firing  was  begun  from  behind  buildings  in 
Donaldsonville,  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  Bayou  Lafourche. 
The  contest  lasted  till  daylight,  when  the  attacking  party 
retired  to  a  distance  beyond  the  reach  of  the  guns  in  the 
fort.  Major  Bullen,  apprehending  a  second  attack,  sent  notice 
to  the  inhabitants  of  Donaldsonville  that  he  should  destroy 
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all  the  buildings  in  the  town  within  range  of  the  fort,  and  on 
the  morning  of  the  29th  a  party  was  sent  across  the  bayou  to 
set  fire  to  buildings  in  the  vicinity.  Many  were  destroyed,  and 
among  them  the  dwelling  house  and  bakery  of  the  memorialist. 
Counsel  for  the  United  States  maintained 
^u^^uTstot  **^*   that  the  destruction  of  the  property  was  a 

justifiable  act  of  war;  that  it  took  place  upon 
the  theater  of  war  and  in  the  territory  of  the  enemy.  He 
laid  down  the  following  proposition:  Where  two  nations  are 
at  war,  and  the  theater  of  war  is  upon  the  territory  of  one  of 
the  belligerents,  and  the  belligerent  upon  the  defensive,  in 
actual  battle,  without  having  given  special  authority  for  the 
destruction  of  the  particular  property,  either  by  specifying 
that  property  or  by  specifying  a  class  to  which  it  belongs, 
destroys  the  property  of  its  own  citizens  or  of  alien  residents, 
that  government  is  not  liable  for  the  destruction;  but  if,  in 
preparation  for  the  battle,  it  orders  the  destruction  of  a  class 
of  property,  in  which  is  the  property  of  A,  or  it  orders  the 
destruction  of  the  property  of  A,  whether  it  be  a  month  be- 
fore a  battle  or  a  day  before  a  battle,  or  if,  during  the 
battle,  it  orders  for  any  particular  purpose  the  destruction  of 
particular  property  of  its  own  citizens,  it  is  liable  for  the  value 
of  the  property  so  destroyed.  If,  however,  an  army  is  engaged 
in  operations  upon  the  territory  of  the  belligerent  no  liability 
of  that  sort  arises.  Everybody  in  that  country  is  an  enemy, 
and  whether  the  occupying  army  destroys  property  by  specific 
declaration  or  whether  it  destroys  property  in  actual  hostili- 
ties it  is  alike  free  from  all  liability. 

Counsel  for  the  French  Eepublic  contended, 
firVranoe"^  in  reply,  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  the 

diplomatic  agents  of  the  two  governments 
in  the  Chourreau  case'  excluded  all  consideration  of  the 
question  whether  Donaldsonville  was  within  the  enemy's  ter- 
ritory or  not,  and  that  the  destruction  of  the  property  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Donaldsonville  after  the  battle  was  an  unjusti- 
fiable act,  for  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  was 
responsible, 

A   majority  of  the  commission,  Baron  de 
Award.  Arinos   and  Commissioner  Aldis,   delivered, 

November  2,  1883,  the  following  opinion : 
"  Without  considering  in  detail  the  evidence  in  this  and  the 
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similar  cases  and  the  facts  proved  thereby  or  stating  the 
principles  of  international  law  and  of  the  laws  of  war  appli- 
cable to  such  facts  and  which  determine  our  decision,  we 
deem  it  sufficient  to  say  that  the  destruction  and  burning  of 
the  dwelling  house,  bakery,  and  outbuildings  of  the  claimant 
in  Donaldsonville,  on  or  about  the  28th  of  June  A.  I).  1863,  by 
the  United  States  military  forces  under  Major  Bullen,  then  in 
command  of  Fort  Butler,  was  a  lawful  and  justifiable  act  of 
war;  and  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is  not 
bound  to  make  compensation  for  the  damage  caused  thereby. 
"  The  claim  is  therefore  disallowed." 

M.    Lefaivre    dissented,  on   the    following 
TWwfflnling  Opinion.  i 

^   '^         grounds: 

''This  destruction  took  place  after  the  battle  of  the  27th  and  28th  of 
Jane  (night  of  the  27th  and  morning  of  the  28th),  during  which  Fort 
Butler's  garrison  victoriously  repulsed  an  attack  of  the  Confederates.  So 
this  property  was  not  destroyed  under  the  pressure  and  for  the  immediate 
necessities  of  actual  battle,  it  was  but  a  strategic  measure,  taken  delib- 
erately and  in  a  period  of  relative  tranquillity ;  it  was  an  extension  of  the 
military  zone  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the.  accuracy  of  the  firing,  or 
in  order  to  be  able  to  discover  more  easily  a  future  attack  of  the  enemy. 
According  to  the  unanimous  opinion  of  international  writers  and  con- 
gresses, and  to  the  jurisprudence  adopted  by  the  commission  itself,  such  a 
measure  creates  for  the  injured  proprietors  not  participating  in  the  battle 
('for  the  innocent  sufferers ')  a  Hght  to  indemnity, 

''In  order  to  refuse  Jardel  the  benefit  of. this  principle,  it  should  bo 
shown  that  the  inhabitants  of  Donaldsonville  took  part  in  the  battle  of 
the  27th  of  Juiie,  and  thus  justified  the  retaliation  of  the  garrison,  or  that 
his  house  (JardeFs)  was  completely  destroyed  during  the  battle,  either  by 
the  bombardment  of  the  fort  or  by  fire.  None  of  these  poin  ts  appear  in  the 
evidence  or  testimony. 

"  1st.  The  only  cadse  of  grievance  of  the  officers  and  soldiers  of  Fort 
Butler  against  the  inhabitants  of  Donaldsonville  were  their  sympathies 
for  the  cause  of  the  Confederates  and  the  insulting  remarks,  uttered  prin- 
cipally by  women,  when  the  patrol  passed  by.  But  none  of  them  were 
proved  to  have  taken  an  active  part  in  the  battle.  This  view  can  be  estab- 
lished with  entire  certainty. 

"  2d.  The  testimony  of  many  Federal  soldiers  and  ofiicers  shows  that  no 
house  in  Donaldsonville  was  destroyed  dnring  the  battle  prior  to  the  sys- 
tematic destruction  of  the  29th  of  June.  '  It  was  existing  houses  and  not 
ruins  which  were  destroyed.'  Admitting  even  the  fact  that  a  certain  num- 
ber may  have  been  damaged  by  projectiles  during  the  battle,  this  partial 
<{estruction  gives  the  military  authorities  by  no  means  the  right  to  after- 
ward destroy  a  lot  of  buildings  without  indemnity.  The  amount  of  these 
previous  losses  has  not  even  been  estimated.  We  can  only  guess  at  their 
amount,  and,  in  absence  of  positive  proofs,  it  neems  strange  that  the  bene- 
fit of  the  uncertainty  should  enure  to  those  who  destroyed  the  property 
rather  than  to  the  innocent  victims  of  the  war.  A  contrary  tendency  pre- 
vails to-day  in  international  settlements.    The  commissioner  on  behalf  of 
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the  French  Qovernmeiit  regrets  that  the  commisBion,  by  its  decision,  did 
not  agree  to  this  progressive  tendency  of  international  rights." 

Bemy  Jar  del  v.  United  States,  No,  333,  Bout  well's  Report,  174 :  Commis- 
sion under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of  Janu 
ary  15, 1880. 

Virginie  Dutrieux,  a  citizen  of  Franco,  was 

DatrieiueB  Case,  the  owner  of  two  houses  in  Charleston,  South 
Carolina.  During  the  bombardment  of  that 
city  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States  these  houses  were 
struck  by  shells  and  either  destroyed  or  injured  materially, 
for  which  the  memorialist  claimed  compensation  in  the  sum  of 
$6,000.  Upon  this  statement  of  facts  counsel  for  the  United 
States  interposed  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  "the  injuries 
complained  of  were  the  result  of  the  ordinary  operations  of 
war  and  the  bombardment  of  an  enemy's  town."  It  was  ad- 
mitted in  the  opening  brief  of  counsel  for  the  claimant  that, 
"viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  international  law,  *  *  * 
there  was  no  remedy  for  the  destruction  by  a  belligerent, 
through  the  ordinary  operations  of  war,  of  the  property  of 
a  loyal  citizen  or  an  alien  lying  within  the  field  of  the  war." 
By  Article  IV.  of  the  convention,  however,  the  commissioners 
were  required  to  make  solemn  declaration  that  they  would 
"impartially  and  carefully  examine  and  decide,  to  the  best 
of  their  judgment  and  according  to  public  law,  justice,  and 
equity,  without  fear,  favor,  or  affection,  all  claims  within  the 
description  and  true  meaning  of  Articles  I.  and  II.  which  shall 
be  laid  before  them  on  the  part  of  the  governments  of  the 
United  States  and  of  France,  respectively."  And  counsel  for 
the  memorialist  claimed  that  "public  law"  was  distinguishable 
from  "international  law,"  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
two  governments  that  all  equitable  claims  on  the  part  of  the 
citizens  of  either  against  the  other  should  be  recognized  by  the 
commission. 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  contended  that  the  words 
"  public  law  "  were  equivalent  to  the  words  "  international  law ;" 
that  the  commission  was  authorized  to  allow  such  claims  only  as 
were  recognized  by  international  law,  and  that  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property  of  persons,  resident  in  the  theater  of 
war,  by  the  necessary  movements  and  acts  of  the  belligerents 
was  not  the  subject  of  eompensation.  Counsel  for  the  United 
States  referred  to  the  proceedings  of  the  British  and  American 
Claims  Commission  under  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  and  espe- 
cially to  the  case  of  Cleworth,  in  which  the  commissioners  said : 
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^^The  United  States  can  not  be  liable  for  any  injury  caused  by 
the  shells  thrown  in  the  attacks  apon  Vicksburg.^ 
On  behalf  of  the  claimant  it  was  said  by  counsel: 

''  Some  of  these  claims,  it  is  conceded,  will  be  allowed.  But  howf  Cau 
it  be  claimed  that  the  convention  intended  to  abrogate  '  the  common  law 
of  war'  as  to  certain  classes  of  claims  and  leave  it  in  force  as  to  others f 
If  that  was  the  intention,^ why  was  it  not  expressed f  Why  leave  it  to  the 
commission  to  coigectnre  what  classes  of  claims  not  tenable  nnder  '  the 
common  law  of  war'  should  and  what  classes  of  such  claims  shoald  not  be 
held  to  be  within  the  intent  of  the  convention  f  The  convention  is  the 
most  liberal  ever  adopted;  it  gives  the  commission  jurisdiction  in  case  of 
all  injuries,  without  qualification,  arising  out  of  acts  committed  by  the 
authorities  of  the  respective  governments  during  the  certain  periods  speci- 
fied and  within  the  territorial  limits  designated.  If  injuries  arising  from 
iks  ordinary  operations  of  war ^  though  such  operations  were  had  by  the  au- 
thorities of  government,  had  been  intended  to  be  excluded,  why  was  not  a 
provision  to  that  effect  inserted  in  the  convention?  There  was  no  such 
intention ;  the  injuries  of  which  each  government  complained  to  the  other 
arose  almost  entirely  out  of  acts  done  in  the  ordinary  operations  of  war; 
acts  for  the  damages  arising  from  which  the  political  departments  of  fhe 
respective  governments,  in  the  absence  of  convention,  would  not  and  could 
not  demand  redress.  It  was  to  remedy  the  injuries  thus  done  that  the 
enlightened  parties  to  the  convention,  in  the  broatl,  civilized  spirit  of  the 
day,  agreed  to  forego  setting  up  the  narrow,  jealous  objections  which  ear- 
lier and  less  advanced  ages  would  have  sanctioned  as  justifiable  obstacles 
in  the  way  of  common  justice;  the  'enlightenment'  of  each  party  in  the 
premises  being,  however,  chiefly  due  to  the  potent  existence  of  counter- 
claims." 

In  reply  counsel  for  the  United  States  maintained  that ''  all 
agreements  and  contracts  are  entered  into  with  the  law  of  the 
land  in  view,  and  are  governed  by  it.  All  treaties  are  made 
subject  to  the  principles  of  public  law  as  they  exist  at  the  date 
of  the  treaty,  and  if  it  be  desired  to  introduce  a  new  and  hith- 
erto unrecognized  principle  an  explicit  statement  to  that  effect 
must  be  made  and  incorporated  in  the  instrument." 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  and  the  claim  was  disallowed. 

Virginie  Duirieux  v.  United  States,  No.  524,  BoutwelPs  Report,  157:  Com- 
mission under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of 
January  1^,  1880. 

William  Ogden  Giles,  an  American  citizen, 
GUss^B  Case.  was  the  owner  of  a  factory  situated  at  Pautin, 
between  the  walls  and  the  outer  fortifications 
of  the  city  of  Paris.  The  factory  was  erected  in  1869  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  preserving  wood  for 
railroad  ties.  In  1870,  during  the  siege  of  Paris  by  the  Ger- 
mansy  the  factory  with  its  contents  was  destroyed,  for  which 
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Giles  claimed  compensation  in  the  sum  of  52,722  francs  and  80 
centimes.  By  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  during  the  siege 
of  Paris  the  property  of  Giles  was  injured  and  portions  of  it 
taken  by  franc-tireurs,  the  guard-nationale,  and  marauders. 
Following  this  partial  destruction  of  the  property,  an  order 
was  given  by  General  Trochu  for  the  evacuation  of  what  was 
called  the  ^'zone  militaire,"  in  which  the  factory  of  Giles  was 
situated.  This  order  was  dated  the  8th  of  September  1870. 
The  10th  of  September,  two  days  afterward,  the  Moniteur 
Univerael  announced  the  destruction  of  the  buildings  in  the 
"zone  militaire"  by  fire  as  a  very  expedient  measure; 

It  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  France  that  the  military  zone 
around  Paris  was  limited  by  the  law  of  1821  to  150  meters; 
that  Giles's  buildings,  which  were  at  a  distance  of  450  meters, 
could  not  have  been  included  in  it;  and  that  the  report  of  the 
chief  of  engineers  showed  that  no  property  was  destroyed  in 
that  vicinity. 

It  was  also  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  French  Eepublic  that 
the  acts  complained  of;  if  committed,  were  the  unauthorized 
acts  of  soldiers  and  marauders;  that  no  authority  for  them 
had  been  given  by  any  civil  or  military  oflScer  of  the  f^rench 
Government,  and  that  by  the  terms  of  the  convention  and  the 
decisions  of  the  commission  the  government  was  not  responsi- 
ble thereibr;  and  that  as  to  the  order  of  General  Trochu  it 
did  not  direct  the  destruction  of  the  works,  but  merely  the 
abandonment  of  the  buildings  within  the  "zone  militaire." 
The  destruction  of  them  subsequently,  either  by  the  French 
army  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  them  from  being  used  by 
the  German  army  for  shelter  and  protection,  or  by  the  Ger- 
man army  in  its  attack  upon  Paris,  did  not,  it  was  maintained, 
impose  upon  the  French  Government  any  liability.  • 

The  claim  was  disallowed  by  a  majority  of  the  commission, 
consisting  of  Baron  de  Arinos  and  M.  Lefaivre.  The  commis- 
sioner on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  dissenting  from  the 
opinion  of  the  majority,  said :  "  It  fully  appears  that  the  build- 
ing of  the  claimant  was  torn  down  and  used  for  fuel  by  the 
national  guards,  franc-tireurs,  and  marauders.  The  injury  by 
marauders  I  do  not  think  ought  to  be  allowed,  but  that  done 
by  the  national  guards  and  franc-tireurs  I  think  ought  to  be 
allowed." 

William  Ogden  Giles  v.  The  Republic  of  Franc€f  No.  12,  Boutwell's  Report, 
202:  comniissiou  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
France  of  .lannary  15,  1880. 
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Memorialist,  a  citizen  of  Francei  claimed 
Chonnean't  Cue.  compensation  from  the  United  States  for  a 
quantity  of  cotton  and  other  articles  of  per- 
sonal propert}^,  valued  at  $4,000,  which  were  shown  to  have 
been  destroyed  by  fire  set  by  United  States  soldiers.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  property  in  question 
was  at  the  time  of  its  destruction  situated  in  the  theater  of 
war,  in  a  portion  of  the  country  marched  over  and  ravaged 
by  the  forces  both. of  the  United  States  and  of  the  Gonfed- 
eracy ;  and  on  this  ground  it  was  argued  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  that  the  claim  was  hot  within  the  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  France  of  January  15,  1880,  because 
the  acts  complained  of  were  not  committed  within  <^the  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction"  of  the  United  States.  This  question  was 
disposed  of  by  agreement  between  the  two  governments,  as  is 
elsewhere  shown.'  Apart  from  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  it 
was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  that  that  Gov- 
ernment was  not  liable  for  losses  '^arising  from  depredations 
committed  in  places  where  the  armies  were  present,  whether 
such  depredations  were  by  the  soldiery  or  by  camp  followers, 
inasmuch  as  the  acts  were  not  only  without  authority,  either 
civil  or  military,  but  were  in  violation  of  the  rules  and  articles 
of  war,  and  of  the  orders  of  the  military  commanders."  Upon 
the  merits  of  the  case  the  Commission  made  an  award  in  favor 
of  Ohourreau  of  the  sum  of  $970. 

Joseph  Chourreau  v.  The  United  States,  No.  43,  French  and  American 
Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  January  15,  1880,  Boatwell's  Report,  134. 

The  claimant's  memorial  contained  a  sched- 

Bertxaad't  Cass,  ule  of  articles  alleged  to  have  been  taken  or 
destroyed  by  the  Army  of  the  United  States 
in  April,  1864,  at  his  residence  in  the  parish  of  Natchitoches, 
Louisiana. 

It  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  United  States  that  as  the 
property  was  destroyed  upon  the  theater  of  war  and  while  hos- 
tilities were  flagrant  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
was  not  liable  for  the  damages  sustained  by  the  memorialist. 

The  commission  made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant  in 
the  sum  of  $4,800,  which  was  understood  to  be  in  compensa- 
tion for  a  quantity  of  cotton  that  was  destroyed  by  order  of 
the  oflScers  of  the  Army,  through  fear  that,  if  not  destroyed, 
it  would  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  Confederate  authorities. 

The  commissioner  for  the  United  States  assented  to  the 

1  Supra,  II,  1145. 
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'  award  upon  the  ground  that  the  rule  established  in  the  case  of 
Ghonrreau  justified  and  required  the  allowance  to  Bertrand. 

Bertrand  v.  United  States,  No.  345,  Boutwell's  Report,  147 :  Commiasion 
under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of  January 
16,  1880. 

Auguste  Labrot  was  in  1862  the  owner  of  a 
Lalnoff  Gaae.  tract  of  land  in  the  county  of  Kenton,  State 
of  Kentucky,  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Licking 
Biver,  on  which  stood  a  grove  of  locust  trees.  A  x>ortion  of 
the  Army  of  the  United  States  was  encamped  in  the  neighbor- 
hood, under  the  command  of  Gen.  Lew  Wallace.  Upon  the 
advice  of  an  engineer,  General  Wallace  ordered  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  grove  for  the  purpose  of  giving  free  range  to  the 
guns  in  the  defense  of  the  position. 

As  the  property  was  situated  in  a  State  which  recognized 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  national  government,  and  as  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property  was  due  to  a  specific  order  of  the  general 
in  command  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  service,  the  lia- 
bility of  the  government  to  compensate  the  owner  for  the  value 
of  the  property  destroyed  was  admitted  by  counsel  for  the 
United  States. 

It  was  contended  by  special  counsel  for  the  claimant  that  the 
grove  was  of  great  value,  as  it  added  to  the  beauty  of  the  land- 
S(!ape,  and  that  the  estate  was  injured  to  the  amount  of  $6,000 
by  its  destruction.  Counsel  for  the  United  States  contended 
that  the  value  of  the  grove,  which  consisted  of  three  acres  of 
locust  trees,  represented  to  have  been  about  twelve  inches  in 
diameter  and  thirty  to  forty  feet  in  height,  could  not  have 
exceeded  $400. 

An  award  was  made  by  the  commission  in  the  sum  of  $1,500. 

William  Means,  executor  of  Auguste  Labrot,  v.  United  States,  No.  272, 
BoutweH's  Report,  189:  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  France  of  January  15, 1880. 

It  appeared  that  the  claimants  were  the 
Oaaet  of  Berder  ft  owners  of  107  bales  of  lint  cotton,  of  the 
lAbwde^  and  of  aggregate  value  of  $14,029.63,  in  the  city  of 
Mobile,  Alabama;  that  42  bales  were  stored  in 
the  City  Warehouse,  26  at  the  Okalona  Press,  and  40  at  the 
Union  Press;  and  that  in  consequence  of  an  explosion  of  fixed 
ammunition,  which  occurred  May  25, 1865,  the  warehouses  and 
their  contents  were  destroyed  by  fire.  The  testimony  showed 
that  upon  the  fall  of  Mobile,' April  12, 1865,  the  commander  of  the 
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United  States  army  placed  gaards  aronnd  certain  wareboases 
in  which  cotton  was  stored,  and  that  the  owners  were  excluded 
from  the  warehouses,  and  had  no  opportunity  either  to  protect 
the  cotton  or  to  remove  it.  The  warehouse  keeper  in  his  testi- 
mony said:  "There  were  guards  of  soldiers  put  over  all  the 
warehouses  of  cotton  in  the  city  of  Mobile,  acting  under  the 
authorities  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  army,  then 
in  possession  of  the  city."  Of  the  cotton  so  held,  more  than 
9,000  bales,  including  that  of  the  claimants,  were  destroyed  by 
the  explosion  which  took  place  on  May  25.  The  cause  of  the 
explosion  was  the  accidental  dropping  of  a  shell  by  a  soldier, 
the  shell  exploding  and  setting  fire  to  the  buildings  in  the 
neighborhood. 

Upon  the  same  state  of  facts  the  same  question  was  raised 
in  the  case  of  Phillippi  v.  The  United  StateSj  No.  129.  In  the 
argument  of  that  case  counsel  for  the  United  States  presented 
the  following  views: 

''The  testimony  shuws  that  upon  the  fall  of  Mobile,  which  took  place 
April  12,  1865,  the  commander  of  the  rnited  States  army  placed  guards 
aronnd  certain  warehouses  in  which,  as  was  understood,  cotton  was  stored. 
It  does  not  appear  that  possession  was  ever  taken  of  the  cotton  by  any  exam- 
ination of  it,  or  by  assuming  the  custody  of  it  in  the  sense  of  taking  the 
keys  of  the  warehouse-s  or  displacing  the  warehouse  keepers  who  may  have 
had  the  warehouses  in  charge.  As  far  as  the  record  discloses  the  trans- 
action, the  commanding  general  did  only  that  in  reference  to  the  ware- 
hooses  that  officers  of  the  army  were  accustomed  to  do  upon  the  theater 
of  war— protect  as  far  as  they  were  able  private  property  from  depreda- 
tion by  the  mob  or  by  soldiers,  and  from  the  accidents  and  casaalties  of 
war. 

*'  It  is  to  be  considered  that  at  that  time  the  war  was  flagrant,  peace  not 
haying  then  been  declared  nor  established.  The  order  of  General  Canby 
of  the  21st  of  April,  1865  (No.  30),  shows  conclusively  that  it  was  the  policy 
of  the  government  to  respect  private  property  and  to  transfer  the  ({uestiou 
of  ownership  to  the  civil  authorities. 

"In  contemplation  of  law  there  was  no  seizure  of  the  Phillippi  cotton. 

"  In  the  case  of  Pelham  vs.  Rose  (9  Wall.,  p.  106)  the  court  says :  *By  the 
seizure  of  a  thing  is  meant  the  taking  of  a  thing  into  possession,  the  man- 
ner of  which,  and  whether  actual  or  constructive,  depending  upon  the 
nature  of  the  thing  seized ;  as  applied  to  subjects  capable  of  manual  deliv- 
ery, the  term  means  caption— the  physical  taking  into  custody.' 

"And  they  say  further:  'In  the  case  at  bar  a  visible  thing  capable  of 
physical  possession  is  the  subject  of  the  libel.'  In  the  case  of  Phillippi 
the  cotton  was  a  visible  thin^  capable  of  physical  possession  and  mani- 
festly the  subject  of  caption,  which  iu  law  means  the  actual  taking,  as  the 
seizure  of  a  person.  In  order  to  make  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
liable  in  the  case  at  bar,  two  things  must  appear:  (1)  That  an  order  was 
issued  by  the  officer  commanding  at  Mobile,  or  by  some  officer  duly  author- 
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i/.ed  in  the  premises^  directing  an  actual  seizure  in  the  sense  iu  which  the 
word  is  defined  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  mentioned,  and  (2)  an 
execution  of  that  order  by  the  actual  taking  of  the  property  in  the  same 
sense. 

"Upon  the  evidence  neither  of  these  two  conditions  is  found  to  exist. 
There  is  no  eyidence  that  any  order  was  issued  by  General  Canby,  or  by 
any  other  officer  duly  authorized  thereto,  to  make  caption  of  the  cotton ; 
and,  secondly,  there  is  not  only  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  caption 
of  the  property  was  made,  but  the  evidence  is  conclusive  that  no  act 
touching  the  condition  of  the  cotton  was  performed  by  any  officer  or 
soldier  of  the  army  of  the  United  States. 

"  Inasmuch  as  this  claimant  chose  to  make  an  investment  in  that  species 
of  property  which  was  employed  by  the  Confederate  authorities  in  sus- 
taining its  credit  abroad  and  maintaining  its  armies  at  home,  and  inasmuch 
as  she  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  therefore  had 
legal  knowledge  of  the  laws  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  the  war, 
and  inasmuch  as  she  chose  to  mix  that  property  with  other  property  of 
the  same  kind,  belonging  either  to  the  Confederate  government  or  to  per- 
sons citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  then  subject  to  its  authority,  she 
can  not  now  complain  that  the  army  of  the  United  States  was  employed 
to  guard  and  protect  that  property  in  mass,  for  the  twofold  purpose  of 
preserving  it  from  destruction  and  of  securing  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  whatever  rights  of  property  might  ultimately,  upon  inves- 
tigation, be  established  in  its  behalf. 

**  The  destruction  of  the  warehouses  and  cotton  was  an  accident^  and 
one  of  the  incidents  of  war  by  which  property  was  lost,  and  the  less  must 
rest  where  it  fell. 

**  The  Government  of  the  United  States  never  attempted  to  appropriate 
this  property  to  its  own  use,  but  only  to  guard  and  protect  it  for  the  time  - 
being. 

<'In  this  view  of  the  case  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  maintains 
that  even  if  it  should  be  the  judgment  of  the  commission  that  the  claim- 
ant is  a  French  citizen,  it  is  yet  true  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  is  not  liable  under  the  treaty  for  the  loss,  it  not  having  arisen  from 
any  act  of  the  civil  or  military  authorities  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  but,  on  the  contrary,  from  an  accident  and  an  incident  of 
war  over  which  neither  the  civil  nor  military  authorities  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  had  any  control,  and  which,  indeed,  they  were 
powerless  to  prevent." 

In  the  Phillippi  case  special  counsel  for  the  claimant  snb- 
uiitted  in  reply  the  following  argument: 

"  Upon  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  we  maintain  that  the  property 
of  this  nonresident  neutral  was  protected  by  the  principle  of  'public 
law,  justice,  and  equity.' 

''The  property  was  lawfully  acquired  by  her.  She  was  in  full  posses- 
sion of  it  in  a  warehouse  which  pro  hoc  vice  was  hers.  She  was  dispos- 
sessed by  the  military  authority  on  12th  of  April,  and  excluded  from  all 
control  over  it,  and  this  continued  to  25th  of  May,  when  the  explosion 
took  place,  which  destroyed  it.    In  all  this  time,  seeing  the  danger  to 
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which  the  property  was  exp<Med,  she  may  have  made  snch  disposition  of 
it  by  removal  or  sale  as  woald  have  avoided  loss  to  her.  It  is  uo  answer 
to  say  that  it  is  uncertain  she  may  have  done  either. 

^'The  seizure  of  all  the  warehouses,  containing  17,073  bales  of  cotton, 
was  of  advantage  to  the  government,  as  it  enabled  it  to  secure  snch  por- 
tions as  belonged  to  the  hostile  organization  and  to  those  who  sustained 
it.  All  that  was  not  destroyed  was  delivered  by  the  provost-marshal  to 
Captain  Saml  Lappiu,  and  by  him  transferre<1,  as  the  law  directed,  to  the 
special  agents  of  the  Treasury. 

"  If  we  are  right  in  the  contention  that  the  property  of  the  claimant 
was  protected  by  the  principles  of  'public  law,  justice,  and  equity'  appli- 
cable to  the  case,  then,  upon  undisputed  law,  the  depriving  her  of  the 
custody  and  control  ot  it  charges  the  government  with  the  responsibility 
of  restoring  the  property  or  accounting  for  its  valne. 

*'It  is  of  no  consequence  to  the  claimant  that  the  loss  has  been  occa- 
sioned by  one  canse  or  by  another.  If  her  cotton  had  been  part  of  that 
testified  to  have  been  shipped,  and  had  been  lost  by  the  perils  of  the  sea; 
or  if,  after  delivery  to  the  Treasury  agent,  he  had  sold  it  and  converted 
the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  in  either  case  it  wonld  be  no  answer  to  say 
the  government  has  not  received  any  benefit  from  the  seizure. 

**  It  is  on  this  view  of  the  case  we  have  not  deemed  it  essential  to  go  into 
the  investigation  of  the  facts  attending  the  great  explosion,  by  which  so 
much  property  was  destroyed  and  so  many  lives  lost,  for  the  purpose  of 
demonstrating  that  it  resulted  from  the  grossest  negligence. 

''The  claim  now  made  is  for  cotton,  but  it  stands  on  the  same  ground 
under  the  treaty,  and  must  therefore  be  regarded  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  it  were  for  so  many  bushels  of  com  or  of  wheat. 

"Neither  the  abandoned  nor  captured  property  act,  nor  any  other  act  of 
Congress,  differs  cotton  from  any  other  product. 

"  We  conclude  by  saying  that  if  by  'the  humane  maxims  of  the  modern 
law  of  nations  the  private  property  of  fumcambatanU  is  exempt  from  capture 
as  booty  of  war,'  it  needs  no  argument  for  the  position  that,  a  fortiori, 
such  exemption  must  be  extended  to  the  property  of  a  nonresident 
neutraV 

The  counsel  in  the  case  of  Bercier  and  Laborde  claimed 
that— 

"  From  the  day  of  the  capture  of  Mobile  said  cotton  has  been  treated 
by  all  parties  as  captured  cotton,  by  the  general  in  command,  by  his 
quartermaster,  by  the  quartermaster  in  New  York,  to  whom  General 
Cauby  gave  notice  that  he  had  ordered  all  cotton  captured  in  Mobile  to 
l>e  sent,  by  the  Secretary  of  War,  when  ho  ordered  General  Van  Vliet  to 
turn  it  over  to  the  Treasury  agent,  and  finally  by  the  Court  of  Claims  in 
ordering  the  proceeds  to  be  paid  over  to  the  claimants,  and  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  when  he  reported  to  Congress  on  the  Kubjeet.  In 
giving  the  above  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  the  Secretary  says  to 
Congress,  'Statement  C  contains  a  list  of  awards  of  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  for  the  proceeds  of  captured  or  abandoned  property  under 
the  act  of  March  12, 1863,  presented  to  and  paid  by  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment up  to  June  30,  1876.*'' 
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In  both  the  foregoing  cases  the  claim  was  disallowed,  upon 
the  ground,  as  it  was  understood,  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  was  not  liable  for  the  pecuniary  losses  caused 
by  the  explosion  of  the  25th  of  May  1865. 

Oscar  Beroier  <f'  Francois  Laborde  v.  Unit^  States,  No.  56,  BoatwelPs 
Report,  148 :  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  France  of  January  15,  1880. 

"Neutral  property  in  a  belligerent's  terri- 
Castei's  Case,  tory  shares  the  fate  of  war  the  same  as  that  of 
subjects  or  citizens.  If  injured  or  destroyed 
in  battle  or  siege,  in  the  absence  of  circumstances  evincing 
wantonness  or  culpable  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  government 
within  whose  jurisdiction  it  is,  the  public  law  furnishes  the 
owner  no  redress  against  such  government.  The  case  is  not 
altered  if  the  owner  happens  to  be  an  oflScer  of  a  neutral 
power. 

"The  house  and  contents  of  Jos6  Castel,  who  is  represented 
to  have  been  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  its  consul  at 
Puerto  Oabello,  were  injured  in  battle,  or  siege,  with  fighting 
through  several  days,  between  the  federal  and  government 
forces,  near  the  close  of  the  Venezuelan  civil  war,  in  1863. 

"  We  find  nothing  in  the  evidence  sent  us  to  justify  the  find- 
ing of  the  old  commission  that  the  loss  of  a  part  of  the  effects 
^  might  and  should  have  been  avoided,'  in  any  such  sense  as  to 
create  a  liability  against  Venezuela.  No  such  claim  was  made 
by  Gastel.  There  does  not  appear,  and  it  is  not  claimed,  that 
there  was  wanton  or  avoidable  injury  done.  The  line,  how- 
ever, between  what  is  avoidable  and  what  not,  occurring  dur- 
ing an  engagement,  if  such  be  ever  discernible,  we  would  not 
undertake  to  draw.  There  is  no  showing  of  injury  before  or 
after  the  conflict. 

"The  claim,  which  is  for  $3,863.75,  as  of  1868,  and  on  which 
the  sum  of  $2,000  was  before  awarded,  is  disallowed. 

"We  have  reached  this  conclusion  upon  the  hypothesis  that 
Castel  was,  as  represented,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and 
its  consul.  It  is  doubtful,  however,  whether  he  ever  was  such 
citizen.  Three  of  his  witnesses  speak  of  him  as  a  French  sub- 
ject; and  the  records  in  the  State  Department  show  he  was 
only  acting  vice  consul  of  the  United  States,  which  he  might 
have  been,  although  a  Frenchman  as  to  citizenship.'^ 

Little,  commissioner,  for  the  commission,  Jos^  Castel  v.  Venezuelay  No. 
26,  United  States  and  Venezuelan  Claims  CommisAion,  convention  of 
December  5,  1885. 
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Claimant,  a  citizen  of  t)ie  United  States, 

Shrigiey'i  CaM.  claimed  $12,717.50  as  damages  firom  Ohile  for 
the  destraction  and  appropriation  of  his  prop- 
erty. It  appeared  that  daring  the  civil  war  in  Chile  in  1891 
he  removed  his  family  from  his  residence  at  Miramar,  leaving 
the  house  in  charge  of  his  servants;  that  on  Aagast  14, 1891, 
certain  troops  of  the  Balmaceda  Government,  under  command 
of  their  officers,  occapied  the  premises  and  despoiled  and  car- 
ried away  property  to  a  considerable  amount;  that  on  the  night 
of  August  23  the  house  was  again  taken  possession  of  by  the 
Balmaceda  forces,  who  put  the  servants  out  in  order  to  occupy 
it  themselves;  that  horses  of  the  regiment  were  quartered  in 
the  garden  and  park;  that  trees,  plants,  and  fences  were 
destroyed,  and  the  house  completely  sacked. 

The  agent  of  the  United  States,  maintaining  the  liability  of 
Chile,  cited  Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  223,  pp.  579,  580,  and  598; 
Wharton's  Digest,  sec.  225,  p.  599;  ibid.  sec.  225,  p.  599;  Hal- 
leck's  Int.  Law,  II.  p.  37;  WiUett  v.  Veneziielu,  Venezuelan 
Beport,  pp.  96-112;  Jean  Jeanneaud  v.  The  United  StateSj 
Beport  of  the  French  Claims  Commission,  p.  132 ;  Joseph  Chour- 
reau  v.  The  United  States^  French  Claims  Commission,  pp. 
134-146;  Bertrand  v.  The  United  States,  French  Claims  Com- 
mission, p.  147;  Men^i  v.  The  United  States,  French  Claims 
Commission,  p.  189. 

The  agent  of  Chile  contended  that  claimant  must  show 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  not  only  that  he  was  in  possession 
of  the  property  which  he  specified  as  having  been  lost,  but 
also  that  it  <^was  taken  or  destroyed  by  the  Chilean  army, 
acting  under  the  orders  of  duly  authorized  officers,  or  that  it 
was  taken  by  the  Chilean  army  under  such  circumstances  that 
the  officers  of  the  army  were  bound  in  good  faith  to  have  pre- 
vented the  pillage." 

The  commission  unanimously  rendered  the  following  de- 
cision : 

"  This  claim  leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  two  questions — 
one  of  law,  the  other  of  fact. 

"  In  regard  to  the  first,  we  must  determine  to  what  point 
Chile  must  be  considered  liable  for  the  acts  of  her  troops  or 
soldiers. 

<<  In  view  of  the  decisions  rendered  by  similar  commissions 
that  have  met  at  this  capital,  as  a  result  of  the  treaties  signed 
by  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  Great  Britain,  and  France, 
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we  are  of  opinion  that  the  following  propositions  can  be  accepted 
as  correct : 

"  (a)  Nentral  property  taken  for  the  use  or  service  of  armies 
by  officers  or  functionaries  thereunto  authorized  gives  a  right 
to  the  owner  of  the  property  to  demand  compensation  from 
the  government  exercising  such  authority. 

"(6)  Neutral  property  destroyed  or  taken  by  soldiers  of  a 
belligerent  with  authorization,  or  in  presence  of  their  officers 
or  commanders,  gives  a  right  to  compensation,  whenever  the' 
fact  can  be  proved  that  said  officers  or  commanders  had  the 
means  of  preventing  the  outrage  and  did  not  make  the  neces- 
sary efforts  to  prevent  it. 

'<  (o)  Acts  of  simple  marauding  or  pillage  practised  by  sol- 
diers absent  from  their  regiments  and  from  the  close  vigilance 
of  their  commanders  do  not  aflfect  the  responsibility  of  gov- 
ernments. Such  acts  are  considered  as  common  crimes,  subject 
only  to  ordinary  penalties. 

"In  view  of  these  principles,  and  having  before  us  the  evi- 
dence submitted  by  both  parties,  we  consider  that  the  claimant, 
W.  S.  Sbrigley,  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  losses  suf- 
fered, and  we  award  him  the  sum  of  $5,086,  in  United  States 
gold  coin." 

fT,  S.  Shrigley  v.  ChiUf  No.  4,  Am.  and  Chilean  Claims  Commission, 
treaty  of  August  7,  1892,  Shield's  report,  38;  opinions  of  the  commlBsiou, 
139. 

An  award  on  precisely  similar  grounds  was  made  in  the  case  of  Jennie 
K,  Bead  v.  Chile,  No.  13. 

Edward  C.  Du  Bois,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Caseof  DuBoiB.  States,  made  a  claim  against  Chile  growing 
out  of  the  acts  of  the  military  authorities 
of  that  government  in  Peru  in  1880  and  1881.  Du  Bois 
claimed  at  that  time  to  have  had  possession  as  mortgagee 
of  such  part  of  the  Chimbote,  Huaraz  and  Hecuay  Railroad 
as  was  then  completed  and  in  operation,  and  to  have  had  on 
hand  at  Chimbot'C  a  large  quantity  of  machinery,  implements, 
and  material  for  the  construction  of  the  rest  of  the  road.  The 
evidence  showed  that  on  September  10,  1880,  "General  Patri- 
cio Lynch  of  the  Chilean  army  entered  the  harbor  of  Chimbote 
with  certain  Chilean  ships  and  took  possession  of  said  town  and 
said  railroad ;  that  the  town  was  not  fortified  nor  was  any 
resistance  made  to  his  landing,  nor  were  there  any  Peruvian 
soldiers  within  hundreds  of  miles  of  said  port;  that  the  sol- 
diery under  the  command  of  General  Lynch  began  an  indis- 
criminate, unjustifiable,  and  unprovoked  appropriation,  de- 
struction, and    despoliation  of   the  menioriali^'s    property, 
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notwithstanding  notice  was  given  that  he  was  an  American 
citizen;  and  that  General  Lynch  on  departing  gave  orders  for 
the  destruction  of  the  locomotives  and  rolling  stOi*k  of  said 
railroad,  and  a  large  amount  of  lumber  and  ties  were  by  his 
orders  barned  and  destroyed.  Claimant  caused  inventories 
of  the  property  destroyed  and  taken  away,  both  of  his  indi- 
vidual property  and  the  railroad  property,  to  be  made  out  by 
parties  cognizant  of  the  amount  and  value  thereof,  and  duly 
protested  against  the  said  illegal  acts  of  said  troops.  It  also 
appears  that  afterwards,  in  December  1881,  the  Chilean  forces, 
under  command  of  Capt  Jorge  Montt,  again  visited  Chimbote 
and  took  possession  and  removed  all  rails,  cross-ties,  and  other 
raibroad  proj^erty  left  there;  and  again,  in  January  1882,  the 
said  Chilean  forces  took  and  carried  away  all  rails,  plates, 
bolts,  etc,  belonging  to  the  railroad  and  in  the  memorialist's 
possession,  against  all  of  which  claimant  duly  protested." 

There  was  also  evidence  introduced  by  tlie  claimant  to  show 
that  the  destruction  and  carryiug  away  of  this  property  was 
not  necessary  as  a  military  operatiou,  but  was  wanton  and 
without  excuse. 

Claimant  asked  judgment  for  the  amount  due  him  by  the 
Government  of  Peru  on  account  of  the  construction  of  the 
road,  and  for  the  value  of  his  individual  property  taken  and  de- 
stroyed; and  he  claimed  under  the  laws  and  usages  of  Peru  15 
per  cent  profit  on  his  contract  to  build  the  road,  which  profit  he 
alleged  that  he  would  have  made  but  for  the  destruction  com- 
mitted by  Chile.  The  total  claims  and  interest  amounted  to 
$2,451,155.58. 

Chile  offered  evidence  tending  to  show  that  claimant  had  no 
individual  property  on  this  railroad,  and  that  the  destruction 
and  carrying  away  of  the  property  was  a  legitimate  act  of  war, 
as  it  belonged  to  Peru. 

Briefs  were  filed  by  the  private  counsel  for  the  claimant  and 
by  the  agent  for  Chile,  and  the  case  was  fully  argued  by  the 
agents  for  the  United  States  and  Chile,  and  assistant  counsel 
for  Chile. 

A  minority  of  the  commission,  Messrs.  ClaparMe  and  Goode, 
decided : 

"That  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Chile  should  be 
held  responsible  for  the  wanton  and  unnecessary  destruction 
of  the  claimant's  property  at  Chimbote  by  General  Lynch,  in 
command  of  the  Chilean  forces,  and  we  find  that  claimant  is 
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entitled  to  recover  damages  from  the  Government  of  Chile  in 
the  sum  of  $156,232  United  States  gold  coin." 

Edward  C,  Du  Bois  v.  Chile,  No.  2,  convention  of  Aagaet  7, 1892,  Shields'fl 
Report,  20;  opinions  of  the  commission,  193. 

Mr.  Gana  dissented,  maintaining  that  the  railroad  and  other  things  in 
question  were  the  property  of  the  Government  of  Peru  and  consequently 
that  the  commission  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
fact  that  Chile  had  the  right  to  seize  and  appropriate  the  property  of  her 
enemy. 

3.  Appropriation  of  Property. 

The  brig  Splendidj  the  property  of  citizens 
Case  of  ^^  J'^P  ^'  of  the  United  States,  was  taken  possession  of 
by  the  Mexican  authorities  at  Vera  Cruz  on 
August  3,  1829,  and  used  for  the  transportation  of  troops. 
The  commissioners  allowed  the  sum  of  $2,093.67  for  the  seiz- 
ure and  employment  of  the  brig,  being  the  fair  price  of  the 
services  rendered  by  the  vessel  and  crew,  with  interest  at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent. 

Commission  under  the  convention  hetween  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
of  April  11,  1839.  A  similar  decision  was  made  in  the  case  of  John  Ken- 
nedy and  Ferdinand  E,  White  v.  Mexico,  for  the  use  of  the  bark  Ursula  for  the 
transportation  of  troops  in  1829  from  Vera  Cruz  to  Tecolnta. 

John  Belden,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
e  ens  ases.  q^u^^j  q^  house  at  Matamoras,  in  which,  in 
1836,  his  clerk  and  agent  rented  three  rooms  to  the  general  of 
the  Mexican  forces  at  that  point  for  his  personal  occupation. 
Subsequently,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner  or  of  his  agent, 
and  in  disregard  of  the  contract,  the  whole  house  was  filled 
with  troops  and  converted  into  barracks.  The  umpire  awarded 
as  rent  for  the  use  of  the  house,  and  as  compensation  for  dam- 
age done  to  it  by  the  occupation,  the  sum  of  $16,815.29. 

Commission  under  the  convention  hetween  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
of  April  11.  1839. 

The  house  above  mentioned  continued  in  the  occupation  of 
the  Mexican  forces  till  May,  1846,  when  it  was  taken  possession 
of  by  the  United  States  Army  under  General  Taylor.  The 
claimant  therefore  presented  another  claim  to  the  commission- 
ers under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849.  The  commis- 
sioners rendered  the  following  decision: 

"The  evidence  in  the  case  very  clearly  shows  that  the  pos- 
session of  tlie  claimant's  property  by  the  authorities  of  Mexico 
was  wrongful,  and  in  addition  to  compensation  for  the  use  of 
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it  the  government  is  clearly  liable  for  any  injory  done  to  the 
property  whilst  in  possession  of  it.  The  claimant  nrges  that 
he  is  now  entitled  to  compensation,  for  the  nse  and  value  of  his 
property  from  the  11th  of  April,  1839,  because  he  says  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  the  umpire,  being  concluded  by  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  convention  of  that  date,  could  not  make  an  award 
for  any  injury  or  damage  accruing  to  claimants  after  that  pe- 
riod, and  he  also  deduces  as  proof  of  that  i)resumption  a  certain 
discrepancy  between  the  sum  allowed  by  the  American  com- 
missioners and  the  award  made  by  the  umpire.  But  this  board 
is  of  opinion  that  nothing  in  the  case  before  the  former  com- 
mission appears  to  raise  such  a  presumption.  The  •  •  • 
amount  of  damages  which  should  be  awarded  was  a  disputed 
point  between  the  members  of  the  joint  commission,  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  question  was  raised  as  to  the  time  up  to 
which  these  damages  should  be  computed.  The  claimant  him- 
self, by  his  memorial,  demanded  that  the  damages  should  be 
computed  for  five  years.  The  first  possession  of  the  premises 
by  the  Mexican  authorities  was  shown  to  have  been  in  October, 
1836,  and  the  claim  was  presented  to  the  joint  commission  in 
September,  1841.  The  American  commissioners,  however,  com- 
puted damages  for  five  years  and  five  months — that  is,  up  to 
February,  1842,  inclusive.  •  •  •  This  matter,  however,  is 
put  at  rest  by  the  claimant  himself,  for  in  his  evidence  in  the 
case  he  shows  that  his  attorneys  •  •  •  demanded  in  his 
behalf  rent  from  the  date  of  the  award  only,  that  is  from  the 
25th  of  February  1842.  •  •  •  This  board  is  therefore  of 
opinion,  and  does  decide,  that  the  aforesaid  claim  of  John 
Belden  for  the  forcible  use  of  and  the  Injury  done  to  his  prop- 
erty in  the  town  of  Matamoras,  from  the  25th  of  February, 
1842,  to  the  17th  day  of  May,  1846,  by  the  Mexican  troops,  is  a 
valid  claim  against  the  Republic  of  Mexico  and  does  accord- 
ingly allow  the  same." 

The  commissioners  subsequently  awarded  Belden  $5,342.87 — 
principal,  ♦4,208.33;  interest,  $1,134.54. 

On  May  18, 1846,  General  Bravo,  command- 
Sanbiier'i  Cue.    iug  the  Mexican  military  forces  in  Vera  Cruz, 
issued  on  order,  agreeably  to  the  decree  of  the 
national  government,  re<iuiring  all  Americans  to  leave  Vera 
Cruz  within  eight  days.    The  ground  of  this  order  was  the 
existence  of  hostilities  between  Mexico  and  the  United  States. 
Among  the  persons  affected  by  it  was  Elisha  TI.  Saulnier,  an 
American  merchant  at  Vera  Cruz,  who,  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  commercial  operations,  had  left  Vera  Cruz  for  New  York  in 
March,  1846,  being  at  that  time  indebted  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment for  duties  on  previous  imimrtations  to  the  amount  of 
about  $4,000,  for  which  lie  had  given  bond  with  sureties.    No- 
tice of  the  order,  however,  was  given  to  the  clerks  and  agents 
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whom  he  had  left  in  charge  of  hia  bnsiuess  in  Vera  Cruz,  and  a 
demand  was  coincidently  made  npon  them  for  payment  of  the 
duty  bonds,  which  had  not  then  matured.  They  had  no  means 
of  meeting  this  demand  bat  by  the  sale  of  the  goods.  Other 
creditors,  probably  alarmed  in  consequence  of  these  proceed- 
ingSy  also  claimed  the  benefit  of  a  hen  which  by  law  they  had 
upon  the  property  of  the  claimant.  To  enable  the  agents  of 
Saulnier  to  pay  the  debts  thus  pressed  upon  them,  though  not 
due,  his  property,  represented  to  be  of  the  value  of  about 
$48,000,  was  sold  at  auction  and  produced  only  about  $7,000. 
A  claim  for  the  loss  was  presented  to  the  commissioners  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1839. 

The  commissioners  said  that  the  principal  question  to  be 
decided  was  whether  the  sale  of  the  goods  was  to  be  regarded 
as  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  agents  of  the  claimant  or  as 
compulsory  and  forced  upon  them  by  the  illegal  exactions  of 
the  Mexican  authorities.  They  found  upon  the  testimony  that 
the  sale  was  of  the  latter  character,  but  they  observed  that  it 
was  not  easy  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  resulting  losses. 
It  appeared  by  the  proofs  "that  the  depreciation  of  the  value 
of  property  in  Yera  Cruz  at  the  time  was  attributable  to  the 
war  which  had  broken  out  between  the  countries,"  and  there 
was  ''  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  claimant  could  have  real- 
ized the  estimated  value  of  his  property  if  he  had  been  allowed 
all  the  advantages  which  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  treaty 
of  1831.  That  treaty  allowed  him  only  six  months  to  close  his 
affairs,  even  if  he  had  been  in  Vera  Cruz  at  the  outbreak  of 
hostilities.^  He  would  not  have  been  permitted  to  extend  his 
mercantile  pursuits,  nor  to  remove  his  goods  into  the  interior. 
•  •  •  A  good  deal  of  the  injury  was  "attributable  to  the  state 
of  war,  depreciating  the  value  of  property,  breaking  up  com- 
mercial pursuits,  and  in  various  ways  bringing  dist^ress  upon 
the  community  where  it  unhappily  exists."  The  commissioners 
subsequently  awarded  as  principal  $12,000,  and  as  interest 
$2,950— in  all,  $14,950. 

On  the  occasion  of  the  attack  of  Walker's 

HoU«nbedk'8  Caae.  filibusters    on   Castillo  Viejo,   February  15, 

1857,  the  Costa  Kican  forces,  as  part  of  their 

operations  for  the  defense  of  the  place,  set  fire  to  a  building, 

^The  commissiouers  elsewhere  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  right 
under  the  treaty  to  remain  in  the  conntry  for  the  purpose  stated  did  not 
inolade  the  right  to  return  for  that  purpose. 
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in  coDseqnence  of  wbich  a  hotel  belonging  to  Thomas  Town- 
send  and  John  E.  Holleubeck,  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
caaght  fire  and  barned  down.  Compensation  was  awarded  to 
the  owners  for  the  value  of  the  hotel.  The  lessees,  who  also 
were  citizens  of  the  United  States,  received  an  award  for  the 
value  of  personal  property  destroyed  in  the  same  fire. 

Bertinatti,  ampire,  convention  between  the  United  States  and  CoBta 
Ricaof  Jnly2,  1860. 

Numerous  claims  were  presented  to  the 
Gana'sCaie.  mixed  commission  under  the  convention  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  July  4, 
1868,  for  indemnity  for  the  seizure  of  cattle  belonging  to  citi- 
zens of  Mexico  in  Texas  by  the  military  authorities  of  the 
United  States  in  1863,  1864,  and  1865.  The  typical  case  was 
that  of  the  Heirs  of  Fedro  Jose  de  la  Oarza  v.  The  United 
States^  No.  736,  which  the  agent  of  the  United  States  moved  to 
dismiss  on  the  ground  (1)  that  the  proofs  of  citizenship  were 
defective;  (2)  that  the  claimant  was  at  the  time  of  his  alleged 
injuries  <<  domiciled  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  with  which  State  the  United  States  was  then  at  war, 
and  was  therefore  an  enemy  of  the  United  States  ^'  and  could 
not  "claim  against  the  United  States"  for  the  cattle  taken  or 
destroyed  by  troops  of  the  United  States  within  the  hostile 
territory;  and  (3)  that,  if  the  claimant  was  not  domiciled  in 
Texas,  he  owned  land  there,  and  tbe  ])roperty  alleged  to  have 
been  taken  or  destroyed  was  the  growth  and  produce  of  tbe 
soil  of  enemies'  territory  and,  as  such,  enemies'  i)roperty  in  the 
sense  of  the  law  of  nations.  Other  grounds  were  laid,  resting 
in  matters  of  evidence. 

Tbe  umpire.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  after  referring  to  the 
voluminous  and  contradictory  character  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case  of  Garza,  said : 

"  There  still  remains,  however,  strong  evidence  on  behalf  of 
the  claimants  that  a  certain  amount  of  live  stock  belonging  to 
De  la  Garza  was  killed  and  used  or  taken  by  troops  of  the 
United  States,  who  were  under  the  orders  of  Colonels  Davis 
and  Haynes.  The  umpire  does  not  think  that  this  fact  is  re- 
futed by  the  evidence  produced  by  the  defence,  or  that  it  is 
incompatible  with  that  evidence.  But  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  is 
satisfactorily  proved  that  the  amount  of  the  claim  is  immensely 
exaggerated,  and  that  it  is  impossible  that  it  could  have  reached 
anything  like  the  sum  claimed.  The  value  and  number  of  the 
animals  really  used  or  taken  must  to  a  certain  extent  be  con- 
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jectural;  but,  as  far  as  the  umpire  can  jadge,  be  thinks  that 
$6,()00  would  not  much  exceed  nor  be  much  less  than  the 
amount  due.  The  umpire  therefore  awards  that  there  be  paid 
by  the  Grovernment  of  the  United  States  on  account  of  the 
above-mentioned  claim  the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars  ($6,000) 
In  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  with  an  annual  interest  of 
six  per  cent,  from  the  30th  of  November  1863  to  the  date  of  the 
final  award.'' 

In  the  case  of  Charles  H,  Wheeler  and  Ansel 
Case  of  the  <' Indus."  ^.  Atiderson,  owners  of  the  American  brig 
InduSy  V.  Mexico^  No.  187,  before  the  commis- 
sion under  the  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  it  was  represented 
that  the  brig  was  cleared  from  Tampico,  Mexico,  for  Tabasco 
December  16,  1862.  Being  detained,  however,  by  low  water 
on  the  bar  at  Tampico,  she  was  taken  possession  of  by  the 
French  forces  then  in  those  waters  and  held  until  January  14, 
when  they  abandoned  her  to  her  captain  ind  crew,  having 
in  the  meantime  employed  her  in  their  naval  operations.  On 
the  following  day  she  was  seized  as  prize  by  the  military 
forces  of  Mexico,  under  Gen.  Juan  Jose  de  la  Garza,  who, 
without  any  judicial  proceedings,  detained  the  brig  till  the 
2d  of  the  following  March,  when  he  expelled  the  oflBcers  and 
crew  and  on  the  next  day  sold  her  at  public  auction.  On 
the  6th  of  April  the  Mexican  Government  was  appealed  to  by 
the  American  minister,  and  three  days  afterward  ordered  the 
vessel  to  be  restored,  but  the  order  was  too  late  and  was  not 
carried  into  effect.  The  commissioners,  Mr.  Wadswortli 
delivering  the  opinion  October  6, 1870,  held  that  the  question 
of  prize  or  no  prize  was  not  at  issue.  They  said:  ^' Under  the 
treaty  of  1831  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  the 
law  of  nations,  the  latter  government  had  a  choice  to  send 
the  vessel  before  the  established  courts  for  prize  causes  in  the 
country,  or  to  release  the  property  and  indemnify  the  owners. 
That  government  preferred  the  latter  course,  but  was  disap- 
pointed by  the  hasty  and  wrongful  conduct  of  General  Garza. 
We  think  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  an  award."  They  awarded 
$10,000  for  the  vessel  and  contents,  $1,400  for  demurrage, 
$1,500  for  the  crew  expenses  and  loss,  and  $100  costs,  making 
$13,000  in  all,  with  interest  from  March  2,  1862. 

^'General   Avalos,   commanding  at  Mata- 
***°Hein    *^"   moras,  in  the  service  of  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, duri  \\g  the  siege  of  that  place  in  October 
1861  by  Carvajal,  seized  the  storehouse  in  which  Putegnat's 
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^oods  were  on  sale  at  the  time,  turned  the  storehouse  into  a 
fortification,  from  whence  to  resist  and  annoy  the  enemy,  and 
forbade  the  removal  of  the  goods  to  a  place  of  safety.  In  the 
coarse  of  the  contest  the  house  was  set  on  fire  by  the  shells  of 
the  enemy  and  was  destroyed. 

^'In  determining  whether  there  is  a  liability  in  this  case  on 
the  part  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  to  pay  the  value  of  the 
goods  thas  destroyed  by  the  enemy,  I  shall  proceed  upon  the 
conclasion,  which  I  draw  from  the  facts  in  the  case,  that 
the  goods  were  lost  because  of  the  seizure  of  the  house  and 
the  order  forbidding  their  removal.  I  shall  treat  the  case  as  a 
seizure  of  the  house  and  goods  by  General  Avalos  for  the  pub- 
lic service,  and  their  destruction  by  the  enemy  as  a  necessary 
consequence  of  the  nature  of  the  service  to  which,  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit,  the  goods  were  subjected.  I  shall  assume  that  if 
the  government  would  be  liable  for  the  house  destroyed  by  the 
enemy's  fire,  it  would  be  liable  for  the  goods  also,  perhaps 
much  more  so,  as  they  might  have  been  removed  to  a  place  of 
safety  in  a  few  minutes,  since  the  quantity  was  not  large. 

"I  conceive  that  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  not  liable  for 
pro];)erty  destroyed  by  the  enemy  during  the  siege  of  a  town 
without  any  complicity  on  its  part;  nor  for  property  neces- 
sarily and  incidentally  destroyed  by  the  government  in  its  fire 
upon  an  enemy.  To  make  the  government  responsible,  the 
property  must  be  taken  by  its  authority  to  be  used  against  the 
enemy  (to  assist  an  attack  or  make  good  a  defense,  for 
instance)  or  destroyed  or  carried  away  to  prevent  the  enemy 
from  using  it.  This  is  what  Yattel  calls  taking  deliberately  or 
by  way  of  precaution.  'As  when  a  field,  a  house,  or  a  garden, 
belonging  to  a  private  person  is  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  on  the  spot  a  town  rampart  or  any  other  piece  of 
fortification,  or  when  his  standing  corn  or  storehouses  are 
destroyed  to  prevent  their  being  of  use  to  the  enemy,  such 
damages  are  to  be  made  good  to  the  individual,  who  should 
bear  only  his  quota  of  the  loss.'  (Book  3,  chap.  15,  p.  402. 
See  also  Grotius,  book  3,  chap.  20,  sec.  7.)  Property  ta'ken  or 
destroyed  for  the  public  use  lawfully  by  the  civil  or  military 
authorities  must  be  paid  for  by  the  government.  (Mitchell  v. 
Harmony,  13  Howard,  115;  Hale  v,  Lawrence,  3  Zabriskie, 
728;  Grant  r.  U.  S.,  1  Court  of  Claims,  41.) 

"There  cannot  be  much  doubt  about  the  general  principles. 
Is  there  any  doubt  about  their  application  in  this  case!    The 
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enemy  destroyed  the  property  indeed,  but  only  after  the  gov- 
ernment had  token  it  for  public  use,  by  being  used  by  the 
government,  and  because  it  was  so  used.  It  will  be  found  to 
be  an  immaterial  fact  that  the  enemy  destroys  the  property 
after  the  government  has  found  it  necessary  to  seize  it  and 
use  it  against  the  enemy.  The  horses,  wagons,  etc.,  impressed 
by  the  government  forces  for  use  against  the  enemy  or  in  the 
public  service  in  general,  although  only  a  temporary  use  was 
intended,  must  be  paid  for,  although  destroyed  or  captured  by 
the  enemy.  It  is  the  seizure  of  private  property  for  the  public 
use  and  its  loss  or  destruction  whih-  so  employed,  whether  by 
the  enemy  or  the  government,  that  entitles  the  owner  to  pay- 
ment. Even  if  it  be  morally  certain  that  the  enemy  would 
himself  take  the  property  and  use  it,  depriving  the  owner  of  it 
forever,  still  its  destruction  by  the  government  entitles  the 
party  to  compensation.  (See  Grant's  case,  supra;  and  obser- 
vations of  Oh.  J.  Taney  in  Mitchell  v.  Harmony,  supra,)  We 
must  hold,  even  in  such  a  case,  that  the  public  has  received 
the  value  of  the  property,  by  embarrassing  its  enemy  by  its 
destruction,  and  is  bound  to  make  just  compensation.  It  can 
never  be  just  that  the  loss  should  fall  exclusively  on  one  man 
where  the  property  has  been  lawfully  used  or  destroyed  for  the 
benefit  of  all. 

^<I  think  these  people  are  entitled  to  an  award  of  the  value 
of  the  goods  and  interest.  It  is  therefore  awarded  that  the 
Government  of  Mexico  pay  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  currency  of  the  latter,  $2,000,  with  interest  at 
the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  first  of  September 
1851  to  the  close  of  the  labors  of  this  commission,  and  $100 
costs  for  and  on  behalf  of  claimants." 

Wadsworth,  commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  commission, 
August  2,  1871,  Jno,  P.  Putegnafs  Hein  v.  Mexico,  No.  24,  convention 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  I.  618. 
The  same  principle  was  applied  by  the  commissioners  in  the  cases  of 
Mariano  Trevino  Garza  v.  Mexico,  No.  892,  MS.  Op.  I.  333;  David  C,  Hardin 
V.  Mejrica,  No.  457,  MS.  Op.  II.  163;  Samuel  L,  Smith  v.  Mexico,  No.  456,  MS. 
Op.  II.  164. 

"General  Corona  had  undoubtedly  a  right 

EUiotf s  Case,      to  appropriate  Elliott's  property,  if  necessary 

for  the  defense  of  the  country  against  the 

French  invatlers,  or  to  devastate  it,  if  the  war  required  it. 

The  demands  of  war  are  even  more  absolute  than  those  to  save 

one's  life,  and,  nothing  appearing  to  the  contrary,  he  was 
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obliged  to  do  it.  Bat  in  all  sach  cases  it  is  expected  that  the 
government  will  repay  for  the  injuries  done  as  mnch  as  maybe 
in  its  power,  so  that  claimant  seems  to  be  fairly  entitled  to  a 
compensation,  however  highly  he  may  have  estimated  his  losses 
in  his  valuation." 

Lieber,  umpire,  April  24,  1871,  Benjamin  Elliott  ▼.  MexicOy  No.  460,  Am. 
Docket,  convention  of  July  4,  1868. 

^^The  umpire  considers  that  the  claimant  is 
Bowen'8  Csm.  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  damage  done 
to  his  house  during  its  occupation  by  General 
Jauregin,  and  for  the  wounds  which  the  claimant  received 
when  that  general  was  attacked  by  Oarvajal.  General  Jaure- 
gin  was  doubtless  justified  in  self-defense  in  taking  refuge  in 
Bowen's  house ;  but  it  was  certainly  his  doing  so  which  brought 
Carvajal's  attack  upon  the  house  during  which  the  claimant 
was  wounded.  The  umpire  therefore  considers  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  compensation  on  both  these  accounts." 

Thornton,  umpire,  Smith  Bowen  v.  Mexico f  No.  442,  convention  of  July 
4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  III.  586. 

'^The  necessities  of  war,  in  the  umpire's 
®  "  *  opinion,  excuse  the  seizure  of  such  property  by 

the  authorities,  provided  it  be  paid  for,  and 
the  government  can  not  be  held  re8i)onsible  for  the  consequen- 
tial damages  which  may  arise  from  such  seizure." 

Thornton,  umpire,  Bartlett  <|'  Barge  v.  Mexico,  No.  381,  convention  of 
July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  IV.  606.  The  claim  was  based  on  the  seizure  by  Gen- 
eral Cortina,  for  the  use  of  the  Mexican  Government  in  war,  of  horses  and 
mules  employed  by  the  claimants  in  running  a  stage  from  Matamoras  to 
Bagdad.  The  umpire  awarded  the  value  of  the  property  taken,  with  in- 
terest at  6  per  cent  from  the  date  of  the  seizure  to  the  final  award.  S.  P., 
Cordillera  Gold  and  Silver  Mining  Co,  v.  Mexico,  No.  734,  Thornton,  umpire, 
MS.  Op.  VI.  419. 

^'The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  Mexican 
Cole's  Case.       Government  is  undoubtedly  liable  for  farm 
produce  of  all  kinds,  cattle,  horses,  mules,  and 
other  animals,  farming  implements,  and  other  property  belong- 
ing to  the  claimant  seized  under  the  authority  and  by  the  orders 
of  Mexican  officers,  and  made  use  of  by  the  Mexican  army." 

Thornton,  umpire,  July  15,  1876,  John  Cole  v.  Mexico,  No.  948,  Am. 
Docket,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  6  MS.  Op.  497«  S,  P.,  Thornton, 
umpire,  Bartolo  Hicks  v.  Mexico,  No.  487,  MS  Op.  VII.  4.58;  Francis  Nolan 
V.  Mexico,  No.  337,  MS.  Op.  VII.  411;  Jacob  Campbell  v.  Mexico,  No.  454, 
MS  Op.  Vn.  449. 
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A  claim  was  made  for  the  value  of  goods  iu 
Markb's  Cas:.  bales  and  packages  taken  from  claimant's  store 
by  the  military  forces  of  Mexico  for  barricades, 
and  never  returned  or  paid  for.  The  military  force  in  question, 
said  the  umpire,  was  acting  under  orders  of  General  Euiz,  who 
had  been  appointed  governor  of  the  State  of  Tamaulipas  by  the 
Mexican  Government,  and  actually  held  that  position  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence.  The  umpire  held  that  ''the  exigencies 
of  war  might  have  justified  the  seizure  of  the  goods  with  a  view 
to  defense  against  the  attack  made  upon  the  town,  but  the 
claimants  are  clearly  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  property 
taken  from  them  in  this  way.'' 

Thornton,  umpire,  Jonas  Marks  y.  Mexico,  No  639,  convention  of  July  4, 
1868,  MS.  Op.  V.  346,  VI.  375.  In  Joseph  W.  Hale  v.  MexicOy  No.  58,  the 
claimant  had  a  sawmill  and  other  property  which  were  occupied  and  used 
hy  General  Corona  and  other  Liberal  commanders  in  1860.  They  also  de- 
stroyed the  mill.  Sir  Edward  Thornton  awarded  as  compensation  $20,000, 
with  interest  from  June  1,  1860.  He  made  a  similar  award  to  a  claimant 
''for  the  damage  done  to  his  i^ard^n  in  the  country  by  transforming  it 
into  a  forti  Scat  ion.''  ''This  measure/'  said  Sir  Edward,  "waff  taken  by 
the  orders  of  the  Mexican  Government;  but  though  the  construction  of 
such  works  may  bo  a  matter  of  necessity,  a  private  individual  who  may 
suffer  from  it  ought  to  be  compensated  for  the  damage  done  him.''  (MS. 
Op.  VII.  400.) 

The  embargo  in  time  of  war  of  a  warehouse 
Laoocte's  Case,  belonging  to  a  person  who  had  fallen  under 
suspicion  affords  no  ground  of  claim  on  the 
part  of  a  neutral  whose  property,  being  in  such  warehouse,  was 
detained  there  by  the  embargo  for  upward  of  two  months  while 
the  authorities  were  engaged  in  investigating  the  question  of 
the  ownership  of  such  property,  the  ownership  being  in  doubt. 

Thornton,  umpire,  September  4,  1875,  J.  B.  Lacoste  v.  Mexico,  Nos.  222 
and  717,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.,  402. 

In  the  case  of  the  Heirs  of  Pedro  Annen- 
Cate  of  Armendaiiz.  dariz  v.  The  United  States^  l^o.  398,  a  claim 
was  made  for  the  value  of  lands  in  New  Mex- 
ico, constituting  the  reservation  on  which  Fort  Craig  stands. 
These  lands  were  included  in  the  cession  of  territory  to  the 
United  States  under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  by 
which  the  United  States  engaged  to  protect  holders  of  laud 
iu  their  titles.  Under  the  rules  established  by  the  United 
States  for  that  purpose,  the  heirs  of  Armendariz  petitioned  to 
be  and  were  recognized  as  the  owners,  and  their  title  was  con- 
firmed by  an  act  of  Congress  of  June  21,  1860.    Prior  to  this 
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time,  viz,  in  1853,  the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States 
had  leased  the  lands  of  the  heirs  at  a  nominal  rent,  and  in  1859 
the  lease  was  renewed.  In  1864,  however,  it  again  expired,  and 
the  heirs  then  demanded  a  rent  of  $6,000  a  year.  On  this  basis 
no  agreement  was  made,  and  the  Qaartermaster-Oeneral  sent 
Armendariz's  deed  to  the  General  Land  Commissioner  of  the 
United  States,  who,  on  October  25, 1864,  gave  an  opinion  to 
the  e£fect  that  the  title  of  the  heirs  was  deficient  and  that  the 
land  belonged  to  the  domain  of  the  United  States.  In  conse- 
qnonce  of  this  opinion,  the  Quartermaster-General  on  the  12th 
of  the  ensuing  November  notified  the  agent  of  the  heirs  that, 
snch  <^  being  the  decision  of  the  government  officer  in  charge 
of  the  public  lands,  all  further  consideration  of  the  case  was 
entirely  unnecessary."  A  diplomatic  presentation  of  the  mat- 
ter by  the  Mexican  minister  at  Washington  elicited  on  the 
18th  of  July  1865  an  exposition  of  the  views  of  the  General 
Land  Commissioner.  Prior  to  this,  however,  on  January  27, 
1865,  the  general  in  command  in  New  Mexico  entered  into  a 
new  lease  with  the  heirs  at  $2,000  a  year.  On  the  23d  of  De- 
cember 1866  the  heirs  claimed  the  rent  due  up  to  that  time, 
but  it  was  not  paid;  and  all  the  papers  were  sent  to  the  War 
Department  at  Washington.  The  War  Department  referred 
them  to  the  Quartermaster-General,  who  in  turn  transmitted 
them  to  the  Third  Auditor  of  the  Treasury,  who,  entertaining 
an  adverse  opinion  to  the  heirs,  advised  that  the  papers  be  sent 
to  Congress,  which  was  done.  By  Congress  no  action  was 
taken.  The  claimants  preferred  to  the  commission  a  petition 
for  an  award  for  the  value  of  the  lands  and  their  use. 

The  agent  of  the  United  States  took  the  ground  that  the 
case  involved  questions  essentially  judicial,  and  that  no  award 
should  be  made  to  the  claimants  while  those  questions  were 
pending  undetermined. 

The  commissioners  on  May  1,  1871  (MS.  Op.  II.  306),  con- 
curred in  treating  the  entry  of  the  United  States  under  claim 
of  title  and  the  survey  and  establishment  of  a  military  reser- 
vation as  an  appropriation  of  the  private  property  of  Mexican 
citizens  by  the  United  States  for  public  use,  and  required  the 
United  States  to  make  compensation.  Without  reference  to 
the  leases,  the  authority  of  the  military  authorities  to  make 
which  was  in  question,  they  awarded  $14,200  to  pay  for  the 
use  and  absolute  appropriation  of  the  lands,  considering  the 
title  of  the  claimants  as  tolled  and  vested  in  the  United  States. 
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A  claim  was  made  for  the  destruction  of 
Costa's  Case.  property  and  for  the  imprisonment  of  the 
claimant  by  General  Figneroa.  The  umpire 
said  that  at  the  time  a  state  of  war  existed,  and  that  claim- 
ant was  found  by  the  troops  of  General  Figneroa  in  a  part 
of  the  country  which  was  under  the  control  of  and  protected 
by  the  enemy.  The  umpire  was  therefore  of  opinion  that  that 
commander,  availing  himself  of  the  rights  of  war,  committed 
no  violation  of  them  in  taking  possession  of  the  property 
belonging  to  a  person  residing  in  the  enemy's  territory. 
But  as  there  was  no  proof  that  the  claimant  had  committed 
any  violation  of  neutrality,  the  umpire  did  not  consider  that 
General  Figneroa  was  justified  in  taking  him  prisoner  and 
in  subjecting  him  to  the  treatment  which  he  suffered,  and  in 
requiring  him  to  leave  the  Mexican  territory.  On  the  last 
ground  the  umpire  awarded  $2,000,  without  interest. 

Thornton,  umpire,  James  A,  Costa  v.  Mexico^  No.  560,  convention  of  July 
4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  IV.  49.  The  umpire  followed  this  decision  in  the  case  of 
Alfred  F.  Marshall  v.  Mexico^  No.  650,  MS.  Op.  III.  414,  IV.  54,  which  was 
also  a  case  of  destruction  of  property  and  of  arrest  by  General  Figneroa. 

A  claim  was  made  for  the  value  of  some  salt 
sinumson's  Case,  seized  by  the  Mexican  authorities.  Mr.  Wads- 
worth,  the  United  States  commissioner,  said : 
«*The  government  does  not  show  any  right  in  January, 
1867,  to  confiscate  salt  sold  to  the  parties  in  1865,  by  one  of 
the  belligerents  in  firm  possession  at  the  time.  Undoubtedly 
sales  by  a  belligerent  of  bis  personal  effects,  fairly  made, 
within  his  own  or  a  neutral  jurisdiction,  will  pass  the  title! 
In  1867  the  government  sold  the  salt,  and  sold  it  to  pay  its 
troops.  That  was  the  trouble.  I  have  observed  that  most 
seizures,  sacks,  and  pillages  were  made  by  troops  that  had 
not  been  paid.  That  was  the  usual  resource  of  the  Spanish 
troops  of  Alva  and  the  Duchess  of  Parma  in  the  Netherlands. 
When  their  pay  was  behind  and  they  could  not  wait  any 
longer,  they  took  a  city  and  plundered  it.  The  people  called 
such  an  affair '  a  Spanish  fury.'  In  this  case  the  city  of  Tehuan- 
tepec  on  the  7th  of  January  1867  was  sacked  and  burnt,  and 
the  population  driven  to  the  woods,  Simonson's  property  going 
with  the  rest,  and  Woolwirh's  store  sulfering  particularly. 
So  the  cargoes  of  salt  were  sold  off  in  lots  to  pay  the  troops, 
and  finally  closed  out  to  one  purchaser.  In  my  opinion  the 
claimant  is  entitled  not  only  to  1,000  cagas,  but  one-half  of 
6,666  cagas,  at  their  value,  with  6  per  cent  interest.^' 

It  appeared  that  the  salt  was  delivered  by  the  imperialists 
to  the  claimant  in  repayment  of  money  which  he  had  advanced 
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to  them.  The  ampire,  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  held  that  under 
the  circamstances  the  Mexican  authorities  were  justified  in 
seizing  the  salt  in  question,  and  that  the  Mexican  Government 
could  not  be  made  responsible  for  the  loss  alleged  to  have  been 
suffered  by  Simouson. 

H.  B,  Simonson  v.  Mejrico,  \o.  643,  convention  of  Jaly  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
IV.,  619. 

"In  the  case  of  ^Prosper  Carpiette  v.  ^fex^ 

CurpiettaPt  CaM.  ieo/  No.  817,  the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that 
the  Mexican  Government  had  a  perfect  right 
in  the  first  instance  to  seize  the  goods  for  which  the  claim- 
ant demands  compensation,  because  there  is  no  doubt  that 
they  originally  belonged  to  and  were  sold  by  the  enemy, 
a  fact  of  which  the  claimant  could  not  have  been  ignorant. 
They  were  sold,  too,  so  short  a  time  before  the  enemy  was 
forced  to  evacuate  the  City  of  Mexico  that  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  sale  was  effected  because  the  enemy  foresaw 
the  occurrences  which  were  about  to  take  place.  Indeed,  this 
is  more  evident  from  the  nature  of  the  goods  theniselves,  which 
had  been  used  for  a  hospital,  and  whi(th  certainly  would  not 
have  been  parted  with  if  the  enemy  had  supposed  that  he  was 
still  likely  to  hold  the  capital  for  some  time.  There  was  nothing 
retroactive  in  the  decree  issued  by  the  Mexican  authorities. 
It  merely  declared  the  fact  already  known  to  international  law 
thjit  property  thus  having  belonged  to  the  enemy  and  having 
been  acquired  from  him,  under  the  circumstances  above  men- 
tioned, fell  to  the  conqueror.  The  claimant  was  invited  by 
the  Mexican  authorities  to  prove  the  innocent  character  of  the 
property  which  he  had  purchased.  He  failed  to  do  so,  but 
preferred  to  appeal  to  this  commission.  The  umpire  considei  s 
that  he  thus  neglected  to  avail  himself  of  the  remedy  which 
was  before  him,  and  has  no  right  to  be  heard  before  this  com- 
mission.^ 

Thornton,  umpire,  June  16,  1876,  convention  of  Jnly  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
VI.,  465. 

Claimant  kept  a  hotel  in  Mexico,  at  which 
wmiii'8  Case,  the  wife  of  a  French  general  boarded.  In 
September  1866  this  officer  was  killed,  and 
his  widow  got  in  arrears  for  board  to  the  amount  of  $120. 
These  arrears  certain  French  officers  then  present  paid  by 
the  delivery  to  Willis  of  four  saddles  and  five  reams  of 
paper.    Not  long  afterward  the  French  were  driven  out  of 
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the  city,  and  the  Mexican  forces  demanded  the  delivery  of  the 
saddles  and  paper  as  enemy's  property.  Claimant  declined 
to  deliver  them  np,  and  they  were  taken  ^m  him;  and  on  the 
10th  of  April  1867,  apparently  without  any  judicial  trial,  he 
was  fined  $500  for  secreting  enemy's  property.  He  declinisd 
to  pay  this  fine  and  a  levy  was  made  on  his  property  to  satisfy 
it.  The  commissioners  having  differed  in  opinion,  the  umpire, 
Sir  Edward  Thornton,  decided  that  the  claimant  was  justified 
in  receiving  the  saddles  and  paper  for  the  payment  of  a  debt 
legally  due  to  him,  and  that  there  was  no  evil  intention  on  his 
part  and  no  attempt  to  conceal  the  x>os8ession  of  the  property. 
The  fine  was  unjust  in  itself,  and  was  rendered  more  so  by  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  levied,  claimant  not  having  been  con- 
demned to  pay  by  a  court  of  justice,  and  not  having  had  an 
opportunity  to  defend  himself  against  the  charges  on  accotint 
of  which  he  was  fined.  The  umpire  awarded  the  amount  of 
the  original  debt,  and  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property,  with 
interest. 

SHllman  D,  Willis  T.  Mexico,  No.  89,  oonyention  of  Jnly  4,  1868,  MS.  Op. 
III.  161;  IV.  587. 

^^The  claim  is  on  account  of  the  seizure  of 
Bnoh'sOaM.  a  debt  due  by  Guadalupe  Gonzales  to  the 
house  of  Brach,  Schonfeld  &  Go.  This  debt 
was  seized  by  Gol.  Servando  Ganales,  who  was  then  gov- 
ernor of  the  State  of  Tamaulipas,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
due  to  the  above-mentioned  house  established  in  Matamoras, 
then  occupied  by  the  enemy.  It  amounted  to  $7,129.15.  Now 
it  was  no  fault  of  the  neutral  house  that  the  enemy  had 
occupied  Matamoras,  and  that  he  found  the  house  established 
there,  and  that  it  continued  to  do  business  there,  which  it  had 
certainly  a  right  to  do.  The  debt  of  Gonzales  was  property 
belonging  to  the  neutral  house,  which  the  Mexican  authorities 
had  no  right  to  seize.  They  had  not  even  the  excuse  that  it 
was  found  in  territory  occupied  by  the  enemy." 

ThorDton,  umpire,  Rudolph  Braohv,  Mexico,  No.  462,  convention  of  .July 
4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VII.  455. 

*'  In  the  case  of  Gatharine  J.  Johnson,  execu- 

^"^itoijLl."*"~  *"^'  ^^'  ^*^'  ^^^  memorial  alleged  that  the 
claimant's  testator  was  the  sole  registered 
owner  of  the  British  schooner  James  Douglas^  which  vessel, 
while  on  a  voyage  from  Cuba  to  New  York,  met  with  disaster 
which  led  to  her  being  abandoned  by  the  master  and  crew; 
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that  she  was  subsequently  fallen  in  with  by  a  United  States 
vessel  of  war,  which  took  her  into  the  port  of  Beaufort, 
North  Carolina,  where  she  was  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the 
United  States  Government;  that  on  application  to  that  gov- 
ernment for  her  restoration  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  gave 
directions  that  the  vessel  be  surrendered  to  her  owner  on  his 
renouncing  all  claims  for  the  use  of  the  vessel  by  the  United 
States;  that,  notwithstanding  these  orders,  the  vessel  had 
never  been  restored  to  her  owner,  but  was  still  in  the  port  of 
Beaufort  under  the  control  of  the  officials  of  the  United  States. 
The  claimant  claimed  damages  $7,000  besides  interest. 

"The  proofs  showed  that  after  the  vessel  was  brought  into 
|)ort,  and  before  any  claim  was  interposed  on  behalf  of  her 
owner,  some  use  had  been  made  of  the  vessel  by  the  Navy  De- 
partment;  that  the  claim  of  the  owner  was  interposed  through 
the  British  legation,  and  that  the  United  States  Qovernment 
at  once  offered  to  surrender  her  on  payment  of  a  reasonable 
salvage  to  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  vessel  which  brought 
her  in.  Some  objection  being  made  to  the  payment  of  the  sal- 
.  vage  asked,  the  United  States  Government  directed  her  sur- 
render without  salvage,  on  the  claimant's  waiving  claim  for 
compensation  for  the  use  that  had  been  made  of  her  while  in 
port.  No  objection  was  made  to  this  condition,  and  no  further 
claim  was  ever  advanced  by  any  person  for  the  vessel.  She 
remained  lying  at  Beaufort  waiting  requisition  of  her  owner, 
and  nothing  further  was  ever  heard  of  the  matter  until  the  fil- 
ing of  the  memorial  before  the  commission. 

''The  commission  (Mr.  Commissioner  Gurney  dissenting) 
made  an  award  in  the  following  words: 

"*  We  think  it  does  not  appear  that  the  United  States  appro- 
priated the  vessel,  and  we  regard  it  as  yet  being  the  claimant's 
property.    The  claim  is  therefore  disallowed.'" 

Am.  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Art.  XII. 
Hale's  Report,  172. 

"The  claimant,  a  native  of  Scotland,  hav- 
Henderaon'8  Case,  ing  come  to  the  United  States  in  1850,  a  cul- 
tivator and  dealer  in  cotton,  in  the  parish  of 
West  Feliciana,  Louisiana,  owned  112  bales  of  cotton,  which 
were  stored  on  the  Bienvenue  and  Carniina  plantations,  Lou- 
isiana, and  were  seized  by  the  United  States  Army,  under 
the  command  of  Major-General  Banks,  on  the  10th  and  12th  of 
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June,  1863,  «and  were  used  by  him  for  the  construction  of  forti- 
fications during  the  siege  of  Port  Hudson. 

"Receipts  were  given  by  the  quartermaster  of  the  United 
States  Army  for  said  cotton. 

"The  petitioner  claimed  $25,710.12  and  interest,  taking  the 
rate  of  51  cents  per  pound,  which  he  gave  evidence  to  show 
was  the  market  vahie  of  such  cotton  in  New  Orleans  at  the 
time  of  seizure. 

"  Her  Majesty's  counsel  contended  that  the  claimant  was 
entitled  to  compensation,  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  prescribed  that  no  person  should  be  deprived  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  nor  should  private  prop- 
erty be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation. 

"The  United  States  counsel  argued  tliat  the  cotton  had  been 
taken  for  strictly  military  use  in  the  enemy's  country,  and  that 
it  stood  on  the  same  footing  as  timber  cut  for  military  roads  or 
growing  crops  destroyed  by  the  necessory  passage  of  an  army, 
and  that  the  United  States  were  not  bound  to  give  compensa- 
tion. He  also  pointed  out  that  Mr.  Converse,  of  whom  the 
claimant  had  purchased  part  of  this  cott^on,  had  only  paid  ten 
cents  a  pound  for  it  in  Confederate  currency  in  January,  1862, 
and  that  at  that  time  no  considerable  depreciation  of  Confed- 
erate currency  below  gold  existed. 

"Commissioners  Gurney  and  Oorti  signed  an  award  of  $7,914 
gold  in  favor  of  the  claimant." 

Henry  Henderson  v.  The  United  Siaies,  Na.  41,  Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com., 
Treaty  of  May  8,  1871;  Howard's  Report,  40,  365,  368.  See  also  Hale's 
Beport,  44. 

DuMntiiiff  ODuiiaiL       ^^'  ^'**^'®''>  *^®  United  States  commissioner,  filed  the 
'  foUowing  dissenting  opinion : 

''Henderson,  in  whose  behalf  Groat  Britain  makes  this  claim,  is  a  Brit- 
ish subject  by  birth,  and  has  taken  no  steps  towards  becoming  nataralized 
in  this  or  any  other  conntry.  He  became  domiciled  near  Port  Hndson,  in 
the  parish  of  West  Feliciana,  in  1850,  employed  in  cultivating  and  dealing 
in  cotton,  and  has  ever  since  resided  there.  There  is  no  room  to  doubt 
that  it  was  his  voluntary  and  permanent  domicil.  It  is  not  even  alleged 
that  he  maintained  a  personal  neutrality  during  any  ])eriod  of  the  rebel- 
lion, and  there  is  no  proof  whatever  of  that  fact.  In  June,  1863,  he  owned 
in  that  neighborhood  112  bales  of  cotton.  After  twenty-seven  days  of 
effort,  by  continuous  fighting.  General  Banks,  commanding  the  United 
States  forces  investing  the  fortified  town  of  Port  Hudson,  held  by  rebels, 
found  himself  unable  to  carry  the  works  by  assault,  nnd  thereupon  com- 
menced a  regular  siege  of  the  place.  Cotton  found  in  the  neighborhood; 
including  Henderson's,  was,  without  discrimination,  seized  by  the  United 
States  forces  and  used  almost  excluBively  in  the  construction  of  fortifica- 
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tioDB,  a  pnrpose  to  which  cottoa  in  bales  is  known  to  be  well  iMlapted  in 
the  emergencies  of  a  siege.  The  officer  who  took  Hendurson's  cotton  gave 
papers  as  follows: 

"  '  Received,  Bienvenne  plantation,  West  Lonisiana,  from  the  plantation 
of  Jed.  D.  Smith  lifty-one  (51)  bales  of  cotton  by  order  of  Colonel  S.  B. 
Holabird,  seized  by  order. 

•''T.  K.  Fuu.BR, 
"'Capi,  75ikN,  F.  VoU,,  A.  A,  Q,  M, 

'"June  10,  1863." 

''UtTNB  12,  1863. 

** '  I  have  taken,  by  order  of  Colonel  S.  B.  Holabird,  for  the  United 
States  Government,  133  bales  of  cotton  from  the  Carmina  plantation.  West 
Louisiana.'    (Signed  as  above.) 

^*  The  fortifications  and  works  of  the  besiegers  were  extensive,  being 
eqaal  to  a  continuons  line  of  over  seven  miles.  After  the  fall  of  Port  Hud- 
son, the  cotton  was  gathered  up,  cleaned  and  sold,  and  the  proceeds  ap- 
plied to  the  use  of  the  troops  of  the  United  States. 

"Under  these  facts,  the  majority  of  the  commission  determined  that 
Henderson  has  a  valid  claim  against  the  United  States  for  the  value  of 
his  cotton,  and  an  award  is  made  in  favor  of  (ireat  Britain  accordingly. 
I  can  not  join  in  this  award;  and  the  principles  of  public  law  involved  in 
it  and  contravened  by  it  seem  to  me  so  very  important  and  so  well  settled 
that  I  feel  it  my  duty  respectfully  to  state  the  reasons  which  control  my 
action  now,  and  may  control  it  in  other  cases: 

"  1.  That  a  foreigner  domiciled  in  the  United  States,  volnntarily  remain- 
ing in  a  hostile  part  of  it  in  rebellion  against  it,  that  part  recognized  by 
the  country  of  his  origin  as  a  belligerent,  thus  choosing  to  trnst  himself  to 
its  protection — thus  being,  inlaw,  an  enemy  of  the  United  States,  without 
even  pretending  that  he  was  in  fact  neutral,  may  be  recognized  as  entitled 
to  maintain  a  claim  against  it  for  property  appropriated  by  its  invading 
armies,  when  no  citizen  of  the  United  States  could,  under  like  circum- 
stances, claim  such  consideration,  is  a  proposition  to  which  I  must  enter 
an  earnest  and  emphatic  dissent.  I  state  it,  but  I  will  not  argue  it.  If 
it  has  any  support  in  equity,  j ustice,  or  the  public  law,  then  I  am  greatly 
in  error. 

'^  2.  The  cotton  was  the  property  of  an  enemy  of  the  United  States,  so 
recognized  by  every  writer  upon  international  law,  and  so  held  by  all 
tribunals,  both  American  aud  British,  as  well  as  international,  in  every 
reported  case  involving  the  question.  The  mixed  commission,  constituted 
under  the  convention  of  1853,  between  the  two  countries,  so  held  in  Lau- 
rent's case.  Indeed,  it  went  further,  and  held  that  an  unnaturalized 
Englishman,  voluntarily  domiciled  in  a  country  at  war  with  the  United 
States,  was  not  even  to  be  regarded  as  a  British  subject — thus  going  a 
little  too  far,  as  I  think. 

*'But  the  property  of  Henderson  was  as  liable  to  capture  as  the  prop- 
erty of  Jefferson  Davis  himself,  or  any  rebel  in  arms.  I  believe  this  is 
not  questioned.  That  the  property  it«elf  was  a  proper  subject  of  capture 
on  land  under  the  modern  rules  by  which  civilized  nations  govern  them- 
selves in  war,  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  as  clear. 

'^  The  legislation  and  the  known  practice  of  the  rebel  authorities  made 
it  so.     rhey  made  cotton  the  basis  of  their  public  credit,  by  a  policy 
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which  aimed  to  deal  largely  in  it  on  government  account — to  purchase  it 
even  before  it  was  grown,  and  hypothecate  it  as  security  for  the  payment 
of  loans,  with  the  proceeds  of  which  they  did,  to  a  large  extent,  supply 
themselves  with  arms  and  munitions  of  war,  and  with  a  fleet  of  armed 
vessels  to  infest  the  ocean  and  destroy  American  commerce.  They  com- 
mitted it  to  the  flames,  whether  owned  by  friend  or  foe,  rather  than  per- 
mit it  to  reach  the  markets  of  the  world  otherwise  than  through  their 
o>vn  ports — thus  endeavoring  by  warlike  operations  to  secure  to  them- 
selves a  monopoly  in  supplying  the  foreign  demand,  that  they  might 
thereby  constrain  nations  abroad  to  aid  them  in  their  struggle.  In  short, 
cotton  was  a  special  and  formidable  foundation  of  the  rebel  military 
power.  It  was  more  important  than  arms  or  ships  of  war,  for  it  supplied 
these  and  all  else  besides.  It  was  more  potent  than  gold,  for  it  not  only 
commanded  gold,  but  it  largely  enlisted  in  behalf  of  the  rebels  the  inter- 
est of  foreigners,  whose  manufacturiug  industry  was  in  a  measure  para- 
lyzed, because  this  staple  was  needed  to  keep  it  in  motion.  The  necessities 
and  purposes  of  war,  therefore,  required  its  capture  at  every  opportunity 
more  imperatively  than  the  capture  of  munitions  and  implements  of  war; 
indeed,  that  necessity  was  quite  as  pressing  and  certainly  as  humane  as 
the  killing  of  men  in  battle,  for  it  was  no  less  efficient  as  a  means  of 
accomplishing  the  subjugation  of  the  rebel  armies  and  reestablishing  the 
national  authority.  It  is  to  me  astonishing  if  there  is  a  diff'erence  of 
opinion  upon  this  subject. 

''The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  recognizing  to  the  fullest 
extent  all  the  limitations  which  the  practice  of  nations  has  lately  en- 
grafted upon  the  right  of  capture  upon  laud,  so  held  in  the  case  of  a  loyal 
American  widow.  ( See  the  case  of  Mrs.  Alexander's  cotton,  2  Black. )  This 
is  high  authority,  especially  when  it  is  remembered  that  that  august  tri- 
bunal has  certainly  exhibited  no  tendency  whatever  to  give  undue  license- 
to  military  authority  or  warlike  operations.  Complaint,  if  any,  has  been 
altogether  in  the  other  direction.  But  I  would  be  quite  content,  in  the 
absence  of  any  authority,  to  trust  the  question  with  the  common  sense  of 
all  civilized  nations,  so  long  as  war,  lu  any  form,  shall  be  recognized  as  a 
lawful  method  of  deciding  difl'erences.  If  the  capture  was  rightfiil  by 
the  laws  of  war,  it  would  be  a  novelty  in  international  law  that  its  exer- 
cise involves  an  obligation  to  make  compensation. 

''3.  But  another  point  remains,  which  in  my  judgment  is  absolutely 
conclusive  against  any  award  on  account  of  this  claim,  if  the  rules  of 
international  law  should  control  the  determination  of  the  question.  Hen- 
dei'son  waH  voluntarily  and  permanently  domiciled  in  one  of  the  rebellious 
States — the  territory  held  by  the  so-called  Confederate  States  recognized 
by  Great  Britain  as  a  belligerent.  By  that  act  of  recognition  all  British 
subjects  were  bound.  If  they  chose  to  remain  in  that  part  of  the  world, 
they  voluntarily  took  the  chances  of  war  and  entrusted  their  interests  to 
the  protection  of  that  organization.  They  must  look  to  it  for  protection 
from  the  results  of  war;  and  now  that  it  has,  by  the  fortunes  of  war, 
been  exterminated,  the  country  of  their  origin  has  no  right  (save  possibly 
in  exceptionally  flagrant  cases)  to  intervene  in  their  behalf,  as  against 
the  United  States  for  indeniuifloation.  This,  I  think,  is  as  clearly  estab- 
lished as  a  rule  of  international  law  as  anything  can  be.  It  was  so  held 
in  Laurent's  case,  supra.    It  was  so  declared  by  the  American  Secretary  of 
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State  in  reference  to  the  bombardment  of  Greytown,  and  was  then  as- 
sented to  by  the  English  Government  nnder  the  advice  of  the  law  officers 
of  the  Crown. 

"The  attorney-general  on  that  occasion  declared  in  Parliament  that 
every  jurist  admitted  it.  He  said  '  the  principle  which  governed  such  cases 
was  that  the  citizens  of  foreign  states  who  resided  within  the  arena  of 
war  had  no  right  to  demand  compensation  from  either  of  the  belligerents.' 
(See  Wheaton,  International  Law,  173,  note  by  Lawrence.)  This  rale  is 
BO  much  in  the  interest  of  the  peace  of  nations  that  it  should  be  stead- 
fastly maintained. 

"A  right  to  interfere  is  so  intimately  associated  with  the  duty  of  doing 
so  that  any  relaxation  of  this  principle  would  but  multiply  occasions  of 
war  and  afford  too  many  opportunities  for  that  armed  intervention  in 
the  quarrels  of  others  which  is  sometimes  sought  in  vain  by  ambitions 
rulers." 

'^The  claimant  alleged  that  he  was  born  in 
Ward's  Case,  the  parish  of  Ballamquord,  county  of  Galway, 
Ireland;  that  he  resided  in  the  city  of  Rich- 
mond, Virginia,  fiom  the  13th  of  April  1861  until  July  1863, 
when  he  went  to  Wilmington,  North  Carolina,  and  remained 
there  until  after  the  close  of  the  war.  Wilmington  was  cap- 
tured by  the  United  States  Army,  under  Major-General  Scho- 
field,  on  the  22nd  of  February  1865. 

<^  Claimant  alleged  that  on  the  3rd  of  March  1865  he  was 
owner  of  two  bales  of  first-class  cotton,  weighing  in  all  1,005 
lbs.,  and  that  they  were  worth  at  the  rate  of  fifty  cents  per 
pound  at  the  time  they  were  taken. 

^^He  alleged  that  on  the  above-mentioned  date  one  P.  C. 
Hayes,  a  lieutenant-colonel  and  provost-marshal  of  the  United 
States  Arn:y,  took  the  two  said  bales  &om  him,  and  that  they 
were  used  for  beds  in  the  United  States  hospital  for  the  com- 
fort of  the  sick  soldiers  belonging  to  the  United  States  Army. 
He  also  alleged  that  he  had  never  taken  any  steps  towards 
being  naturalized  in  any  other  country  than  that  of  his  birth, 
and  that  he  had  remained  neutral  during  the  war. 

^*  He  claimed  $507.50  as  indemnity  for  his  losses. 

^<In  support  of  his  allegations  he  filed  An  afiidavit  of  a  cer- 
tain Sarah  Ward,  who  therein  states  that  she  saw  the  two 
bales  of  cotton  taken,  and  re{)orted  the  fact  to  Major-General 
Schofield,  United  States  Army,  who  gave  her  a  letter  to 
Dr.  Plunkett,  the  hospital  surgeon,  ordering  the  latter  to  give 
a  receipt  for  the  two  bales  taken  from  Thomas  Ward. 

"She  annexed  to  her  afiidavit  the  original  receipt  which  she 
alleges  was  given  her  by  the  said  Dr.  Plunkett,  and  which  is 
in  the  following  form : 

5627— VOL.  4 32 
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"'Office,  Pbovost-Mabshal-Genebal, 
^^^Wilmingtony  North  Carolina^  March  5,  1865. 
"*  Received  of  Thomas  Ward  two  bales  of  cotton. 

"'P.  0.  Hayes, 
^^^ Lieutenant- Colonel  and  Provost- Mar ahal-Oeneral^ 

"  <  United  States  Army. 

"«The  above  cotton  was  used  for  beds  in  this  hospital  for 
the  comfort  of  the  sick  (2nd  division  hospital,  23rd  army 
corps),  amounting  to  525  lbs.,  480  lbs. 

<^'F.  C.  Plunkett, 

^^^ Assistant- 8urgeon^^  etc. 

(Indorsed:) 

"<  Wilmington,  March  lly  1865. 
^'^Bespectfully  referred  to  Superintendent  Special  Agent. 

"'B.  L.  Hayes, 

^^^  Treasury  Agent^  B.  B.  GeneraV 

^^As  to  nationality,  claimant  files  a  certificate  given  to  him 
by  the  acting  British  consul  at  Richmond,  dated  the  12th  of 
August  1862,  to  the  effect  that  he  is  a  British  subject  and 
has  never  forfeited  his  allegiance  to  the  Queen  of  England. 

"As  to  neutrality,  he  filed  a  pai)er,  dated  Wilmington,  North 
Carolina,  September  4th,  1863,  and  signed  'Robert  S.  Badclifi'e, 
captain,'  etc,,  and  in  which  paper  the  words  'T.  Ward,  ex- 
empted,' are  written. 

"The  United  States  agent  immediately  after  the  memorial 
and  accompanying  paper  were  filed  made  a  motion  to  dismiss 
the  case  for  insufficiency  of  proof,  and  took  some  exceptions 
to  the  testimony. 

"These  motions  were  overruled  by  the  commissioners,  and 
as  the  United  States  agent  raised  the  same  objections  in  his 
final  brief  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  report  on  said  motions. 

"The  claimant  offered  no  other  testimony  than  that  already 
described,  which  accompanied  the  memorial,  and  the  United 
States  filed  no  proof  at  all  against  the  claim. 

"When  the  claim  came  up  for  final  hearing  the  United 
States  contended : 

"Firstly.  That  the  affidavit  of  Sarah  Ward  was  simply  an 
ex  parte  affidavit,  taken  before  a  notary  public  in  Richmond, 
and  was  not  such  a  document  as  the  thirteenth  article  of  the 
treaty  bound  the  commissioners  to  receive  and  consider. 

"Secondly.  That  the  certificate  of  the  British  consul  at 
Richmond  as  to  the  nationality  of  the  claimant  was  not  com- 
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potent  evidence,  as  the  information  on  which  he  relied  to  base 
his  certificate  was  not  shown. 

^< Thirdly.  That  the  certificates  of  Lieat.  CoL  Hayes  and 
Dr.  Plunkett  were  not  evidence  to  prove  the  facts  therein 
stated,  as  it  should  have  been  no  part  of  their  duty  to  give 
such  receipts,  and  it  was  not  shown  why  they  did  so. 

<'  Fourthly.  That  the  memorial  could  not  be  considered  com- 
petent evidence  to  prove  the  claim  of  the  petitioner;  that  it 
was  simply  his  pleading  to  be  supx>orted  by  proofs. 

"  Fifthly.  That  there  was  no  proof  of  the  value  of  the  cotton. 

<*  Sixthly.  That  there  was  no  proof  of  the  title  of  the  claimant 
to  the  cotton,  such  as  evidence  of  purchase,  etc. 

"  Her  Majesty's  counsel  argued — 

"Firstly.  That  the  receipts  tiled  by  claimant  were  the  very 
evidence  furnished  him  by  the  Unitecl  States  officials  at  the 
time  of  taking  the  ]u*operty,  and  that  no  proof  had  been 
brought  by  the  United  States  to  show  either  that  they  were 
not  genuine  or  that  the  officers  who  gave  them  did  not  have 
the  authority  to  do  so. 

"Secondly.  That  the  affidavit  of  Sarah  Ward  was  such  a 
document  as  should  be  considered  by  the  commissioners. 

"Thirdly.  That  the  certificate  of  the  British  consul  at  Rich- 
mond was  given  in  the  due  course  of  his  official  duty  as  consul, 
aDd  is  entitled  to  all  the  presumptions  which  attach  to  such  an 
official  act,  and  makes  a  sufficient  case,  prima  facie^  that  the 
claimant  is  a  British  subject. 

"  The  commissioners  rendered  the  following  decision: 

"<No.  1.— Thomas 'Ward  v.  The  United  States. 

"  *  Without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  effect  to  be  given 
to  the  evidence  of  Thomas  Ward  and  Sarah  Ward,  the  com- 
missioners are  of  opinion  that  the  receipts  and  vouchers  given 
by  acknowledged  officers  of  the  Army  at  the  time  show  that 
the  cotton  was  taken  from  the  claimant  for  the  use  of  the 
United  States.  This  we  think  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  all 
countervailing  proof,  to  show  the  taking  by  the  United  States. 
Nothing  appears  to  indicate  that  it  was  taken  as  enemy's 
property,  and  the  questi<m  of  the  right  so  to  take  is  therefore 
not  involved.  It  was  taken  nine  days  after  the  capture  of 
Wilmington,  Noitli  Carolina,  by  the  United  States,  and  the 
possession  of  the  place  ever  after  continued  in  the  United 
States.  We  are  not,  upon  the  facts  before  us,  prepared  to 
hold  that,  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  cotton,  the  place 
was  enemy's  territory.    We  agree,  therefore,  that  the  claimant 
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is  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  property,  the  amount  being 
the  average  value  of  cotton  usually  produced  in  that  neighbour- 
hood, with  interest  at  six  pei;  cent  i)er  annum  until  January 
3l8t,  1873. 

"^We  therefore  award  that  the  sum  of  $620.44  be  paid  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  Government  of 
Her  Britannic  Majesty  in  respect  of  the  claim  of  Thomas  Ward. 

"«L.   COBTI. 

*'*russbll  gubnby. 
"<  James  S.  Fbazbb.' 

"  It  will  be  seen  by  the  above  opinion  that  the  commissioners 
awarded  the  claimant  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent.  With 
very  few  exceptions  interest  at  the  above  rate  was  included 
in  all  the  awards  made  thereafter." 

Thomas  JVard  v.  The  United  States^  No.  1,  Ajn.  and  Br.  Claims  CommiB- 
sion,  Treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Howard's  Report,  36,  359,  360.  See  also  Hale's 
Report,  41. 

**In  the  case  of  James  Crutchett,  No.  4, 

Cratohetfs  Case,  claim  was  ma<ie  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
a  factory  building  of  the  claimant  in  the  city 
of  Washington,  which  was,  from  July  1861  to  the  end  of  the 
war,  occupied  by  the  United  States  as  barracks,  quarters,  and 
offices  for  troops  and  officers,  and  also  for  large  resulting  dam- 
ages to  the  claimant's  business  by  this  occupation  of  the 
buildings  and  removal  of  the  machinery,  &c. 

^^The  proofs  showed  that  the  premises  were  taken  possession 
of  by  the  United  States  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
for  military  use,  and  that  partial  payments  of  the  rent  had 
been  made  to  the  claimant,  who  had  been  for  many  years 
domiciled  in  the  city  of  Washington. 

*'The  counsel  of  the  Cnited  States  filed  a  demurrer  to  the 
memorial,  specifying,  among  other  groutids,  that  the  claimant 
and  bis  property,  thus  domiciled  and  situated,  were  subject  to 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  over  the  property 
by  the  United  States;  and  that  for  the  exercise  of  such  right 
and  the  occupation  of  the  property  full  compensation  c  juld 
be  had  by  the  claimant  under  the  municipal  laws  and  authority 
of  the  United  States;  and  that  such  acts  were,  therefore,  not 
the  subject  of  international  reclamation. 

"On  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  the  counsel  for  the 
United  States  contended  that  the  claimant,  domiciled  within 
the  United  States,  was  subject  to  all  the  burdens  and  liabili- 
ties of  other  inhabitants  of  those  States^  and  could  claim  no 
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better  position  or  superior  rights  in  regard  to  the  irnited  States 
than  a  native-born  or  naturalized  citizen  of  those  States.  That 
for  the  occupation  of  his  premises  he  was  entitled,  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  to  compensation,  and  that 
the  Court  of  Claims  had  full  jurisdiction  of  the  case  and  could 
have  afforded  him  full  redress. 

"The  counsel  cited  the  letter  of  Earl  Oranville  to  Mr. 
Stewart  (No  23  of  pjirliamentary  papers,  No.  4,  on  the  Franco- 
German  war,  1871,  British  state  papers);  Professor  Bernard's 
'Neutrality  of  Great  Britain,'  etc.,  i)p.  440,  454;  also,  the  note 
of  Mr.  Abbott  (Lord  Tenterden)  relating  to  this  identical  claim 
of  Mr.  Crutchett,  id.  450 ;  also,  the  case  of  William  Cook  before 
the  commissioners  under  the  convention  of  1853  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  (United  States  Senate  docu- 
ments, first  and  second  sessions,  Thirty-fourth  Congress,  vol. 
15,  No.  103,  pp.  169,  463);  also,  the  case  of  the  United  States 
VH,  O'KeeflFe,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  (11 
Wall.  178);  and  the  cases  of  Waters  (4  C.  Cls.  Rep.  300); 
Russell  (5  id.  120);  Filor  v.  United  States  (9  Wall.,  45);  also, 
Campbell's  case  (5  C.  Cls.  Rep.  252),  and  Provine's  case  (id. 
455). 

''On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was  cx)ntended  that,  while 
the  claimant  was  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  use  of  his 
property  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Claims  in  the  case  was  taken  away 
by  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  4,  1804  (13  Stats,  at  L.  381), 
citing  Filor  vs.  United  States  (9  Wall.  45). 

"The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  an  award  was  subse- 
quently made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  the  value  of  the  use 
and  occupation,  in  which  all  the  commissioners  joined. 

"The  case  of  William  II.  Lane,  No.  0,  was  a  claim  for  occu- 
pation by  the  United  States  of  a  building  of  the  claimant  in 
Memphis,  in  1864;  that  of  Eleanor  W.  Turner,  No.  34,  was  a 
claim  for  like  occupation  of  a  house  in  New  Orleans  by  the 
United  States  military  authorities;  and  that  of  Eliza  B.  Nel- 
son, '^o.  140,  was  a  claim  for  like  occupation  of  a  building  at 
Helena,  Arkansas;  all  said  occupations  being  while  the  re- 
spective places  were  permanently  held  by  the  United  States. 
Awards  were  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant  in  each  case,  Mr. 
Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting  in  Nos.  34  and  140." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com.,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Halo's  Report,  46.  The 
case  of  Crutchett  is  stated  iu  Howard's  lieport,  33. 
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'*  This  was  a  claim  of  a  British  subject  resid- 

WiiidiiBon'B  Case,    ing  on  Matagorda  Island^  Calhoun  County, 
State  of  Texas,  for  10,500  pounds  of  fresh 
beef  taken  from  him  for  the  use  of  the  United  States  Army  in 
the  latter  part  of  1863  and  the  beginning  of  1864. 

^<  He  claims  the  sum  of  525  dollars  currency. 

**  As  evidence  of  his  claim  he  filed  three  vouchers  given  to 
him  for  said  beef.  These  vouchers  are  all  in  the  same  form, 
and  purport  on  their  face  to  have  been  given  under  the  order 
of  the  United  States  Department  of  War.  Two  of  them  are 
signed  by  United  States  Lieutenant  S.Wright,  acting  assistant 
commissary  of  subsistence;  the  third,  by  United  States  First 
Lieutenant  Artemus  Adams,  acting  commissary  of  subsistence 
in  charge  of  depot.  On  each  of  them  there  is  an  endorse- 
ment which  is  as  follows: 

"  *  Pay  to  the  order  of  George  McCoUoch  Wilkinson  the 
within  amount.' 

<<  Each  voucher  is  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  the  claim- 
ant to  the  effect  that  he  is  the  original  owner  of  said  vouchers. 

"  There  is  another  endorsement  on  these  vouchers  by  A.  B. 
Eaton,  commissary  general  of  subsistence,  dated  April  25th, 
1866,  which  is  as  follows: 

*'  *  This  account  having  arisen  prior  to  the  surrender  of  the 
rebel  forces  in  Texas,  a  State  in  insurrection,  under  the  deci- 
sions and  orders  governing  this  office,  it  is  without  authority 
to  order  its  payment  until  Congress  shall,  by  appropriate 
legislation,  provide  for  the  same  by  law,' 

''The  defense  held: 

"1.  That  G.  McColloch  Wilkinson  was  evidently  the  real 
owner  of  the  vouchers,  and  that  the  claimant  could  not  prose 
cute  a  claim  originally  his,  but  which  he  had  transferred  to 
another  party. 

'<  2.  That  the  claimant  being  domiciled  in  the  enemy's  coun- 
try was  entitled  to  no  further  relief  than  loyal  United  States 
citizens  found  resident  in  the  same  territory,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  Southern  Claims  Commission  does  not  bind 
Congress  to  pay  claims  of  this  nature. 

"  3.  That  Congress  would  no  doubt  reverse  the  decision  of 
the  Southern  Claims  Commission,  admitting  only  claims  of 
United  States  citizens,  and  allow  aliens  to  plead  before  said 
commission. 

<<  4.  That  the  claimant  not  having  claimed  interest,  it  should 
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not  be  included  in  any  award  made  in  his  favor,  as  tbe  United 
States  Government  never  paid  interest  on  similar  claims 
brought  by  their  own  citizens. 

''  Her  Majesty's  counsel  held : 

'^1.  That  the  claimant  had  presented  his  claim  to  the  proper 
authorities  and  had  been  refused  payment,  not  because  the 
claim  was  incorrect  or  fraudulent,  but  on  account  of  the 
existing  regulations  of  the  (Jnited  States  War  Department. 

^^2.  That  the  United  States  Government  had  provided  their 
own  citizens  with  a  remedy  through  the  Southern  Claims 
Commission  for  claims  of  this  nature,  excluding  aliens. 

<<  3.  That  the  treaty  of  Washington  had  provided  this  Mixed 
Commission  for  the  settlement  of  claims  of  like  nature  brought 
by  British  subjects.    * 

'<  4.  That  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  whole  amount  he 
claimed,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  seizure. 

^^  The  three  commissioners  signed  an  award  of  $782  gold  in 
favor  of  the  claimant.^ 

John  WilkiMon  v.  The  United  States,  Xo.  28,  Am.  and  Br.  ClaimB  Com., 
Treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Howard's  Report,  32,  351,  353.  Hale  (Report  42) 
says:  "In  tbe  case  of  John  Wilkinson,  No.  28,  tbe  claim  was  for  beef 
taken  from  tbe  claimant  on  Matagorda  Island,  Texas,  by  a  commissary  of 
tbe  United  States  in  1863,  and  for  which  voncbers  in  tbe  usual  form  were 
given.  The  claimant  was  domiciled  and  his  property  situated  within  the 
insurrectionary  State  of  Texas,  and  apparently  not  within  tbe  actual 
military  lines  of  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  tbe  taking.  The  vouch- 
ers were  all  signed  by  an  authorized  officer  and  recited,  *  I  have  taken  for 
military  purposes  from  John  Wilkinson,'  tbe  property  described,  and  that 
the  same  was  necessary  for  tbe  public  service,  and  would  be  accounted  for 
in  the  officer's  monthly  returns. 

"  On  tbe  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that  tbe  taking  was  a 
capture  under  the  right  of  war,  and  that  no  liability  for  payment  arose 
against  the  United  States. 

"  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  tbe  claimant,  in  which  all  the  commis- 
sioners joined. 

"  The  same  principle  was  applied  in  all  other  cases  of  like  character." 

<*  Claimant  alleged    and  filed  evidence  to 
Braithwaite'i  Case,  prove — 

«'l.  That  he  was  a  native  of  England,  and 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  United  States,  daring 
the  whole  war. 

"2.  That  on  the  6th  of  August  1864  a  company  of  United 
States  soldiers,  under  the  command  of  a  lieutenant,  forcibly 
took  possession  of  and  pressed  into  the  service  of  the  United 
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States  a  horse  belonging  to  him  of  the  valae  of  $150  without 
offering  him  any  compensation. 

"3.  That  it  being  the  cropping  season,  he  lost  at  least  $50 
more  by  the  seiznre  of  his  horse. 

^'The  United  States  agent,  in  his  brief,  stated: 

^<1.  That  the  claimant  being  domiciled  in  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, which  State  had  never  been  declared  in  rebellion,  stood 
upon  the  same  footing  as  native  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  taking  of  the  horse  was  a  seizure  from  which 
clearly  an  obligation*  to  make  compensation  accrued  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States. 

^'2.  That  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  of  his  property  he  could 
have  presented  his  claim  to  the  quartermaster-general  of  the 
army  for  payment,  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so,  and  through 
said  failure  not  having  exhausted  the  ordinary  remedies  given 
him  by  the  municipal  laws  and  regulations  of  the  United 
States,  he  had  no  standing  before  this  international  tribunal." 

The  commissioners  unanimously  awarded  $225  in  gold. 

Jonathan  Braithwaite  y.  The  United  States,  No.  31,  Am.  and  Br.  Claims 
Com.,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Howard's  Report,  31 ;  Hale's  Report,  42. 

In  connection  with  the  foregoing  case  of 
Brook's CaM.      Braithwaite,  Hale  (Eeport,  43)  says: 

"In  the  case  of  Samuel  Brook,  No.  99,  the 
claim  was  for  certain  tarpaulins  taken  by  an  authorized  officer 
for  the  use  of  the  United  States,  at  Memphis,  Tennessee,  in 
June  1862  shortly  after  the  capture  of  that  city  by  the  Federal 
forces. 

"An  award  was  made  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Frazer  dissenting  upon  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
proofs,  but  the  commissioners  all  agreeing  as  to  the  principle 
involved. 

"It  may  be  stated  generally  that  the  commission  were 
unanimous  in  the  allowance  of  claims  for  property  coming 
under  this  head  when  taken  within  the  loyal  States  or  within 
those  portions  of  the  insurrectionary  States  permanently  oc- 
cupied by  the  Federal  forces,  except  when  something  in  the 
nature  of  the  property  or  in  the  conduct  of  the  claimant  took 
him  out  of  the  condition  of  neutrality.  Thus,  for  instance,  in 
the  case  of  Eobert  Davidson,  No.  G6^  the  claim  was  for  gun 
carriages  and  other  artillery  apparatus,  manufactured  by  the 
claimant  for  the  use  of  the  Confederate  Government,  and  re- 
maining in  his  possession  at  the  surrender  of  New  Orleans, 
together  with  material  for  use  in  the  same  manufacture,  which 
was  taken  and  appropriated  by  the  Federal  forces,  under  the 
orders  of  General  Banks,  some  months  after  the  capture  of 
New  Orleans.    The  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 

"  Where,  however,  the  taking  of  the  property  by  the  Federal 
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forces  and  the  domicil  of  the  claimant  were  within  the  enemy's 
lines,  or  in  those  portions  of  the  enemy's  country  not  reclaimed 
from  the  enemy,  the  majority  of  the  commission,  on  satisfac- 
tory evidence  that  the  property  was  taken  by  authority,  or 
actually  appropriated  to  military  use,  made  awards  in  favor  of 
the  claimants,  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting,  on  the 
ground  that  one  domiciled  in  the  country  of  the  enemy  was 
himself  an  enemy  in  law,  whether  an  actual  enemy  or  not;  and 
by  well-settled  principles  of  public  law  his  sovereign  had  no 
right  in  such  cases  to  intervene  in  his  behalf  against  the  ordi- 
nary treatment  of  him  as  an  enemy.  In  the  principle  thus 
held  by  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  1  am  advised  that  the  pre- 
siding commissioner  agreed;  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  had,  by  the  establishment  of  the  Southern  Claims 
Commission,  made  provision  for  the  compensation  of  its  own 
citizens  domiciled  within  the  enemy's  country  *who  remained 
loyal  adherents  to  the  cause  and  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  during  the  war,'  for  property  taken  in  like  manner  (16 
Stat,  at  L.  524,  §  2)  he  was  of  opinion  that  neutral  aliens  in 
like  situation  should  be  entitled  to  the  same  degree  of  compen- 
sation, and,  if  British  subjects,  to  a  standing  before  the  com- 
mission for  that  end. 

'^  Upon  this  question  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  held  that  any 
provision  made  for  the  paymei.t  of  such  claims  to  citizens  was 
not  in  discharge  of  an  obligation  imposed  by  the  public  law, 
but  was  a  matter  of  favor,  and  could  carry  with  it  no  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
extend  like  compensation  to  others  not  embraced  within  the 
class  which  it  had  selected. 

"In  the  case,  however,  of  John  Kater,  No.  19,  claimant  was 
allowed  for  two  horses  taken  by  Sheridan's  army  on  its  raid 
through  the  valley  of  Virginia  in  August  1864,  all  the  com- 
missioners joining  in  this  award.  General  Sheridan's  order  of 
August  16, 1864,  di/ecting  the  seizure  of  mules,  horses,  and 
cattle  for  the  use  of  the  Army,  having  in  effect  promised  com- 
pensation for  such  proi)erty  to  loyal  citizens." 

The  commercial  firm  of  Eugene  Rochereau 
Boeherean*!  Case.    &  Co.,  composed  of  Eugene  Rochereau,  Albin 
Rochereau,  and  William  T.  Hepp,  citizens  of 
Prance,  was  engaged  in  business  at  New  Orleans,  where  the 
junior  members,  who  were  personally  charged  with  the  manage- 
ment of  the  business,  resided.    Eugene  Rochereau  resided  in 
France,  and  was  not  personally  engaged  in  the  firm's  affairs. 
In  March  1862  the  authorities  of  New  Orleans  adopted  an  ordi- 
nance by  which  the  mayor  was  authorized  to  issue  bonds  of  the 
city  to  the  amount  of  $1,000,000.    The  object  was  stated  in  the 
preamble  of  the  ordinance  in  these  words: 
"Whereas  the  safety  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  being  imper- 
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illed  by  the  existence  of  the  war  now  raging,  and  the  presence 
of  our  enemies  at  the  approaches  of  the  city  renders  it  of  the 
greatest  importance  to  the  vital  interest  of  tlie  city,  not  only 
to  the  city  but  to  the  whole  Southern  Confederacy,  that  imme- 
diate and  ample  means  should  be  placed  at  the  disposition  of 
the  public  authorities  to  repel  invasion,  and  for  the  prompt  and 
efficient  defence  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  its  approaches, 
be  it  therefore 
"  Resolvedj^^  etc. 

These  bonds  the  banking  house  of  Abat,  Generes  &  Co.,  of 
New  Orleans,  purchased  to  the  amount  of  $210,000,  and  the 
firm  of  Eugene  Rochereau  &  Co.  purchased  of  Abat,  Generes 
&  Co.  bonds  of  the  nominal  value  of  $20,000. 

After  the  capture  of  the  city  by  the  forces  of  the  United 
States  an  order  was  issued  by  General  Butler  by  which  all  the 
purchasers  of  the  bonds  were  required  to  pay  an  assessment  of 
23  per  cent.  This  assessment  was  levied  in  August  1862. 
Again,  in  August  1863,  a  like  assessment  was  levied  by  Gen- 
eral Banks.  The  assessment  was  at  first  levied  upon  Abat, 
Generes  &  Co.,  but  subsequently,  by  order  of  General  Butler, 
Rochereau  &  Co.  were  required  to  pay  to  Abat,  Generes  &  Co. 
the  sum  so  assessed,  and  it  wa43  then  paid  by  the  last-named 
house  to  the  military  authorities,  and  used  for  the  support  of 
the  destitute  inhabitants  of  New  Orleans. 

It  was  contended  by  counsel  for  the  French  Republic  that 
the  assessment  made  by  General  Butler  was  arbitrary  in  its 
nature  and  contrary  to  the  rules  of  international  law,  and  that 
the  sufierers  were  entitled  to  compensation  from  the  United 
States.  Thisargument  was  specifically  madeinbehalf  of  Eugene 
Rochereau,  who  had  presented  a  claim  for  compensation. 

On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  the 
purchase  by  Rochereau  &  Co.  was  an  act  by  which  aid  and 
comfort  were  given  to  the  enemies  of  the  United  States  within 
the  period  mentioned  in  the  convention. 

Two  points  were  made  by  counsel  for  Eugene  Rochereau : 
(I )  That  the  purchase  of  the  bonds  by  Rochereau  &  Co.,  who 
were  not  the  original  subscribers,  could  not  be  treated  as  an 
act  of  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemies  of  the  United  States; 
and  (2),  that  as  to  Eugene  Rochereau,  who  was  then  in  France, 
and  was  not  cognizant  of  the  purchase,  the  act  of  the  resident 
partners,  even  if  inhibited,  could  not  be  imputed  to  him.  It 
was  also  maintained  by  counsel  for  the  memorialist  that  alien 
residents  and  all  other  persons  had  a  right  to  carry  on  their 
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legitimate  basiuess,  and  that  the  payment  of  taxes  to  the 
insurrectionary  or  usurping  government  had  been  held  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  have  been  fully  justifi- 
able; that  the  right  to  trade  within  the  limits  of  eitlier  bel- 
ligerent gave  the  alien  resident  the  right  to  buy  or  invest  in 
the  securities  of  either  without  a  violation  of  his  neutrality; 
that  the  purchase  of  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  in 
open  market  was  not  a  violation  of  any  law  at  the  time;  that 
the  success  of  the  United  States  in  its  attack  on  New  Orleans 
did  not  convert  acts  lawful  at  the  time  of  their  commission  into 
crimes,  and  that  General  Butler  had  no  right  to  punish 
I)er8ons  for  trading  with  the  Confederates  at  a  time  when  the 
United  States  was  unable  to  enforce  its  authority  and  render 
protection. 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  called  attention  to  the  bond, 
which  set  forth  on  its  face  that  it  was  ^'  issued  in  conformity 
with  ordinance  No.  5949  of  the  city  council,  approved  3d  of 
March  1802."  lie  maintained  that  the  reference  to  the  ordi- 
nance constituted  a  notice,  both  in  law  and  in  equity,  to  every- 
body to  whom  the  bonds  were  offered  to  examine  the  authority 
by  which  they  were  issued;  and  that  if  Kochereau  &  Co.  had 
performed  their  duty  and  examined  the  ordinance  they  would 
have  seen  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  loan  was  offered  was 
the  defence  of  New  Orleans  against  the  United  States.  In  sup- 
port of  the  position  that  the  purchaser  was  bound,  ui)on  sug- 
gestion of  record,  to  examine  the  title  to  property  which  he 
proposed  to  purchase,  and  that  if  he  neglected  to  make  the 
examination  he  had  no  remedy  over  against  the  vendor,  coun- 
sel for  the  United  States  cited  Brush  v.  Ware,  15  Peters  93; 
Oliver  v.  Price^  3  Howard,  409,  and  Hanover  v.  Woodruffs  15 
Wallace,  439-442. 

The  commission  on  December  15, 1883,  rendered  an  opinion 
as  follows : 

"The  claimant  was  in  France  when  the  bonds  for  the  de 
fence  of  New  Orleans  were  issued  and  purchased  by  the  part- 
ners of  his  firm  in  New  Orleans. 

*'  He  had  no  knowledge  thereof  till  he  was  informed  that 
General  Butler  had  imposed  the  assessment  on  his  firm. 

"  We  think  the  claimant  was  not  guilty  of  giving  aid  and 
comfort  to  the  enemies  of  the  United  States,  as  he  knew 
nothing  of  the  purchase. 

"  In  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  commission  General 
Butler  had  the  right,  as  an  act  of  military  necessity  and  in 
time  of  war,  to  levy  the  assessment  on  the  enemies  of  the 
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United  States  and  on  those  giving  aid  and  comfort  to  the 
enemies  of  the  United  States. 

"The  commissioner  on  the  part  of  France  does  not  concur 
in  the  view  of  General  Butler's  power  as  regarded  by  his  col- 
leagues. 

'*  We  allow  the  claimant  the  amount  of  his  share  of  the 
assessment  paid  August  11, 1862,  being  $714.28,  with  interest 
at  5  per  cent  from  August  11, 1862,  and  the  further  sum  of 
$714.28,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  September  7, 1863." 

Eugene  liochereati  v.  United  States,  No.  220,  BoutweU'e  Report,  124,  com- 
misnion  under  the  couyention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of 
January  15.  1880. 

"Charles  J.  Dubois  v.  United  States,  No. 

Case  of  BnboiB.     723. — This  claim  rested  upon  the  same  facts 

as  that  of  Eugene  Rochereau  v.  The  United 

States,  No.  220,  with  the  exception  that  the  memorialist  was  a 

resident  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and  there  purchased  the 

bonds  issued  by  said  city. 

"The  claim  of  Dubois  was  disallowed. 

"The  decisions  of  the  commissioners  in  the  two  cases  justify 
the  conclusion  that  the  purchase  of  the  bonds  of  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  issued  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  set 
forth  in  the  record,  was  an  act  of  aid  and  comfort  to  the  ene- 
mies of  the  United  States,  but  that  those  purchasers  only  were 
responsible  who  had  knowledge  of  the  transaction  at  the  time, 
and  whose  circumstances  were  such  that  they  were  bound  to 
make  an  examination  of  the  record  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans.'' 
(Boutweirs  Report,  128.) 

"Arthemis  Drezt\  United  States,  No.  503. — 
Case  of  Drei.      This  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  cases  of 
Eugene  Rochereau  v.  The  United  States,  No. 
220,  and  Charles  J.  Dubois  r.  The  United  States,  No.  723,  in 
the  fact  that  the  claimant,  a  resident  and  citizen  of  France, 
had  an  agent  in  New  Orleans  with  whom  he  had  placed  funds 
for  investment.    That  agent  made  a  purchase  of  the  New 
Orleans  bonds  issued  under  the  ordinance  of  the  3d  of  March 
1862.    When  Drez  received  information  from  his  agent  that 
the  purchase  had  been  made,  he  instructed  him  to  sell  the 
bonds.     It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  whether  his  in- 
structions were  due  to  the  opinion  that  the  investment  was  an 
unsafe  one  or  to  the  opinion  that  the  bonds  were  not  a  proper 
subject  for  investment. 
"  It  was  claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the  memorialist  that  the 
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decision  in  the  case  of  Eochereau  v.  The  United  States,  No. 
220,  jastified  and  required  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

'^On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that  the 
agents  of  Drez  were  clothed  with  general  power  to  act,  and 
that  the  principal  was  bound  precisely  as  he  would  have  been 
if  present. 

-<  The  commission  made  an  award  to  the  amount  of  the 
assessment  imposed  by  the  military  authorities."  (Boutwell's 
Report,  128.) 

W.,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  "domi- 
wmetPsCaM.  ciled"  in  Venezuela,  held  a  lease  of  a  ware- 
house at  Caracas,  in  which  he  conducted  a 
mercantile  business.  In  1859  the  government  set  up  and  sup- 
ported by  the  Unionists,  in  order  to  defend  Itself  against  the 
Federalists,  who  were  trying  to  get  possession  of  the  capi- 
tal, occupied  the  warehouse  in  question  and  converted  it  into 
a  kind  of  fort,  and  continued  in  possession  of  it  for  several 
years,  destroying  or  consuming  in  the  meantime  everything  of 
value  in  the  building.  Apart  from  a  small  sum  for  use  and 
occupation,  and  a  draft  which  was  not  paid,  W.  received  noth- 
ing from  the  government.  On  a  claim  for  indemnity  the  fol- 
lowing decision  was  rendered: 

"Objection  was  taken  by  Venezuela  based  upon  the  propo- 
sition that  the  warehouse  was  lawfully  seized  and  occupied  by 
her  military  forces  for  defensive  puri)Oses,  and  that  the  subse- 
quent pillage  and  destruction  of  the  stock  of  goods  was  a 
necessary  and  unavoidable  incident  of  such  seizure  and  occu- 
pation, and  that  the  damage  occasioned  by  it  in  consequence 
must  be  treated  as  damnum  absque  injuria^  and  therefore 
remediless.  In  this  view  we  do  not  concur.  Admitting  fully 
the  doctrine  that  the  safety  of  the  state  is  the  supreme  law, 
and  that  the  property  and  person  of  the  citizen  are  subject 
to  be  taken  for  the  public  service  whenever  the  exigency  is 
sufficient  tojustify  it,  of  which  the  state  itself,  by  the  necessity 
of  the  case,  must  be  the  only  judj?e,  yet  we  can  not  perceive 
that  there  was  any  necessary  connection  between  the  seizure 
of  the  warehouse  for  purposes  of  defence  and  the  consequent 
pillage  and  destruction  of  the  property  which  ensued.  Besides, 
while  the  seizure  of  the  building  was  lawful  in  the  first  instance 
for  the  purpose  of  repelling  an  attack  or  guarding  the  arsenal, 
which  was  in  the  near  neighborhood,  no  reason  has  been 
assigned  for  its  continued  use  and  occupation  as  barracks  long 
after  the  emergency  had  ceased  to  operate. 

"The  Government  of  Venezuela  recognized  the  justice  of 
this  proposition  by  admitting  a  claim  on  this  account,  and 
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making  payment  in  part.  Indeed,  we  believe  that  such  claims 
are  nniversally  recognized  as  (constituting  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule  which  protects  governments  from  making  indem- 
nity. It  was  also  contend^  that  a  citizen  of  one  country 
domiciled  in  another  could  have  no  greater  rights  than  the 
citizens  of  the  country  where  he  chose  to  cast  his  lot;  and  that 
as  a  citizen  of  Venezuela  would  have  had  no  claim  on  the 
justice  of  his  government  for  reclamation  in  such  a  case  as 
this,  neither  c^ould  the  original  claimant,  who  was  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States.  But  from  what  we  have  said  there  ought 
to  be  no  doubt  that  the  Government  of  Venezuela  would  have 
respected  sucli  a  claim  if  made  on  the  part  pf  one  of  her  own 
citizens,  and  therefore  the  contention  assumes  what  we  do  not 
admit  to  be  true.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  an  allowance  ought  to  be  made  in  this  case  on  the  basis 
heretofore  laid  down;  that  is  to  say,  for  50,000  pesos,  on  which 
we  will  allow  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  the  2d  of  August 
1859,  deducting,  of  course,  whatever  sum  Venezuela  has  paid 
on  account  of  any  of  the  certificates  founded  on  the  original 
award.  The  peso  will  be  estimated  at  seventy-five  cents, 
expressed  in  the  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  of  America.'' 

Findlay,  oommissioner,  for  the  commission,  Estate  of  William  E,  WilUt 
V.  Fenezitela,  No.  21,  United  States  and  Venezuela  Claims  Commission, 
convention  of  December  5,  1885. 

"The  claimant,  a  Colorado  corporation, 
"**^  &Co'  "*^*^8'Vers  that  it  received  from  the  American 
Bank  Note  Company,  a  New  York  corpora- 
tion, for  carriage  to  the  city  of  Lima,  Peru,  28  cases,  said  to 
contain  valuable  stationery,  to  be  delivered  to  the  order  of 
Messrs.  Prevost  &  Co.,  Lima,  Peru,  the  agents  of  said  American 
Bank  Note  Company,  the  contents  of  said  cases  being  valued 
at  834,700;  that  said  cases  were  duly  forwarded  to  Peru,  and 
while  off  the  port  of  Chimbote,  on  the  17th  of  September  1880, 
the  Chilean  corvette  Chacahuco  took  the  said  28  cases  by  force 
from  the  vessel  on  which  they  were  shippe<i.  Protest  was  duly 
made  before  the  U.  S.  consular  agent  at  Chimbote.  Twenty - 
four  of  said  28  cases  contained  forms  or  emblems  of  paper 
money,  and  4  contained  postage  stamps;  that  said  property 
had  not  passed  to  the  ownership  of  Peru,  but  remained  in  the 
Bank  Note  Company  until  they  were  received  and  accepted 
by  the  authorized  officials  of  said  republic;  that  by  reason  of 
said  seizure  claimant  was  compelled  to  make  payment  to  the 
American  Bank  Note  Company  of  the  value  thereof,  $34,700, 
and  received  an  assignment  and  subrogation  of  the  said  com- 
pany's interest  in  the  property  so  seized.  The  claim  was  duly 
made  through  the  State  Department  of  the  United  States;  1;hat 
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the  emblems  and  forms  of  paper  money  thus  seized  by  Chile, 
aggregating  over  7,000,000  soles,  were  put  iu  enforeed  circu- 
lation in  Peru  by  Chile,  who  required  all  i>er8on8  to  accept  such 
money  at  its  full  face  value  in  exchange  for  supplies,  goods, 
and  property  used  by  the  forces  of  Chile;  that  a  similar  case 
of  money  destined  for  Chile  was  seized  in  transit  by  the  forces 
of  Peru,  but  on  demand  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  the  property  was  returned  by  Peru  and  delivered  to 
Chile  by  claimant. 

^^Claimaut  asks  judgment  for  the  value  of  said  property  and 
interest,  amounting  in  all  to  $58,380.97. 

''By  stipulation,  signed  by  the  agent  of  the  Republic  of 
Chile  and  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  at  the  request  of  the 
claimant,  a  compromise  award  was  entered  in  this  case  in  the 
sum  of  $29,194.98,  United  States  gold  coin." 

WelU,  Fargo  ^  Co.  y.  Chile,  No.  10,  United  States  and  Chilean  Claims 
Commission,  convention  of  August  7,  1892.     Shields's  Report,  74. 

4.  Captuebd  and  Abandoned  Property. 

'<  Claims  for  property  taken  under  theaban- 
1868  '  doned  and  captured  property  act  of  March  12, 
1863(12Statfi.  atL.  820): 

"  This  act  provided  in  effect  for  the  turning  over  of  property 
captured  or  seized  as  abandoned  by  the  military  and  naval 
authorities  of  the  United  States  to  agents,  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  for  the  sale  of  such  property, 
and  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  into  the  Treasury;  and  pro- 
vided that  the  owner  of  such  property  might,  within  two  years 
after  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  bring  suit  for  the  pro- 
ceeds in  the  Court  of  Claims,  and,  on  proof  of  his  ownership 
and  right  to  the  proc^eeds,  and  that  he  had  never  given  aid  or 
comfort  to  the  rebellion,  should  be  entitled  to  recover  the  net 
proceeds.  The  act  was  undoubtedly  intended  to  apply  partic- 
ularly to  cotton  and  the  other  staple  proilucts  of  the  South- 
ern States.    To  such  products  only  it  was  iu  practice  applied. 

"  Many  claims  were  brought  before  the  commission  for  prop- 
erty, principally  cotton,  taken  under  this  act.  Most  of  the 
claims  thus  brought  had  been  prosecuted  in  the  Court  of 
Claims,  some  of  which  were  still  pending  in  that  court;  some 
were  pending  on  appeal  in  the  Supreme  Court;  in  some  the 
Court  of  Claims  had  given  judgment  in  favor  of  the  claimants 
for  the  net  proceeds,  the  claimants  now  claiming  here  that  such 
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amount  was  less  than  the  fall  value  of  their  property,  to  which 
they  claimed  themselves  entitled;  and  in  some  judgment  had 
gone  against  the  claimant  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  no  ap- 
peal had  been  taken.  In  some  cases  the  claimants  were  domi- 
ciled within  the  insurrectionary  States,  and  in  others  within 
the  British  dominions.  In  a  few  cases  no  suit  had  been  prose- 
cuted in  the  Court  of  Claims.  The  agent  of  the  United  States 
interposed  demurrers  in  several  cases,  including  all  the  differ- 
ent classes  above  named. 

*'  On  the  argument  it  was  contended  for  the 
^^MBuL^''  United  States  that  the  right  of  capture,  by  a 
belligerent,  of  private  enemy's  property  on 
land  was  permitted  by  the  laws  of  war;  that  that  right  was 
specially  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  great  staple  like  cot- 
ton, upon  which  the  enemy  principally  depended  for  his  mil- 
itary and  naval  supplies,  and  for  his  credit  and  means  to 
carry  on  the  war;  that  by  the  abandoned  and  captured  prop- 
erty act  of  12th  March  1863  the  United  States  had  in  no  re- 
spect abandoned  or  waived  this  right,  but  that  that  act  con- 
stituted merely  an  act  of  grace  in  favor  of  individuals  who 
might  show  themselves  personally  free  from  complicity  with 
the  rebellion;  that  under  that  act  neutral  aliens  stood  upon 
the  same  footing  with  loyal  citizens,  and  were  entitled  to  the 
same  rights  given  to  such  citizens  by  the  act,  and  subject  only 
to  the  same  disabilities;  that  the  owner  of  property  thus  cap- 
tured within  the  enemy's  country  had  no  right  of  reclamation 
against  the  United  States,  except  that  given  by  the  act,  and 
that  that  remedy  must  be  pursued  in  the  form  given,  and  before 
the  tribunal  specified  in  the  act. 

"  Ue  cited  Vattel,  book  3,  c.  9,  §§  161, 163,  164;  Twiss,  vol.  2 
(war),  pp.  122  to  124;  Rutherforth,  book  2,  c.  9,  §  16;  Mrs, 
Alexaudei's  Cotton,  2  Wall.  404^  the  United  States  v.  Padel- 
ford,  9  id.  531;  the  United  States  v.  O'Keeffe,  11  id.  178;  1 
Kent's  Com.  pp.  92,  93. 

"  On  the  part  of  Her  Majesty's  counsel  rep- 
^^'^^Briti^  ^"**  resenting  the  claimants,  it  was  contended — 

'^  1.  That  the  personal  property  of  the  iuhab- 
ituntsof  the  insurrectionary  States,  whether  citizens  or  aliens, 
neither  by  its  locality  nor  by  its  character  as  product  of  the 
soil,  was  the  lawful  subject  of  capture  as  prize  and  booty  of 
war. 

<^  2.  That  in  this  respect  the  article  of  cotton  is  not  distin- 
guishable from  other  property. 
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"3.  That  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  never 
claimed  or  asserted  title  to  such  personal  property  as  prize  and 
booty  of  war,  but,  on  the  contrary,  by  legislation  has  impliedly 
disclaimed  such  title. 

*'  4.  That  the  property  for  the  destruction  or  appropriation 
of  which  these  claimants  demand  indemnity  never  ceased  to  be 
their  property,  but  continued  such,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
of  war  and  the  fact  of  seizure  or  appropriation  by  the  military 
authorities  of  the  United  States, 

'<5.  That  their  right  to  be  indemnifi^  for  such  seizure  or 
appropriation  does  not  depend  in  any  degree  upon  any  munici- 
pal legislation  of  the  United  States  either  recognizing  the 
right  or  providing  a  remedy  complete  or  partial,  but  rests  upon 
principles  of  the  public  law,  recognized  as  well  by  the  United 
States  as  by  all  other  civilized  nations. 

"6.  That  therefore  the  act  of  March  12, 1803,  neither  gave 
any  right  which  the  parties  had  not  before  by  settled  princi- 
ples of  public  law,  nor  purported  to  give  a  remedy  commen- 
surate with  that  right  under  the  public  law.  That  act  was 
purely  a  municipal  measure,  dictated  by  considerations  of 
domestic  policy. 

'<  7.  That  therefore  it  is  wholly  immaterial  to  the  determi- 
nation of  these  international  claims  whether  those  parties  had 
or  had  not  a  remedy  under  that  statute,  or  did  or  did  not  avail 
themselves  of  such  remedy.  The  Court  of  Claims  in  no  degree 
exercised  the  functions  or  fulfilled  the  duties  of  this  tribunal, 
whose  obligations  under  the  treaty  and  the  public  law  must 
be  discharged  according  to  its  own  judgment  and  conscience 
in  cases  coming  within  the  treaty,  whether  the  Court  of  Claims, 
in  executing  the  act  of  1863,  exercised  or  not  a  wholly  distinct 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it  by  that  statute. 

^^8.  If  under  that  statute  the  claimant  has  obtained  a  par- 
tial indemnity,  the  United  States  can  only  claim  a  credit  for 
so  much  of  the  indemnity  as  the  party  has  received  in  that 
form.  In  no  other  way,  and  to  no  other  extent,  can  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Court  of  Claims  affect  the  awards  in  these 
cases. 

"  He  cited  1  Kent's  Com.  91 ;  Mrs.  Alexander's  Cotton,  2 
Wall.  404;  United  States  v.  Klein,  13  Wall.  128;  United 
States  V.  Padelford,  supra;  Brown  v.  United  States,  8  Cranch, 
110;  Grant's  Case  (decisions  C.  Cls.  October  term,  1863);  Vat- 
tel,  book  3,  c.  5,  §  75;  c.  7,  §  100. 

"The  arguments  of  the  respective  counsel  were  filed  in  the 
cases  of  James  B.  McElhose,  No.  225,  and  of  Thomas  Ark- 
wright,  No.  302,  Many  other  cases  were  submitted  under  the 
same  arguments. 

"  The  commission  unanimously  sustained  the  demurrers  in 
the  cases  in  which  suit  had  been  brought  in  the  Court  of 
5627— VOL.  4 33 
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Claims,  whether  still  pending  in  that  court,  or  on  appeal,  or 
previously  decided,  and  dismissed  those  cases. 

"  In  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Knowles,  No.  175,  and  other  cases 
in  which  no  suit  had  been  brought  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  the 
commission  (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting)  overruled 
the  demurrers  and  took  jurisdiction  of  the  claims  upon  their 
merits.  Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  read  a  written  opinion  upon 
the  questions  involved  in  these  cases." 

Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Hale's  Report, 
47.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  45, 48,  370,  375, 383,  394, 404. 

The  opiniou  of  Mr.  Frazer  on  the  cases  under  the  abandoned  and  cap- 
tured property  act  was  as  follows: 

"The  capture  or  destruction  of  property  on  land  belonging  to  individual 
enemies  is  justided  by  the  modem  law  of  nations,  if  there  be  military 
reasons  for  it;  in  the  absence  of  good  military  reasons,  such  captures  are 
generally  without  the  support  of  the  public  law.  When  such  reasons  do 
exist,  such  capture  or  destruction  i»,  in  the  nature  of  tilings,  quite  as 
proper  as  the  capture  or  destruction  of  such  property  on  the  high  seas. 

"The  latter  is  maintained  because  an  enemy's  commerce  and  navigation 
are  Hhe  sinews  of  his  naval  power,'  to  take  or  destroy  which  is,  therefore, 
a  legitimate  act  of  war.     (Wheat.  Int.  Law,  Lawrt^nce,  626.) 

"'The  sinews'  of  his  military  power  on  land  must,  in  view  of  the  nat- 
ural law,  be  eijually  the  subject  of  capture  or  destruction  by  an  invading 
army.  Cotton  was  held  to  be  such  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of 
Mrs.  Alexander's  Cotton  (2  Wall.  404).  The  reasoning  of  the  opinion  of 
the  Chief  Justice  in  that  case  is,  I  think,  unanswerable. 

"The  war  of  the  American  rebellion  was  a  civil  war — an  immense  one, 
too — and  the  Government  had  all  the  rights  of  war  which  it  would  have 
had  if  its  enemy  had  been  an  independent  nation.  Even  the  rebel  organ 
ization  was  recognized  by  Her  Majesty's  government  as  a  belligerent — 
i.  e.,  having  the  rights  of  war — and  certainly  that  government  is  thereby 
estopped  from  denying,  and  indeed  never  has  denied,  that  belligerent 
rights  also  belonged  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  Every  act 
of  war  recognized  as  lawful  by  the  ptiblic  law  between  independent  states 
at  war  wiis,  therefore,  lawful  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  in- 
volved no  cause  for  reclamation  on  the  part  of  neutrals  On  this  ground 
only,  as  a  lawful  belligerent  act,  could  a  blockade  be  maintained.  The 
subject  is  discussed  very  fully  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Prize  Cases, 
2  Black,  and  I  think  the  reasoning  of  that  court  is  conclusive. 

"Neutral's  property  in  the  enemy's  territory  stands  exactly  on  the  same 
footing  as  any  other  property  found  there.  Indeed;  a  neutral  domiciloil 
there  is  an  enemy  in  the  view  of  the  public  law.  He  may  be  comi>elled  to 
serve  the  enemy  as  a  soldier  even,  and  his  property  must  contribute  to 
the  support  of  the  enemy's  hostile  operations  without  reference  to  his 
national  character.  I  think  that  all  authorities — British,  Continental,  and 
American — are  in  accord  upon  the  proposition  that  the  belligerent  right 
of  capture  of  movable  property  on  land  is  in  no  respect  atfected  by  the 
nationality  of  its  owner 

"Whatever  is  lawfully  done  in  the  exercise  of  belligerent  rights  can 
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not  inyolvo  any  liability  contemplated  by  tbe  treaty ;  it  can  not  poeaibly 
be  a  tort. 

"Tbe  belligerent  right  of  capture  must  not  be  confonnded  with  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  which  iii  a  civil  right,  exercised  in  virtne  of  sov- 
ereignty.   The  two  are  wholly  distinct  and'  rest  upon  different  gronuds. 

<<  Grant's  Case  (C.  Cla.  IS63),  cited  by  Her  Britannic  Majesty *s  oonusel, 
was  not  a  destrnction  of  enemy*8  property.  It  was  not  in  the  enemy's 
lines,  nor  in  a  seceding  State.  It  was  a  destruction  of  property  in  Arizona, 
within  actual  possession  of  the  lTnite<l  States,  to  prevent  its  falling  into 
the  enemy's  hands,  and  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  compen- 
sation for  it  was  secured,  and  this  only  did  the  court  decide. 

''But  are  we  to  be  told  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is 
compelled  by  its  Constitution  to  pay  its  rebellious  citizens  for  their  prop- 
erty destroyed  as  a  lawful,  hdligereni  actf  Has  its  Constitntion  thus  tiod 
its  hands  as  against  a  rebellion f  Might  the  re1>el8,  without  liability, 
exercise  all  recognized  belligerent  rights  agaiuHt  it,  including  the  capture 
of  the  property  of  British  subjects  fonnd  in  the  loyal  States,  and  yet  it 
do  the  like  only  subject  to  the  duty  of  making  compensation  f 

"From  all  this  absurdity  there  is  no  escape  if  the  belligerent  right  o'f 
capture  and  destruction  shall  be  confounded  with  the  sovereign  right  of 
eminent  domain.  And  indeed  captures  on  the  high  seas  most  then  go  into 
the  same  general  category. 

*'  In  fine,  a  constitutional  provision — the  condition  of  compensation  for 
projperty  taken  for  public  use — intended  only  to  restrain  civil  administra- 
tion, would  be  held  to  so  trammel  belligerent  rights  in  time  of  civil  war 
that  effective  hostilities  against  rebels  might  sometimes  be  practically 
impossible. 

"  Now,  Congress  saw  that  the  fnll  exercise  of  the  belligerent  right  of 
capture  on  land  was,  as  to  cotton  especially,  of  the  greatest  military 
importance,  and  that  such  capture  would,  therefore,  be  extensive,  and 
that  it  would  fall  alike  on  the  loyal  and  tbe  disloyal  citizen,  and  also 
npon  foreign  residents  in  tho  South  who  had  not  actually  violate<l  any 
duty.  It  was  a  generons  policy  to  mitigate  calamities  which  a  war  thuH 
lawfully  conducted  would  nevertheless  impoHc  npon  persons  guilty  of  no 
actual  wrong.  If  the  capture  was  a  lawful  act  of  war,  to  restore  a  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  would  be  an  act  of  grace  and  generosity  constituting 
no  foundation  for  a  claim  for  more ;  and  if  a  particular  mode  was  at  the 
same  time  provided  whereby  this  partial  restitution  might  he  sought, 
that  mode  only  could  be  resorted  to.  The  right  generously  given  and  the 
mode  of  seeking  it  mnst  go  together. 

*'  The  act  concerning  captured  and  abandoned  property,  allowing  loyal 
persons  to  recover  in  the  Conrt  of  Claims,  was  just  this  act  of  grace. 
(Afaderson's  Case,  9  Wall  56.) 

"My  conclusions  are: 

"1.  Capture  of  cotton  of  British  owners  within  the  rebel  territory  was 
not  wrongful  by  international  law. 

"2.  It  was  not  wrongful  under  the  act  of  Congress. 

"  3.  It  was  a  belligerent  right,  and  not  the  civil  and  sovereign  right  of 
eminent  domain. 

"  Without  the  act  of  Congress  no  compensation  was  due. 


3750  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

"5.  Only  saoh  liability  as  the  act  of  Congress  imposes  exists,  and  it 
must  be  sought  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  act. 

''AgaiD,  it  is  a  principle  of  international  law  established  by  the  prac- 
tice of  all  civilized  states^  and  sanctioned  by  every  consideration  of  expe- 
diency and  justice,  that  where  a  nation  has  provided  an  adequate 
munioipal  remedy  by  judicial  proceedings  for  wrongs  done  by  it  to  for- 
eigners domiciled  within  its  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  to  its  own  subjeotp, 
no  intcrnatioual  reclamation  can  be  made,  at  least  until  this  munioipal 
remedy  has  been  exhausted. 

''  Upon  this  principle  also  this  commission  should  make  no  award  in 
this  class  of  cases.  The  Court  of  Claims  was  open  to  these  claimants, 
with  jurisdiction  to  give  them  reasonable  compeusation  for  captnres  of 
cotton.  There  citizens  of  the  United  States  must  go  for  relief  within  the 
time  limited  by  act  of  Congress;  and  I  cannot  assent  to  the  proposition 
that  domiciled  aliens  have  a  better  claim  than  citizens. 

**  I  would  not  be  understood  to  hold  that  the  right  of  capture  of  enemy's 
property  on  land,  as  recognized  in  recent  times,  is  as  broad  as  it  is  at  sea. 
The  military  reason  for  it  must  be  more  palpable  and  immediate.  There 
Is  a  remote  possibility  that  to  take  the  lives  of  noncombatants — enemies — 
may  weaken  the  enemy,  for  these  might  be  forced  into  the  armies  of  the 
enemy ;  so,  too,  as  to  an  indiscriminate  capture  or  destruction  of  private 
property.  But  all  this  is  condemned  by  the  modem  law,  and  I  would 
shudder  to  countenance  a  revival  of  practices  so  horrible. 

**  I  admit,  too,  that  there  may  be  difficulty  in  defining  the  precise  limits 
of  tbe  right  of  capture  on  land.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  may  be  as 
broad  and  general  as  the  practice  of  the  enemy  in  tbat  regard;  for  retali- 
ation is  fully  justified  by  institutional  writers  and  by  the  practice  of  all 
nations. 

'^  So  I  suppose  it  would  not  be  questioned  that  arms,  munitions  of  war, 
commissary  and  quartermaster's  supplies,  intended  for  sale  to  the  enemy, 
might  be  captured  or  destroyed.  So,  too,  private  manufactories  intended 
to  furnish  arms  to  be  sold  to  the  enemy,  etc.  This  enumeration  might 
be  extended. 

**  1  feel  safe  in  asserting  that  no  nation  in  Christendom  has  prtfctically 
abandoned  the  right  to  capture  and  destroy  in  all  such  cases.  It  is  a 
direct  blow  at  the  military  power  of  the  enemy. 

'*  So,  if  an  enemy  banker  has  engaged  to  supply  the  enemy  government 
with  money,  may  not  the  cash  in  his  vaults  for  that  purpose  be  captured  f 

''This,  too,  would  be  a  direct  blow  at  the  sinews  of  his  military  power, 
quite  as  effective  and  not  leSvS  humane  than  taking  of  life  in  battle." 

5.    CONFISCATION  ACTS. 


Maxwell*!  Case: 
SealEsUte. 


"This  claim  wjis  for  the  value  of  four  lots  of 
ground,  numbered  3,  4,  5,  and  6,  in  block  -No. 
12,  in  the  city  of  Leavenworth,  in  the  State  of 
Kansas,  in  tbe  United  States  of  America.  The  injury  com- 
plained of  waH  the  sale  of  these  lots,  by  the  authorities  of  the 
United  States,  by  virtue  of  proceedings  instituted  in  the  dis 
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trict  court  of  the  IJDjted  States  for  the  district  of  Kansas,  to 
obtain  the  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  the  same  under  the 
provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress  of  the  United  States  entitled 
^  An  act  to  suppress  insurrection,  to  punish  treason  and  rebel- 
lion, to  seize  and  confiscate  the  property  of  rebels,  and  for 
other  purposes'  (12  United  States  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  319). 

'^  On  behalf  of  the  claimant  it  was  contended  tliat  the  evi- 
dence adduced  proved-* 

<'  I.  That  the  claimant  was  a  subject  of  Great  Britain  by 
nativity;  that  in  the  year  1857  the  claimant,  while  temporarily 
residing  in  the  United  States,  became  the  owner  of  the  lots  in 
question  by  purchase;  that  in  May,  liSGO,  he  returned  to  Eng- 
land, and  has  since  continuously  resided  in  England  or  Scot- 
land; that  he  was  never  naturalized,  and  took  no  steps  to- 
ward being  naturalized  in  any  other  country  than  that  of  his 
birth;  and  that  he  did  not  in  any  way,  directly  or  indirectly, 
aid  or  engage  with  those  in  rebellion  against  the  authorities  of 
the  United  States. 

*<  II.  That  in  July,  18(53,  the  attorney  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  Kansas  filed  a  libel  of  information  against 
said  lots,  in  which  it  alleged  that,  after  the  17th  of  July  18G2, 
the  claimant  acted  as  an  officer  of  the  army  of  the  rebels  in 
arms  against  the  United  States,  and  took  the  oath  of  allegiance 
to  the  so-called  Confederate  States,  and  did  various  other  acts 
in  aid  of  those  in  rebellion  against  the  authority  of  the  United 
States;  that,  without  any  proof  of  any  of  the  allegations 
made  in  said  libel,  all  of  which  said  allegations  were  false,  a 
default  was  entered  against  the  claimant  on  the  12th  of  Octo- 
ber 1863,  and  a  decree  was  entered  in  said 'district  court  de- 
claring said  lots  of  ground  condemned  and  forfeited  to  the 
United  States;  that  subsequently,  to  wit, on  the  28th  of  Novem- 
ber 1863,  said  libel  of  information  was  dismissed  by  said  dis- 
trict court  as  to  lots  5  and  6;  but,  notwithstanding  said  dismis- 
sal, the  marshal  of  said  district  proceeded  to  make  sale  of  said 
lots  5  and  6  and  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  therefor  to  the 
pur:;haser,  and  also  sold  and  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  for 
said  lots  3  and  4. 

"On  behalf  of  the  claimant  it  was  maintained— 

"I.  That  the  decree  of  condemnation  was  wholly  void,  be- 
cause no  notice  of  the  confiscation  proceedings  was  served  on 
the  claimant,  who  was  at  the  time  the  same  were  instituted 
and  continuously  since  tliat  time  had  been  beyond  seas  and  a 
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resident  of  Great  Britain,  of  which  country  he  was  a  subject 
by  nativity. 

"11.  That  the  decree  of  condemnation  was  wholly  void,  be- 
cause no  proofs  were  produced  in  support  of  the  allegations 
made  in  the  libel  of  information. 

"III.  That  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  indemnity  asked 
for,  because  the  evidence  now  produced  before  the  commis- 
sioners showed  conclusively  that  the  claimant  was  wholly 
guiltless  of  the  oil'enses,  the  alleged  commission  of  which  was 
made  the  basis  for  the  condemnation  of  his  property. 

"IV.  That  the  sale  by  the  United  States  marshal  of  two 
lots,  after  proceedings  against  the  lots  had  been  dismissed,  was 
an  injurious  act,  done  under  color  of  official  authority,  and 
created  a  cloud  on  the  claimant's  title. 

"On  behalf  of  the  United  States  it  was  maintained — 

"I.  That  the  confiscation  proceedings  in  rem^  and  having 
been  conducted  in  strict  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  could  not  now  be  reviewed. 

"II.  That  the  claimant's  remedy  was  by  application  to  the 
courts  in  which  the  confiscation  proceedings  were  conducted. 

"III.  That  the  illegal  sale  by  the  marshal  of  the  two  lots 
which  had  been  released  from  the  operation  of  the  libel  did 
not  affect  in  the  least  the  claimant's  title,  an^  imposed  no 
liability  on  the  United  States. 

"An  award  was  made  by  two  commissioners,  as  follows: 

"'The  commissioners  are  of  opinion  that  the  deed  executed 
by  the  marshal  did  not  transfer  any  title  to  lots  Nos.  5  and  G, 
and  determine  to  award  the  sum  of  1,782  dollars,  to  be  paid  in 
gold,  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  in  respect  of  lots  Nos.  3  and  4.* 

"The  American  commissioner  did  not  sign  the  decree,  but 
filed  no  dissenting  opinion."' 

Peter  Maxwell  v.  The  Utiited  StaleSf  No.  385,  Am.  and  Br.  Claims  Com. 
treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Howard's  Report,  81.     See  also  Hale's  Report,  170. 

Hale,  in  his  report,  p.  171,  says: 

''In  the  case  of  Peter  Maxwell,  No.  385,  the  memorial  alleged  that  the 
claimant,  during  the  entire  war,  was  a  resident  of  Liverpool.  That  in  the 
year  1862  proceedings  were  instituted  in  the  United  States  court  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Kansas  for  the  confiscation  of  four  lots  of  laud  situated  in  the  city 
of  Leavenworth,  Kaus.,  a  State  not  iu  rebellion,  on  the  alleged  groimd 
that  the  claimant  was  a  rebel  in  arras  against  the  United  States.  The 
only  notice  of  the  proceedings  to  the  defendant  was  a  constructive  notice 
by  publication  pursuant  to  the  statute.  No  appenranco  being  had  by  the 
now  claimant,  a  decree  ot  confiscation  of  two  of  the  lots  passed  by  default. 
As  to  the  other  two^  the  libel  wns  dismissed. 
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"  Tho  proofs  before  the  rommiBsioQ  clearly  showed  that  the  allegations 
iu  thi)  libel  as  to  the  clnitiiaiit  being  engaged  in  the  rebellion  against  the 
United  States  were  unfounded. 

*^  The  commission  made  an  award  in  favor  9f  the  claimant  for  $1,782." 

JoBeph  Brugere,  a  citizen  of  France,  pur- 
Bmgere'i  Case,  chased  in  May  1865,  at  ])ub]ic  auction,  certain 
real  estate  in  New  Orleans  which  had  been 
condemned  under  statntes  of  the  United  States  of  August  0, 
1861,  July  17,  18('>2,  and  March  3,  18(^3,  by  which  the  courts 
were  authorized  to  condemn  and  confiscate  the  property  of 
certain  persons  engaged  in  rebellion.  The  record  title  to  the 
property  in  question  was  in  the  name  of  John  Slideli.  The 
deed  to  Brugere  recited  the  proceedings  of  condemnation  and 
sale,  and  while  there  were  no  covenants  as  to  title,  made  a 
conveyance  in  these  words: 

"  Now,  therefore,  know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  the 
United  States  marshal  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  under  the  authority  of  the  acts  of  Congress  of 
6th  August  1861,  and  the  17tli  July  1862,  and  on  the  M 
March  186^3,  in  relati(m  to  confiscation,  does  hereby  sell,  trans- 
fer, assign,  and  set  over  unto  the  said  Joseph  Brugere,  as 
aforesaid,  his  heirs,  administrators,  executors,  and  assigns,  all 
and  singular  the  above-described  property,  with  all  the  build- 
ings and  improvements  thereon,  rights,  ways,  privileges,  here- 
ditaments, and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging  or  in 
anywise  apj^ertaining." 

By  the  act  of  July  17, 1862,  it  was  provided  that  the  act  of 
1861,  authorizing  confiscation,  should  <<not  be  so  construed  as 
to  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  real  estate  of  the  oflFender  beyond 
his  natural  life/'  And  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Slidell,  which 
occurred  in  1871,  his  heirs  instituted  proceedings  for  the 
recovery  of  the  estate,  and  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana 
made  a  decree,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  on  writ  of  error,  and  by  which  the  heirs 
were  awarded  possession. 

On  this  ground  Brugere  made  a  claim  against  the  United 
States.  He  adduced  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  repre- 
sentations were  made  by  the  marshal  that  the  sale  was  of  the 
fee  of  the  estate,  and  he  averred  that  such  was  at  the  time  his 
understanding;  and  he  contended  that,  in  view  of  the  repre- 
sentations made,  and  of  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  the 
United  States  should  be  held  responsible  for  the  failure  of  the 
title  which  he  asserted  to  the  whole  estate. 

On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  maintained  that  the 
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government  would  not  be  bound  by  any  representations  made 
by  the  marshal,  nor  by  any  unauthorized  covenants  which  the 
deed  might  contain;  that  the  statutes  authorizing  the  confis- 
cation of  property  were  pubhc  statutes,  and  were  referred  to 
in  the  deed ;  that  the  memorialist  was  thus  put  upon  inquiry  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  estate  which  the  marshal  was  authorized 
to  convey,  and  that  his  failure  to  make  such  inquiry  rendered 
him  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  any  misunderstanding 
as  to  the  extent  of  his  title. 

Th.e  claim  was  disallowed  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the 
commission. 

Joseph  Brugere  v.  United  SialeSy  No.  318,  Boutwen's  Report,  128,  Commis- 
sion under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of 
January  15, 1880. 

6.  Embargoes  op  Property  in  Cuba  Under  the  Decrees 

OF  1869. 

[From  the  Official  Gazette,  Havana,  February  14, 1860— Translation.! 

Superior  Political  Government  of  the  Ever  Faithful  Island 

OF  Cuba. 

In  use  of  the  extraordinary  facultieB  with  which  the  provisional  gov- 
ernment of  the  nation  has  invested  me,  I  decree  the  following: 

Art.  1.  Crimes  of  injidencia  shall  be  tried  by  ordinary  coiirt-martial 

Art.  2.  Prosecutions  already  commenced  shall  follow  the  legal  process 
presdribed  by  the  laws  for  the  tribunals  of  justice. 

Art.  3.  All  aggressions,  by  act  or  by  word,  against  any  of  the  delegates 
of  the  government  shall  be  considered  as  a  crime  against  the  authority, 
and  will  subject  its  author  to  trial  by  court-martial. 

Domingo  Dulce. 

Havana,  February  12y  1869, 

[Prom  the  Official  Gazette,  Havana,  February  14, 1869— Translation.] 

Superior  Political  Go/ernment  of  the  Ever  Faithful  Island 

OF  Cuba. 

Office  of  the  Secretary. 

For  the  better  understanding  of  the  decree  published  yesterday  (the 
12th  of  February),  it  is  made  known  that  under  the  word  Uifidencia,  which 
is  made  use  of  in  article  1,  are  understood  the  following  crimes :  Treason 
or  lesa  nacion,  rebellion,  insurrection,  conspiracy,  sedition,  harboring  of 
rebels  and  criminals,  intelligence  with  the  enemy,  meetings  of  Journeymen 
or  laborers  and  leagues;  expressions,  cries,  or  voices  subvemve,  or  sedi- 
tious; propagation  of  alarming  news;  manifestations,  allegations,  and  all 
that,  with  a  political  end,  tends  to  disturb  public  tranquillity  and  order,  or 
that  in  any  mode  attacks  the  national  integrity. 

It  is  cilso  made  known  that  robbery  in  uninhabited  districts,  whatever 
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may  be  the  number  of  the  robbers,  and  in  populated  districts,  if  the  n am- 
ber of  the  robbers  be  more  than  three,  shall  be  tried  by  court-martial,  ns 
also  the  bearers  of  prohibited  anns.  And  by  order  of  his  excellency  the 
superior  political  governor,  the  same  is  published  in  the  Gazette  for  the 
general  knowledge. 

Jo8^.  Maria  Diaz, 

The  Seeretarjf. 
Havana,  February  IS,  1869, 

[From  the  Official  Gazette,  Havana,  April  16,  186Q.^Traiialatioii.] 

Superior  Political  Govrrnment  of  the  Province  of  Cuba. 

[CircuUr.] 

Under  date  of  the  1st  instant  I  said  to  his  excellency  the  politioal  gov- 
ernor of  this  capital  as  follows: 

"Your  Excellency:  Your  excellency  will  immeiliately  proceed,  with- 
out permitting  anything  to  delay  yon,  to  embargo  all  the  effects  and  other 
property  whith  Messrs.  Josd  Morales  Lcmns,  Nestor  Ponce  de  Leon,  Manuel 
Casanova,  Jos6  Mestre^  Jo^  Maria  Bussora,  Jos<^  Fernandez  Criado,  Antonio 
Fernandez  Bramosio,  Ramon  Agnirre,  Jos^  Maria  Mora,  Javier  Cisneros, 
Tomas  Mora,  Federico  Mora,  Federico  Galvez,  Francisco  Izquierdo,  Pen- 
tarco  Gonzalez,  and  Joaquin  Delgado  possess  or  have  possessed  in  this 
island;  meanwhile  that  with  reference  to  the  latter  it  shall  not  be  proved 
that  all  the  requisites  established  by  the  laws  for  the  transfer  of  property 
shall  have  been  scrupulously  complied  with.'' 

Which  I  transcribe  to  your  excellency  for  your  knowledge,  and  to  the 
end  that  yon  proceed  immediately  to  the  embargo  of  all  the  estates  and 
effects  which  the  individuals  included  in  the  foregoing  fist  possess  in  your 
jurisdiction. 

God  preserve  your  excellency  many  years. 

DOMINOO  DULCE. 

Havana,  April  lo,  1869. 

[From  the  Offloial  Gazette,  Havana,  April  16,  1869.^Tranalation.} 

Political  Government  of  Havana. 

Having  been  embargoed  by  order  of  his  excellency  the  political  gov- 
ernor, the  properties  belonging  to  Messrs.  Jos6  Morales  Leums,  Nestor  do 
Leon,  Manuel  Casanova,  Jos6  Mestre,  Jos^  Maria  Bassora,  Jos^  Fernandez 
Criado,  Antonio  Fernandez  Bramosio,  Jos<S  Maria  Mora,  Kamon  Aguirre, 
Javier  Cisneros,  Tomas  Mora,  Federico  Galvez,  Francisco  Izquierdo, 
Pentarco  Gonzalez,  Joaquin  Delgado,  and  Federico  Mora,  all  persons  poH- 
Hessing  sums  of  money,  effects,  or  values  of  whatever  class  belonging  to 
t be  said  individuals  will  give  account  of  the  same  to  this  political  gov- 
ernment immediately,  being  responsible  for  all  concealment  or  means  of 
eluding  the  compliance  with  that  disposition,  prohibiting  to  them  finally 
the  purchase,  sale,  payment,  transfer,  cession,  or  the  making  by  them  of 
whatever  operation  that  affects  or  mny  refer  to  the  ownership  of  the  em- 
bargoed property,  with  the  understanding  that  the  infractors  are  compre- 
hended in  the  disposition  with  reference  to  the  offense  of  injidencia  con- 
tained in  the  decree  of  his  excellency  the  superior  political  governor  of 
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tbe  13th  of  February  last,  and  shall  be  sabmitted  in  consequence  to  trial 
by  conrt-martial. 

DioNisio  Lopez  Roberta. 
Havana,  April  1,  1869. 

Decree  of  April  17,  1869. 

In  the  exercise  of  the  extraordinary  and  discretional  powers  invested  in  me 
by  tbe  supreme  goveiiimentof  tbe  nation,  and  with  a  view  to  tbe  necessity 
and  urgency  of  executing  with  all  proper  legality,  solemnity,  and  pub- 
licity tbe  acts  resulting  from  tbe  embargo  of  property  of  all  kind  appertain- 
ing to  the  sixteen  individnals  referred  to  in  tbe  communication  addressed 
to  tbe  political  governor  of  this  district  on  tbe  1st  instant,  and  of  all  who 
may  be  in  the  same  case,  I  come  to  tbe  resolution  to  decree  tbe  following: 

1.  A  board  is  hereby  established  to  administer  property  belonging  to  the 
sixteen  individuals  referred  to  in  my  decree  of  the  1st  instant  which  was 
ordered  to  be  embargoed  on  the  same  date. 

2.  Said  administrative  council  is  composed  of  the  political  governor  of 
Havana  as  president;  of  three  members  from  the  corporation  •f  this  capi- 
tal, three  from  tbe  class  of  proprietors  and  planters,  throe  from  tbe  class 
of  merchants;  one  superior  officer  from  tbe  financial  department;  a  secre- 
tary, who  shall  be  the  secretary  of  the  political  governorship,  and  of  such 
employees  as  shall  be  proposed  to  me  by  the  president  of  tbe  aforesaid 
council. 

3.  The  functions  of  president,  members,  and  secretary  of  tbe  council 
shall  receive  no  compensation. 

4.  All  funds  collected  in  consequence  of  tbe  embargoes  shall  be  depos- 
ited in  the  general  treasury,  whence  receipts  shall  be  issued  for  the  security 
of  the  president  of  tbe  administrative  council,  the  funds  being  subject  to 
bis  order. 

5.  The  president  of  said  board  will  have  authority  to  decide  all  matters 
and  points  offering  doubt  in  the  interpretation  of  my  decree  of  1st  instant, 
and  those  of  a  judicial  or  legal  nature  calling  for  decisions  from  the  estab- 
lished courts  shall  only  be  brought  to  me  for  resolution. 

6.  The  appointment  and  removal  of  individuals  to  fill  the  bureaus  of 
the  administrative  council  shall  be  determined  by  said  president.  The 
salaries  of  said  functiooaries  and  tbe  cost  of  articles  required  shall  be 
defrayed  from  the  funds  collected. 

7.  Tbe  lieutenant-governors  of  this  province  shall  remit  to  the  president 
of  the  administrative  council  all  items  they  may  acquire  in  their  respec- 
tive districts  relating  to  property  embargoed  or  to  such  as  may  be  here- 
after embargoed;  they  shall  deliver  said  property  to  the  same  coancil, 
together  with  the  inventories,  deeds,  and  other  public  documents  which 
they  may  acquire  or  consider  necessary;  and  they  shall  execnte  such 
orders  referring  said  matters  as  they  may  receive  from  said  president. 

8.  Tbe  president  of  the  aforesaid  board  shall  propose  to  my  authority 
whatever  change  in  the  organization  of  the  same,  or  in  tbe  persons  com- 
posing it,  he  may  consider  expedient  to  make. 

Domingo  Dulce. 
Havana,  April  17, 1869, 

In  conformity  with  tbe  requirements  of  my  decree  of  this  date,  and 
exercising  the  extraordinary  powers  invested  in  me  by  the  supreme  gov- 
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emment  of  the  nation,  I  have  resolTed  to  appoint  president  of  the  conncil 
to  administer  property  ordered  to  he  emhargoed  helonging  to  the  sixteen 
individnals  referred  to  in  my  order  of  Ist  instant,  and  of  as  many 
more  as  may  he  m  the  same  circumstances,  Don  Dionisio  Lopez  Roberts, 
political  governor  of  Havana,  and  members  (of  the  hoard)  Don  Juan 
Atilano  Colom6,  Don  Mamerto  Pnlido,  and  Count  Posor-Dulces,  from  the 
corporation  of  this  capital;  Don  Jos^  Cahargo,  Don  Jnan  Poey,  and  Don 
Joaquin  Pedroso,  as  proprietors  and  planters;  Don  Fernando  lUas,  Don 
Bonifacio  Jimenez,  and  Don  Segundo  Rigal,  merchants;  Dun  Agnsnis 
Genon,  as  chief  of  the  central  section  of  taxes  and  statistics,  and  Secre- 
tary Don  Juan  Zaragosa,  who  is  secretary  of  the  political  governorship  of 
Havana. 

Domingo  Dulck. 
Havana,  Jpril  17,  1869. 

Circular  of  April  20,  1869. 

By  the  Gazette  of  the  15tli  instant  you  will  have  been  informed  of  two 
circulars  issued  by  me,  the  first  on  the  occasion  of  receiving  by  mail  and 
circulating  of  a  paper  signed  Jos6  Morales  Lemus,  president  of  the  Central 
Republican  Junta  of  Cuba  and  Porto  Rico,  and  the  second  ordering  the 
immediate  embargo  of  the  estates  and  other  properties  that  said  Morales 
Lemus  and  other  individuals  possess  or  may  have  possessed  on  this  island. 

You  will  have  likewise  become  acquainted  with  my  decree  of  1st  instant, 
published  in  the  Gazette  of  the  16th,  as  a  preventive  measure  to  impede 
Hales  of  property  made  with  illegitimate  ends,  and  lastly,  in  the  Gazette 
of  the  18th,  an  administrative  committee  has  been  appointed  to  administer 
the  property  embargoed  by  the  decree  of  Ist  instant.  These  resolutions, 
well  considered  and  justified  by  the  damages  caused  by  the  insurgents, 
appertain  to  a  system  which  it  is  indispensable  to  follow  in  order  to  put  an 
end  to  the  insurrection  at  once.  To  obtain  this  object,  and  exercising  the 
extraordinary  and  discretional  powers  with  which  1  am  invested  by  the 
supreme  government  of  the  nation,  I  have  determined  the  following: 

Articlr  1.  All  persons  [as]  to  whom  it  may  be  proved  that  they  have 
taken  part  in  the  insurrection  in  or  out  of  the  island,  cither  armed  or 
aiding  the  same  with  arms,  ammunitions,  money,  or  provisions,  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  comprised  in  the  circular  of  15th  inst.  relative  to  Jos^ 
Morales  Lemus  and  others. 

Art.  2.  The  persons  who  within  the  proper  time  claimed  the  benefit  of 
the  amnesty  and  pardon  decreed  and  who  in  their  subsequent  conduct  have 
proved  their  adhesion  to  the  government  are  excepted  from  the  above 
resolution. 

Art.  3.  The  persons  comprised  in  article  1st  are  hereby  deprived  of  the 
political  and  civil  rights  which  they  enjoyed  through  our  laws,  the  action 
of  this  resolution  being  carried  back  to  the  10th  of  October,  when  the 
insurrection  at  Yara  commenced,  or  back  to  the  date  in  which  it  may  he 
ascertained  that  they  took  part  in  the  preparations  for  the  insurrection. 

Art.  4.  The  contracts  agreed  to  by  said  individuals,  from  the  dates 
above  mentioned,  shall  be  presented  to  the  revisal  of  the  government 
within  three  days  after  the  publication  of  this  circular. 

Art.  5.  The  governors  and  1  ieutenant-governors  will  immediately  remit 
said  contracts,  with  their  report,  to  the  president  of  the  administrative 
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conncil,  where,  in  view  of  the  antecedents,  the  proper  resolations  will  t>e 
decided  upon. 

Art.  6.  Said  authorities  shall  at  once  proceed  by  thenl^-elveB  or  throagh 
their  delegates,  to  institute  a  government  investigation  to  prove  the  crime 
of  the  parties  comprised  in  this  resolution,  giving  an  account  to  the 
president  of  the  administrative  council  of  the  commencement  of  said 
investigation. 

Art.  7.  As  the  guilt  of  the  delinquents  shall  become  established,  the  em- 
bargo of  their  properties,  actions,  and  rights  shall  be  acted  upon,  and  the 
governors  of  the  other  districts  where  they  may  also  have  property  shall 
be  informed,  so  that  those  shall  be  also  embargoed. 

Art.  8.  Each  governmental  investigating  process  shall  refer  to  one  in* 
dividual  alone,  and  as  it  shall  be  brought  to  conclusion  with  the  deposit 
of  the  property  embargoed,  the  council  of  administration  shall  be  in- 
formed in  conformity  with  the  Art.  7th  of  tiie  decree  creating  said  council. 

Art.  9.  The  governors  and  lieutenant-governors,  who,  in  their  jurisdic- 
tion should  embargo  property  of  individuals,  who  had  been  or  are, 
residents  in  another  jurisdiction,  will  rmiitto  the  president  of  the  admin- 
istrative council  the  items  referred  to  in  the  article  quoted  in  the  preced- 
ing, and  will  communicate  to  the  governor  from  whence  the  embargo 
proceeds  a  statement  of  the  property  embargoed,  which  shall  be  annexed 
to  the  government  proceeding. 

Art.  10.  When  the  opportunity  arrives  from  the  state  of  the  procedure 
to  embargo  property,  an  order  shall  be  issued  stating  the  grounds,  and 
shall  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  same  lieutenant-governor,  or  the  delegate 
appointed  by  him,  assisted  by  the  notary  or  secretary  (escribano),  and 
either  two  or  three  witnesses,  who  shall  be  near  relatives  of  the  delin- 
quent, or,  if  there  be  none  such,  his  near  neighbors.  In  the  absenee  of  a 
notarj',  two  witnesses  shall  be  employed,  according  to  law. 

Art.  11.  In  the  act  of  the  embargo  an  exact  inventory  of  the  property 
shall  be  taken,  reporting  the  same  in  detail,  discriminating  furniture, 
real  estate,  rights,  and  shares  or  actions,  circumstances  being  set  forth  to 
establish  their  identity  and  avoid  all  mistakes. 

Art.  12.  The  property  embsirgocd  shall  be  deposited  in  a  resident  lego 
(not  a  lawyer),  llano  (not  privileged  from  rank  or  class),  and  abonado 
(enjoying  guaranty  for  the  object),  selected  by  the  governor  or  lieutenant- 
governor,  who  shall  inform  the  president  of  the  administrative  council  of 
said  appointment,  and  give  the  depositary  a  certified  copy  of  the  embargo, 
and  of  his  appointment. 

Art.  13.  It  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  governor,  or  lieutenant- 
governor,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  deliver  all  the  property  to  a  single  depos- 
.  itary,  or  to  distribute  it  among  several;  said  authorities  bearing  in  mind 
that  the  best  possible  means  should  be  adopted  that  the  property  may  not 
be  injured  in  its  nature  or  productiveness ;  for  which  motive,  if  there  should 
bo  some  creditor  (jefaccionisia)  (one  who  provides  the  necessary  means  to 
sustain  nnd  bring  about  the  profits  of  an  enterprise),  they  will  endeavor 
to  have  the  same  appointed  as  depositary  (receiver),  provided  said  party 
deserve  the  full  confidence  of  the  authority. 

Art.  14.  The  depositaries  shall  take  eharge  of  the  property  in  accord- 
ance with  the  inventory,  giving  receipt  before  the  lieutenant-governor  or 
his  delegate,  witnesses  and  the  attesting  notary,  and  said  depositaries 
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bindiDg  thenoHelves  with  their  ]ieraons  and  property  to  have  snid  property 
safely  guarded  aa  a  Judicial  deposit,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  president 
of  the  administrative  council. 

Art.  15.  The  depositaries  shall  preserve  and  administer  the  property 
with  all  care  and  diligence,  being  responsible  even  for  slight  faults;  they 
shall  not  be  authorized  to  sell  it  for  no  [any]  reason  or  pretext  excepting 
when  the  governor  or  lieutenant-governor  should  order  it  in  consequence 
of  a  resolution  of  the  administrative  council;  they  shall  neither  be 
authorized  to  transfer  the  deposit  to  another  party,  unless  for  a  Just  cause 
it  should  be  ordered  by  the  first  authority  of  the  district,  in  which  coses 
the  newly-appointed  depositary  shall  take  charge  of  the  property  in 
accordance  with  the  preceding  article,  all  of  which  shall  be  made  known 
•  to  the  president  of  the  administrative  council. 

Art.  16.  The  depositaries  (receivers)  shall  keep  a  faithful  exact  account, 
with  vouchers  of  all  expenses  originated,  and  of  the  products  yielded  by 
the  property,  which  account,  together  with  the  net  profits,  they  will 
present  monthly  to  the  governor  or  lieutenant-governor. 

Art.  17.  As  soon  as  the  depositary  (receiver)  shall  have  sent  the  net  re- 
sult, the  first  authority  shall  order  their  ingress  in  the  treasury  depart- 
ment, with  the  character  of  a  deposit,  snbject  to  the  order  of  the  presi- 
dent of  the  administrative  council  to  whom  the  formal  receipts  shall  be 
sent,  a  certified  copy  of  which  shall  be  left  in  the  proceedings. 

Art.  18.  The  accounts,  with  their  vouchers,  shall  also  be  sent  to  the  presi- 
dent of  the  administrative  council,  that  he  may  do  the  needful  until  their 
approval,  and  a  copy  of  the  decree  of  approval  shall  be  sent  to  the  lieu- 
tenant-governor, to  have  it  annexed  to  the  procedure. 

Art.  19.  When  the  property  embargoed  shonld  be  found  to  be  h4iciendaB 
(estates),  cattle,  or  other  requiring  calture  or  collection  the  depositary 
shall  be  authorized  to  select  and  appoint,  on  his  responsibility,  the  man- 
ager or  clerks  strictly  needed. 

Art.  20.  No  one  who  is  not  by  law  dispensed  from  exercising  municipal 
duties  can  exempt  himself  from  serving  the  functions  of  depositary.  In 
proportion  to  the  importance  and  quality  of  the  property  embargoed, 
and  also  to  the  labor  required  of  the  depositary,  the  governor  or  lieutenant- 
governor  shall  report  to  the  president  of  the  administrative  council  re- 
specting the  compensation  that  the  former  should  receive,  which  should 
always  consist  in  a  perceutage  on  the  sums  collected  and  paid  by  him, 
'  with  the  understanding  that  it  shall  not  exceed  five  per  cent  for  each  of 
said  objects,  the  amount  of  profits  returned  referred  to  in  article  16  being 
exempted  from  said  charge. 

Art.  21.  The  governors  or  lieutenant-governors  shall  be  answerable  in 
conformity  to  the  laws  for  the  improper  selection  by  them  made  of  de- 
positaries and,  therefore,  for  the  errors  committed  by  the  latter,  especially 
if  through  their  fault  the  embargoed  property  should  perish. 

Art.  22.  The  property  embargoed  shall  be  answerable  in  the  first  place 
for  the  expenses  incurred  for  its  preservation  and  management,  those  to 
be  preferred  consisting  in  current  and  arrear  taxes,  an<l  next  for  debts 
contracted  by  the  owner  of  the  embargoed  property  previously  to  the 
dates  referred  to  in  article  3d. 

Art.  23.  If  the  creditor  should  be  one  of  the  individuals  referred  to  in 
this  circnlar,  the  payment  of  the  accredited  claims  shall  be  made  into  the 
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hands  of  the  depositary  of  the  property  embargoed  of  said  creditor.  If 
the  latter  should  not  be  of  that  class,  he  should,  be  made  to  prove  his 
claims  before  the  governor  and  lieutenant-governor,  who  shall  report  to 
the  president  of  the  administrative  council,  who,  when  the  case  shall  jus- 
tify it,  shall  order  the  payment.  The  debts  contracted  after  the  dates 
rcferre<l  to  in  article  3d  will  be  made  subject  to  the  resolution  in  articles 
4  and  5. 

Art.  24.  When  all  or  a  portion  of  the  property  sequestrated  or  embar- 
goed shall  be  found  subject  to  an  association  of  creditors  before  a  court, 
or  to  a  judicial  procedure  in  a  failure,  the  common  attorney  representing 
creditors  (siudico)  may  be  appointed  depositary,  but  if  said  aiudicos  or 
attorneys  sliould  have  been  appointed  by  the  court  where  the  cuse  belongs, 
then  they  nr&of  necessity  to  be  appointed  depositaries  of  the  embargo* 
under  the  obligation  of  fulfilling  the  enactments  of  this  circular  relative 
to  said  depositaries. 

The  attorneys  (sindicos)  enumerated  by  said  association  of  creditors 
(concurso)  will  not  receive  the  rennmeration  to  which  article  20  refers 

Art.  25.  Once  the  sentence  for  the  order  of  payments  shall  have  been 
given  in  the  court  where  the  creditors  are  represented,  as  soon  ns  it  shall 
be  ready  for  execution,  a  copy  of  it  shall  be  annexed  to  the  government 
procedure  for  the  needful  objects,  and  the  governor  or  lieutenant  governor 
shall  send  a  copy  to  the  president  of  the  administrative  council. 

Art.  26.  In  cases  where  the  property  embargoed  in  consequence  of  the 
government  procedure  should  have  been  embargoed  in  advance  judicially 
by  order  of  a  court,  the  new  embargo  shall  be  made  known  to  the  jndge 
who  ordered  the  first.  In  this  case  the  depoHitary  already  named  shall  be 
appointed  anew,  and  also  receive  the  deposit,  going  over  the  counting  and 
making  another  inventory  of  the  property,  but  with  no  assignation  of 
stipend,  unless  he  should  have  been  entitled  to  it  by  the  first  appointment 
committed  to  him. 

Art.  27.  If  the  first  embargo  should  have  been  established  at  the  re- 
quest of  some  one  of  those  to  whom  this  circular  refers,  when  the  crimi- 
nality of  said  individual  shall  have  been  proven  in  the  governmental  pro- 
ceeding, the  governor  or  lieutenant  governor  shall  communicate  the  fact 
to  the  respective  judge,  who,  after  having  the  law  expenses  apprised, 
shall  suspend  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  sending  them  to  the  govern- 
ment authority  that  it  may  order  the  payment  of  said  expenses,  and  what- 
ever else  should  be  required,  according  to  article  23d. 

Art.  28.  When  the  first  embargo  is  made  at  the  request  of  a  party  not 
comprised  in  this  circular  the  respective  judges  shall  dictate  the  sentence, 
according  to  law,  in  the  shortest  possible  term,  sending  a  copy  of  it  to  the 
governor  or  lieutenant-governor  for  the  objects  that  may  be  required. 

Art.  29.  If  any  person  not  comprised  in  this  circular  should  claim  as 
his  all  or  a  part  of  the  property  embargoed  the  embargo  shall  not  be 
raised  until  his  right  shall  have  been  proved  and  until  the  administrative 
council  shall  have  issued  its  decision  and  to  said  council  report  shall  be 
made  of  the  case,  with  the  proceedings. 

Art.  30.  The  governor  or  lieutenant-governor  who,  in  his  jurisdiction, 
should  embargo  property  of  individuals  who  were  or  are  residents  of 
another  jurisdiction  will  initiate  the  proceedings  with  the  communicatioa 
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he  may  receive  for  the  embargo,  exeenting  the  same  immediately,  in  con- 
formity with  the  terms  of  this  circalar. 

Said  proceedings  once  ended,  the  governor  or  lientenant-govemor  shall 
comply  with  what  is  required  in  Art.  9th,  keeping  said  proceedings  in  the 
government  office  for  sahseqnent  ends. 

Abt.  31.  When  the  order  for  the  embargo,  referred  to  in  Art.  10th,  shall 
be  given,  parties  possessing  money,  goods,  or  values  of  any  kind  belong- 
ing to  the  individual  concerned  in  the  proceedings  shall  be  summoned 
through  the  newspapers  or  public  bulletins  to  report  to  the  government 
authority,  and  be  made  responsible  for  any  concealment  or  act  intended 
to  evade  the  said  resolutions,  it  being  expressly  forbidden  to  buy,  sell,  pay, 
transfer,  give,  or  do  aught  which  may  affect  or  which  relates  to  the  owner- 
ship of  the  goods  embargoed ;  with  the  understanding  that  infractors  shall 
be  attainted  in  what  is  determined  regarding  offenses  involving  treason  in 
the  decree  of  this  superior  government,  dated  13th  of  February  last,  and 
they  shall  be  consequently  subjected  to  a  council  of  war. 

God  preserve  you  many  years. 

DoikUNGO  DULCK. 
Habana,  SOih  of  April,  1869, 
Addressed  to  all  governors  or  lieutenant-governors.' 

Decrek  of  July  12,  1873,  Raising  the  Embargoes, 
preamble. 

Animated  by  the  principles  of  strict  legality,  which  form  the  unchange- 
able foundation  of  democratic  teachings,  and  desirouH  of  realizing  in  all 
that  pertains  to  his  department  the  amplest  attainable  right,  the  under- 
signed minister  has  endeavored,  with  zealous  care  since  he  entered  upon 
his  duties,  to  give  paramount  attention  to  the  numerous  and  important 
questions  which,  in  their  relations  to  the  state  of  insurrection  that  exists 
in  a  portion  of  the  territory  of  Cuba,  may  lead  to  exc<*sses  of  authority, 
arbitrary  acts  more  or  less  grave,  or  the  employment  of  force  against  the 
personality  of  the  inhabitants,  all  of  which  are  unfortunately  too  frequent 
in  the  history  of  all  internecine  struggles. 

Upon  undertaking  to  study  these  questions,  in  the  fulfillment  of  one  of 
the  first  duties  of  his  office,  the  minister  of  the  colonies  found,  and  could 
do  no  less  than  seek  to  reform,  a  state  of  things,  in  bis  judgment,  com- 
pletely anomalous,  namely,  the  existence  of  a  great  accumulation  of  prop- 
erty wresteil  from  the  hands  of  the  legitimate  owners  with  no  other 
formality  than  a  simple  executive  order  and  tnmed  over  to  an  adminis- 
trative control  exercised  with  great  irregnlarity  in  the  name  of  the  gov- 
ernment, to  the  notable  depreciation  of  the  products  of  those  estates,  to 


^  The  translation  here  given  of  the  decrees  of  April  17  and  April  20  may 
be  found  with  the  brief  of  the  advocate  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as 
with  that  of  the  advocate  of  Spain,  on  the  subject  of  embargoes.  Another 
translation,  in  many  respects  not  very  accurate,  may  be  found  in  S.  Ex. 
Doc.  108, 41st  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  224  et  seq.  In  the  latter  the  6th  article  of 
the  decree  of  April  20  reads:  '^Said  authorities  will  immediately  proceed 
by  themselves  or  through  their  delegates  to  the  formation  of  gubemativv 
Judicial  proceedings  (expedientee  (fuhematicas),**  etc. 


3762  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

the  injury  of  the  families  dependent  thereon  for  support,  and  to  the  detri- 
ment of  the  public  wealth,  whose  diminution  is  the  inevitable  result  of  a 
want  of  regularity  and  order,  and  the  absence  or  withdrawal  of  individual 
inturestH  in  the  control  and  management  of  property. 

Such  a  condition  of  things,  besides  being  utterly  at  variance  with  a 
political  system  whose  fundamental  basis  must  ever  be  justice  stem,. yet 
considerate,  removed  from  the  rancor  o(  party  spirit,  and  foreign  to  hII 
motives  of  passion,  could  lead  to  no  other  result  than  to  embitter  mutual 
resentments  more  and  more  by  the  snd  spectacle  of  misery,  the  more  keenly 
felt  as  it  has  been  the  more  suddenly  2Uid  unexpectedly  brought  about,  and 
must,  moreover,  tend  to  render  profitless  a  great  part  of  the  rich  soil  of 
the  island,  and  to  introduce  disturbance  and  disorder  into  the  system 
of  production,  thus  interfering  with  its  due  development. 

The  Cuban  insurgents,  those  in  correspondence  and  relations  with  them, 
and  those  who,  more  or  less  openly,  lend  them  protection  and  aid,  thus 
contributing  to  prolong  a  cruel,  bloody,  and  destructive  war,  doubtless 
merit  energetic  suppression  and  exemplary  punishment,  and  the  more  bo 
to-day  when  the  government  of  the  republic  pledges  to  all  citizens  of  Spain, 
on  either  side  of  the  seas,  assured  and  efiicacioua  guarantees  of  respect 
ibr  the  rights  of  all,  and  offers  the  means  of  maintaining  their  opinions 
and  propagating  them  and  causing  their  ideas  to  triumph  in  the  only 
manner  in  which  ideas  can  triumph  in  a  social  structure  raised  upon  the 
solid  foundations  of  reason,  truth,  and  right. 

But  even  the  need  of  such  punishment  can  confer  upon  no  go  vera  men  t 
the  power  to  deprive  those  of  its  citizens  who  stray  from  the  right  path 
of  their  individual  means  of  support,  and  to  enforce  upon  their  families 
the  bitter  necessity  of  begging  to-day  the  bread  that  abounded  but  yester- 
day on  their  tables  as  the  fruit  of  their  labor  or  their  economy. 

Apart  from  the  foregoing  considerations,  there  cannot  be  found  in 
the  law  of  nations  (dereeho  de  geutes)  any  precept  or  principle  authorizing 
this  class  of  seizures  which  bear  upon  their  face  the  stamp  of  contisoation ; 
neither  under  any  bound  judicial  theory  is  it  admissible  to  proceed  in  such 
a  manner;  nor  yet  can  the  exceptional  state  of  war  authorize,  under  any 
pretext,  the  a<loption  of  preventive  measures  of  such  transcendent  impor- 
tance and  whose  results,  on  the  other  hand,  will  inevitably  be  diametric- 
ally opposed  to  the  purpose  that  inspired  them. 

In  consideration,  therefore,  of  the  facts  thus  set  forth,  the  undersigned 
minister  presents  for  the  approval  of  the  council  the  following  draft  of  a 
decree : 

»'  Madrid,  July  12, 187S. 

The  minister  of  the  colonies,  Francisco  Suner  y  Capdevilla,  decree: 

In  consideration  of  the  representations  set  forth  by  the  minister  of 
the  colonies,  the  government  of  the  republic  decrees  the  following: 

Article  1.  All  embargoes  put  upon  the  property  of  insurgents  and 
disloyal  persons  (infidenten)  in  Cuba,  by  executive  order  in  consequence  of 
the  decree  of  Ai)ril  20,  18(59,  are  de<lared  removed  from  the  date  when  this 
present  decree,  published  in  the  Madrid  Gazette,  shall  reach  the  capital 
of  the  Island  of  Cuba. 

AuTiCLK  2.  All  property  disembargocd  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of 
the  preceding  article  shall  be  forthwith  delivered  up  to  its  owner  or  le^al 
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representatives  without  requiring  from  them  any  other  Justification  or 
formality  than  such  as  may  be  necessary  to  show  the  right  onder  which 
they  claim  its  restoration  or  for  their  personal  identification. 

Artiolk  3.  In  order  that  questions  growing  out  of  the  preceding  pro- 
visions may  be  decided  with  greater  accuracy  and  dispatch,  the  Captain- 
General,  superior  civil  governor  of  the  Island  of  Cuba,  shall  forthwith 
proceed  to  organize,  under  his  own  chairmanship,  a  board  composed  of 
the  president  of  the  audiencia  as  vice-chairman,  the  intendeute  of  Cuba, 
the  civil  governor  of  Havana,  the  attorney-general  (fiscal)  of  the  audiencia, 
and  the  secretary  of  the  superior  civil  government,  who  shall  act  as  secre- 
tary of  the  board,  having  voice  and  vote  therein;  and  this  board  shall 
summarily,  and  in  the  shortest  possible  time,  decide  upon  such  applica- 
tions as  may  be  made  by  the  interested  parties  without  any  other  appeal 
than  the  one  that  may  be  taken  to  the  government  of  the  republic  through 
the  colonial  ministry. 

Akticlb  4.  The  board  of  authorities  charged,  under  the  fore>:oing 
article,  with  the  disembargo  and  restoration  of  property  of  insurgeuts  and 
disloyal  persons,  may,  whenever  it  shall  appear  needful  to  the  more  thorough 
decision  of  these  questions,  consult  the  board  of  public  debt  (junta  de  la 
deuda  del  tesoro),  heretofore  charged  with  the  administration  of  property 
embargoed  by  executive  order,  and  may  ask  and  obtain  from  the  tribunals 
of  every  Jurisdiction  and  from  all  other  dependencies  of  the  state  the  data 
and  antecedents  which  may  be  deemed  needful  to  such  decision. 

Articlk  5.  The  minister  of  the  colonies  shall  issue  the  neccssnry  instruc- 
tions for  the  execution  of  the  present  decree,  or  shall  definitely  approve 
those  which  may  be  prepared  to  the  same  end  by  the  board  of  disem- 
bargoes. 

Madrid,  July  12,  1873. 

Francisco  pi  t  Maroaix, 
The  President  of  the  Government  of  the  Republic, 
Francisco  Buner  y  Capdbvilla, 

The  Miniater  of  the  Coloniee.' 

The  first  case  in  which  damages  were  allowed 
for  the  embargo  of  property  under  the  fore- 
going decrees  was  that  of  Joaquin  M.  Del- 
gadOy  No.  31,  in  which  the  umpire,  Mr.  Bartlioldi,  ou  Feb- 
ruary 24,  1875,  allowed  the  claimant  $113,360,  with  interest 
from  May  5, 18G9,  the  date  of  the  embargo,  at  the  rate  of  8 
\yeT  cent  for  the  seizure  of  his  property  by  the  Spanish  authori- 
ties "in  violation  of  the  treaty  stipulations."  In  this  case 
damages  were  allowed  for  the  deterioration  of  the  embargoed 
l»roperty,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  specific  acts  of  destruc- 
tion by  the  Spanish  authorities. 

On  June  26, 1875,  the  arbitrators  awarded  the  sum  of  |3,()00 
for  the  embargo  of  proi)erty  in  the  case  of  Jos6  de  Jesus 
Hernandez  y  Macias,  No.  41. 


the 
going  dsorsas. 
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The  next  case  in  which  damages  were  allowed  for  an  em- 
bargo was  that  of  Joaquin  Garcia  de  Angarica,  No.  13,  in 
which  the  umpire,  Mr.  Bartholdi,  on  November  1, 1875,  ren- 
dered the  following  decision  and  award: 

^^  Inasmuch  as  there  is  no  doubt  about  the  claimant's  Ameri- 
can citizenship,  and  that  his  new  citizenship  was  notified  to 
the  Spanish  authorities  six  months  previous  to  the  embargo; 
that  the  Spanish  Government  itself  acknowledged  that  the 
claimant  was  innocent  of  any  participation  in  the  insurrection ; 
inasmuch  as  his  property  was  seized  in  the  month  of  August 
1869  and  was  not  restored  to  him  before  the  years  1873  and 
1874;  and  inasmuch  as  the  Spanish  Government  is  liable  for 
unjust  detention  and  use  of  property,  as  well  as  for  damages 
which  embargoed  property  always  suffers — 

"  It  is  my  opinion  that  the  claimant  has  a  right  to  recover 
damages  to  the  amount  of  (748,180,  with  interest  at  6  per 
cent  per  annum  from  this  day  to  the  day  of  payment." 

In  the  case  of  Gonzalo  Poey,  No.  66,  the  arbitrators,  March 
17, 1877,  awarded  $2,585.60,  for  an  embargo  of  property. 

An  award  of  81,500  was  made  by  the  arbitrators,  October  4, 
1879,  for  the  embargo  of  property,  in  the  case  of  Fernando 
Dominguez,  No.  32.  On  November  20, 1879,  the  umpire.  Baron 
Blanc,  awarded  $13,600  for  an  embargo,  in  the  case  of  Young, 
Smith  &  Co.,  No.  96. 

On  January  20,  1881,  Mr.  McPherson,  then 
^^^^°^«nIon'  ''^  the  advocate  for  Spain,  submitted  to  the  com- 
mission a  printed  brief  in  which  he  reviewed 
the  whole  subject  of  the  embargoes  and  maintained  that  tbey 
were  rightful.  At  this  time  embargo  claims  aggregating  in 
amount  more  than  $9,000,000  were  pending  before  the  com- 
mission.   Mr.  McPherson's  argument  was  as  follows: 

1.  That "  the  insurrection  of  1868  in  Cuba,  whatever  may  have 
been  its  international  status,  was  in  fact  a  bloody  war,  which 
laid  waste  a  large  part  of  the  island,  and  for  ten  years  taxed 
the  powers  and  resources  of  the  Spanish  Government ;^^  that 
"a  nation  may  acknowledge  the  existence  of  a  war,  although 
it  may  at  the  same  time  refuse  to  recognize  the  parties  thereto 
as  belligerents;"  that  "the  United  States  at  the  inception  of 
their  rebellion  claimed  and  exercised  the  rights  of  war  against 
tlie  insurgents,  while  protesting  against  the  right  of  foreign 
nations  to  recognize  them  as  belligerents;"  that  "the  Secre- 
tary of  State  of  the  United  States,  the  American  minister  at 
Madrid,"  and  "  eminent  Spanish  officials,"  all  "  admitted  t\\^ 
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existenoe  (in  Cuba)  of  a  civil  war  of  great  magnitnde,  althoagh 
at  the  same  time  Spain  protested  against  the  recognition  by 
the  United  States  of  the  insurgents  as  belligerents;''  and 
^^that,  therefore,  within  its  o?m  dominions,  Spain  had  the  right 
to  use  all  measures  of  repression  and  self-defense  justified  by 
a  state  of  war."  (H.  Ex.  Doc  160, 41  Cong.  2  sess.  pp.  16,  20, 
35, 43, 46, 136, 157, 164, 165, 168;  Dip.  Cor.  1873,  pp.  999, 1000; 
Bose  y.  Himely,  4  Oranch,  241, 272;  Prize  Gases,  2  Black,  660.) 

2.  That  ^^  amongst  the  measures  which  the  fact  of  war  ren- 
dered necessary  was  the  embargo  which  was  decreed  against 
the  property  in  Cuba  of  all  persons,  whether  Spaniards  or 
aliens,  believed  to  be  giving  aid  and  comfort  to  the  insurrec- 
tion;'' that  this  measure  ^^was  directed  against  those  con- 
nected with  the  insurrection,  not  only  on  account  of  their 
complicity  with  it,  but  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  the  in- 
surrection itself; "  that  the  question  of  the  guilt  or  innocence 
of  the  accused  was  tried,  not  by  the  board  that  was  charged 
with  the  care  of  embargoed  property,  but  by  courts-martial; 
that  ^^the  proceedings  of  these  courts  were  so  conducted  as  to 
allow  the  defendants  every  opportunity  of  defense  in  person 
or  by  counsel;"  that  notice  was  given  by  publication  to  the 
defendants  to  appear,  and  that,  where  judgments  by  default 
were  given,  they  were  not  in  fact,  though  they  were  in  form, 
final,  but  were  subject  to  be  opened  at  any  time  on  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant.  (See  Decrees,  »upra;  For.  Rel.  1871, 
p.  734.) 

3.  That  ^^  neither  the  decrees  of  embargo  nor  the  administra- 
tion thereof  were  contrary  to  international  laws;"  that  they 
were  sustained  by  the  practice  of  the  United  States  during 
the  civil  war,  which  practice,  as  the  American  courts  had  de- 
clared, was  not  contrary  to  law  or  justice;  that  in  every  case, 
it  was  believed,  before  the  commission,  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty embargoed  in  Cuba  was  absent  from  it  and  from  the 
island,  and  was  charged  by  the  Spanish  authorities  with 
aiding  the  insurrection,  and  that  all  the  property  embargoed 
by  the  Spanish  authorities  might,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
coming  within  the  definition  of  abandoned  property  given  by 
the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  viz:  ^'Property,  real  or  i>er- 
sonal,  shall  be  regarded  as  abandoned  when  the  lawful  owner 
thereof  shall  be  absent  therefrom  and  engaged  in  arms  or 
otherwise  in  aiding  or  encouraging  the  rebellion"  (13  Stats,  at 
L«375);  that  under  the  ^cts  of  Congress  of  1862,  1863,  and 
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1864,  no  inquiry  preliminary  to  seizare  was  made  except  Bach 
as  the  oflBcer  who  directed  the  seizare  might  think  proper  to 
make  for  his  own  satisfaction,  and  that  the  judicial  proceed- 
ing then  instituted  was  carried  on  by  the  same  officer -filing 
in  court  a  libel  charging  that  the  owner  of  the  property  so 
seized  was  a  person  engaged  in  aiding  the  rebellion;  that  in 
the  United  States  the  claimant,  in  order  to  obtain  relief,  had 
to  <' await  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  and  then,  in  a  suit 
begun  by  himself,  and  by  evidence  produced  at  his  own  ex- 
I>en8e,  prove  that  he  had  never  given  any  aid  or  comfort  to  the 
rebellion,  or  (as  a  subsequent  act  required)  to  any  person  en- 
gaged therein,"  while  in  Cuba,  "in  every  individual  case,  a 
proceeding  was  commenced  against  the  owner  of  the  property, 
and  the  expense  and  the  burden  of  proof  was  cast,  not  upon 
the  owner,  but  upon  the  government,  and  the  proceedings 
were  not  postponed  till  the  rebellion  was  over,  but  took  place 
at  once;"  that,  while  this  "involved  the  necessity  of  proceed- 
ing to  judgment  in  the  absence  of  the  property  owner,"  there 
was  "  always  a  provision  made  in  the  judgment  that  it  might 
be  reopened  if  the  defendant  should  appear;"  that  "in  the 
similar  proceeding  in  the   loyal    States  under  the  United 
States  statutes,  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  appear  was 
taken  as  conclusive  proof  of  guilt  and  the  judgment  ag^ainst 
him  was  final,  while,  as  regards  seizures  in  the  South,  his 
failure  to  claim  his  property  within  two  years  was  equally  con- 
clusive against  him ; "  that,  as  to  the  objection  that  the  pro- 
ceedings in  Cuba  were  contrary  to  the  treaty  of  1795^  because 
they  were  carried  on  before  courts-martial,  the  necessity  of 
considering  this  objection  was  obviated  by  the  clause  jn  the 
agreement  of  February  12, 1871,  which  provided  that  tbe  ad- 
judications of  all  tribunals  made  in  the  absence  of  the  parties 
interested,  which  was  the  case  in  all  the  claims-  in  question, 
should  be  reviewed  by  the  arbitrators  who  should  make  saeh 
award,  in  each  case,  as  they  should  deem  just;  that  it  could 
not,  however,  be  denied  that  Spain,  like  every  independent 
state,  had  the  right  to  organize  its  judicial  system  in  any  man- 
ner it  might  judge  best;  that  the  treaty  of  1795  provided  tliat 
American  citizens  should  be  tried  "  by  order  and  authority  of 
law  only,  and  according  to  the  regular  course  of  proceedings 
usual  in  such  cases;"  that  if,  therefore,  cases  of  infideneia 
were  according  to  law  prosecuted  before  courts-martial,  there 
was  no  ground  of  complaint  on  that  score;  that  while  Mr, 
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Webster^  in  his  report  of  December  18, 1851,  in  the  case  of 
Thrasher,  noticed  that  there  were  in  Spain,  at  the  date  of  the 
treaty  of  1795,  ecclesiastical  tribunals  having  power  over  life 
and  death,  whose  proceedings  were  always  secret,  and  against 
the  secrecy  of  which  the  stipulation  in  the  seventh  article  of 
that  treaty,  in  regard  to  publicity  of  proceedings,  might,  he 
said,  well  have  been  directed,  he  did  not  intimate  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  tribunals  could  be  affected  by  the  treaty, 
but  on  the  contrary  declared  that  the  ^'  definition  of  crimes, 
the  denouncement  of  penalties  for  their  commission,  and  the 
forms  of  proceedings  by  which  guilt  is  to  be  ascertained,  are 
high  prerogatives  of  sovereignty,  and  one  nation  can  not  dic- 
tate them  to  another  without  being  liable  to  the  same  dictation 
herself;"  that  Mr.  Fish,  in  his  report  of  March  12, 1872,  in  the 
case  of  Howard,  who  was  tried  for  infidencia  by  a  court-mar- 
tial, said  that  the  "strong  point  which  prevents  the  interven- 
tion of  this  Government  in  behalf  of  Dr.  Howard  from  becom- 
ing efficacious  is  the  fact  that  he  has  been  regularly  tried  and 
found  guilty  by  a  duly  constituted  tribunal  in  the  Island  of 
Cuba;"  that  it  was  "the  preeminent  duty  of  every  govern- 
ment," in  theexerciseof  the  right  of  self  defense,  "to  maintain 
its  own  authority  within  its  own  dominions,  and  to  that  end 
to  exert  every  power  which  the  necessity  of  the  case  invokes," 
and  that  for  the  measur.es  taken  for  the  discharge  of  this  duty 
nations  are  not  to  be  too  strictly  judged;  that  the  general 
sympathy  of  native  Cubans  with  the  insurrection,  the  fact 
that  large  numbers  came  to  the  United  States,  "  whence  many 
of  their  number  engaged  in  sending  out  expeditions  to  carry 
aid  to  the  insurgents,"  and  the  further  fact  that,  while  contin- 
uing to  hold  their  proi)erty  in  Cuba  and  to  reside  there  a 
great  portion  of  their  time,  they  undertook  to  transfer  their 
allegiance  to  the  United  States,  were  circumstances  that  war- 
rant suspicion;  that,  to  justify  seizures,  suspicion  of  actual 
guilt  was  not  always  necessary,  but  that  "actual  danger  might 
justify  a  seizure  under  circumstances  which,  in  the  absence  of 
danger,  would  not  warrant  it,  and  that  for  acts  of  hostility 
committed  by  the  claimants,  while  in  the  United  States,  against 
the  Government  and  people  of  Spain,  seizures  of  their  prop- 
erty m  Cuba  were  justifiable  and  lawful."  ( 1  Kent's  Comm.  48 ; 
3  Wallace, 62;  Lock  v.  Untied  mates;  The  George^  1  Wheat., 
408;  Diekelmans'  Case,  92  II.  S.  520;  Mitchell  v.  Harmony ,  13 
Howard,  133;  Wharton's  Conttict  of  Laws,  §§  856, 871, 876, 879, 
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906;  Vattel,  B.  3,  ch.  6,  §  95;  Grotius,  B.  3,  ch.  1 ;  Collie's  Case, 
94  U.  S.  258.) 

4.  That  "  the  embargoes  were  not  in  violation  of  the  treaty  of 
1795,  not  being  prohibited  by  Article  VII.  or  any  other  article 
of  that  treaty;"  that  the  word  embargo  had  both  in  English 
and  in  Spanish  a  common  sense  as  a  term  of  commerce,  and 
meant  the  prohibition  of  ships  to  leave  the  country;  that, 
while  it  had  other  senses  in  Spanish,  that  construction  of  the 
text  slioald  be  adoi)ted  which  would  make  both  versions  agree; 
that,  in  the  same  article,  the  treaty  prohibited  detention  of 
effects,  and  provided  that  in  case  of  seizure,  detention^  or  arrest 
for  d^bts  or  offenses ^  the  prosecution  should  proceed  according 
to  the  usual  course ;  that,  collating  these  provisions,  it  appeared 
that  vessels  and  effects  were  not  to  be  embargoed  or  detained 
for  any  military  expedition  or  other  public  or  private  purpose, 
yet  they  might  be  seized  and  detained  for  debt  or  crime,  and 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  both  provisions  it  must  be  held  that 
a  seizure  or  detention  for  debt  or  crime  was  not  a  seizure  or 
detention  for  a  public  or  private  purpose;  that  the  provision  in 
Article  VII.  of  the  treaty,  which  forbade  embargoes  and  deten> 
tions  "for  any  military  expedition  or  other  public  or  private 
purpose  whatever,"  was  intended  to  prohibit  the  exercise  of 
the  ancient  prerogative,  known  as  the  Jus  Angarice^  to  exact 
from  ships  riding  in  the  ports  and  roads  of  a  country  certain 
services  and  duties  for  the  transportation  of  soldiers,  arms,  and 
ammunition,  in  case  of  some  public  necessity  or  exigency;  that 
it  had  no  reference  to  the  embargo  of  real  estate  or  personal 
property  unconnected  with  trade  and  commerce;  that  the 
United  States,  by  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1807,  1812,  and 
1813,  laid  a  general  embargo  on  all  foreign  "vessels  and 
effects,"  without  making  an  exception  in  favor  of  Spain,  thns 
disclosing  the  construction  then  given  to  the  treaty;  that  the 
protection  and  promotion  of  commerce  was  the  object  of  all  the 
articles  of  the  treaty  from  6  to  22,  inclusive;  that,  even  giving 
to  article  7  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  claimants,  the 
necessity  of  taking  measures  for  self-defense  worked  an  excep- 
tion in  favor  of  the  Spanish  Government;  that,  during  the 
excitement  attending  the  Trent  affair,  in  1861,  the  British  India 
(tovernment  issued  two  ordinances  prohibiting  the  exportation 
of  8alti)eter  from  that  country  to  any  place  except  Great  Brit- 
ain, and  except  in  British  vessels ;  that,  under  these  ordinances, 
four  American  vessels,  partly  laden  with  that  article,  were 


WAtt  CLAIMS.  3769 

detained  at  Calcutta  till  the  United  States,  by  acceding  to  the 
British  demands,  had.  removed  the  threatened  danger;  that 
these  ordinances  were  justified  by  the  law  officers  of  the  Grown 
on  the  ground  of  self-defense,  and  that  the  claims  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  vessels  were  rejected  by  the  British  claims  commis- 
Hiou ;  that,  both  in  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  17, 1862,  and 
in  the  Spanish  decree  of  April,  1869,  touching  the  embargoes, 
it  was  the  declared  object  pf  those  measures  not  merely  to  pun- 
ish persons  connected  with  the  iusurrections,  but  also  to  insure 
the  speedy  suppression  thereof.  (As  to  the  word  embargoj  see^ 
!Neuman  and  Baretti's  Span.  Diet.,  Jacob's  and  Bouvier's  Law 
Dictionaries,  Sheridan's,  Webster's,  and  Worcester's  English' 
Diets.,  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica,  1797,  and  the  New  Ameri- 
can Encyclopaedia,  1859.  As  to  the  construction  of  treaties, 
U.  S.  V.  PerchemaUj  7  Pet.  57.  As  to  the  Jus  Angaria:^  Mr. 
Sagasta  to  Mr.  Sickles,  Sept.  12,  ia70.  For  Eel.  1871,  p.  711; 
Azuni,  Chap.  Y.:  Beawes,  Lex  Mercatoria  Eediviva,  London, 
1771,  p.  242;  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  Part  IV.,  ch.  1,  note  169.) 

5.  That  *'  the  proceedings  of  Spain  against  the  property  in 
Cuba  of  native  Cubans  in  the  United  States  was  justified  by 
the  general  hostility  of  that  class  to  the  Spanish  Government, 
and  the  imx>ossibility  of  discriminating  between  friends  and 
enemies,  the  well  founded,  and  often  realized,  apprehension  of 
danger  from  the  machinations  of  the  native  Cubans  in  the 
United  States,  the  views  of  the  United  States  with  regard  to 
the  island  ofCnba,  and  the  declared  sympathy  of  the  President 
and  cabinet  with  the  object  of  the  insurrection."  (H.  Ex.  Doc. 
160,41  Cong.2d  sess.  [same  as  Senate  Ex.  Doc.108  same  session], 
pp.  13,  15,  17, 18,  22,  37,  42,  48,  53,  58,  66,  69, 92, 128, 158, 159^ 
160,  167,  168,  174,  176,  183,  184, 188, 189;  Appleton's  Annual 
Encyclopaedia,  1869-1870,  pp.  209,  210,  211,  213,  216.) 

6.  That  "the  decree  of  July  12, 1873,  was  merely  a  change  of 
policy  on  tbe  part  of  the  Spanish  cabinet,  and  can  not  be  con- 
strued as  in  any  sense  an  admission  of  the  illegality  of  tbe 
measure  which  it  was  designed  to  discontinue;"  that  while  it 
was  true  that  the  report  of  Mr.  Suner  y  Capdevilla,  minister  of 
the  colonies,  on  which  the  decree  was  made,  contained  admis- 
sions of  their  Illegality,  he  was  not  in  power  when  the  decree 
was  made,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  government  in  mak- 
ing the  decree  adopted  his  views  in  that  regard. 

7.  That  "the  United  States,  being  bound  by  the  same  obliga- 
tion as  Spain  under  the  treaty  of  1795,  passed  general  embargo 
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acts  in  X807, 1812,  and  1813,  and  daring  the  rebellion. of  1861- 
1865  passed  a  series  of  acts  which,  in  theory  and  purpose,  were 
exactly  similar  to  the  Spanish  decrees  of  embargo,  and  the 
proceedings  and  practice  under  which  were  in  every  respect 
similar  to  those  under  the  Cuban  decrees,  if,  indeed,  not  more 
harsh  in  their  results.''  (See  this  argument,  «tfpra,  4;  acts  of 
Congress,  July  13, 1861;  July  17, 1862;  March  12, 1863;  July 
2j  1864;  case  of  Miller,  11  Wallace,  301;  British  Com.  (1871).) 
8.  That  "  the  true  and  just  measure  of  indemnity,  in  case  of 
embargo,  to  claimants  whose  quality  of  American  citizen  shall 
be  recognized  by  the  commission,  is  that  which  governs  in 
cases  of  seizures  jure  belli,  and  was  adopted  by  the  United 
States  in  the  rebellion  of  1861-1865,  i,  e.,  the  restoration  of 
the  prox)erty  which  came  into  the  hands  of  the  government, 
or,  if  it  has  been  sold,  the  net  proceeds  realized  therefrom.'' 
(See  acts  of  Congress  last  above  cited;  this  argument,  supra, 
3,  4,  7.) 

Mr.  Durant,  the  advocate  for  the  United 
"'•  ^^^[  ^^'  States,  replying  to  Mr.  McPherson's  brief  on 
the  embargo,  argued  that  the  agreement  of 
February  12,  1871,  by  its  terms  included  all  wrongs  and 
injuries  to  persons  and  property,  so  that  it  was  unneces- 
sary to  inquire  whether  the  word  '*  embargo  "  in  the  treaty  of 
1795  was  well  applied  to  a  particular  class  of  the  wrongs  com- 
plained of.  He  contended,  however,  that  the  word  embargo, 
which  was  used  in  the  Spanish  as  well  as  in  the  English  text 
of  the  treaty,  was  used  in  its  full  Spanish  sense.  Mr.  Fish  had 
so  treated  it  in  his  protests  against  the  arbitrary  embargoes  of 
property  under  Dulce's  decrees;  and  the  treaty  of  1795  ex- 
pressly provided  that  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  each  contract 
ing  party,  their  vessels,  or  effects,  should  not  be  liable  to  any 
embargo  or  detention  on  the  part  of  the  other  for  any  military 
expedition  or  other  public  or  private  purpose  whatever.  When 
Mr.  Sagasta  sought  to  limit  the  effect  of  the  word  <<  embargo," 
said  Mr.  Durant,  the  miuister  of  the  United  States  at  Madrid. 
Mr.  Sickles,  referring  to  the  language  of  the  treaty,  replie<l 
that  the  embargo,  if  considered  as  a  military  measure  intende<l 
to  strengthen  one  party  to  the  conflict  and  to  weaken  the 
other,  would  seem  to  be  fairly  embraced  in  the  interdictions  of 
the  treaty,  and  if  it  was  considered  as  a  punishment  for  offenses 
against  the  laws,  the  accused  were  entitled  to  a  judicial  hear- 
ing before  judgment  was  pronounced  against  them.    This  view, 
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said  Mr.  I>arant,  the  Spanish  Government  did  not  appear  to 
have  controverted,  and  it  was  directly  acquiesced  in  by  Mr. 
Martos,  Mr.  Sagasta's  successor.  It  thus  appeared  to  have 
been  the  understanding  of  both  governments  that  the  embargo 
or  sequestration  of  the  property  of  American  citizens  in  Cuba 
was  a  violation  of  the  treaty  of  1795,  and  by  the  agreement  of 
1871  Spain  undertook  to  pay  i>ecuniary  damages  to  those  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  who  had  thus  been  injured  in  their 
property.  The  commission  itself  had  so  decided  in  several 
cases. 

As  to  the  existence  of  a  state  of  war  in  Cuba,  Mr.  Durant 
said  that  Spain  had  never  admitted  it,  nor  was  it  ever  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States  or  by  any  European  nation.  (For. 
Eel.  1875,  vol.  2,  pp.  1155, 1158.)  In  the  civil  war  in  the 
United  States,  belligerent  rights  were  recognized  by  European 
IK)wersfrom  the  beginning  as  pertaining  to  the  Confederate 
States,  and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  proclaimed 
and  acknowledged  the  state  of  war  by  its  blockade  of  the 
coasts  of  the  Confederate  States,  by  exchange  of  prisoners,  by 
negotiations,  and  in  other  ways.  "On  the  other  hand,  the 
authorities  in  Cuba,"  said  Mr.  Durant,  "although  there  was  no 
war,  and  consequently  there  was  i)eace,  proceeded  at  once  in 
time  of  war  to  exercise  war  x>o^6i*s  unknown  to  civilized 
nations." 

With  his  brief  Mr.   Durant  submitted   an 

^*^T"?_^^  argument  on  the  subject  of  embargoes  by  Mr. 
J.  I.  Bodriguez.  Mr.  Bodriguez  declared  that 
the  outbreak  of  the  insurrection  in  Cuba  had  found  justifica- 
tion and  even  applause  on  the  part  of  Spanish  statesmen  who 
had  an  interest  in  suppressing  it;  that  the  devastation  of  the 
island  by  the  insurgents  was  purely  a  measure  of  war,  like  the 
devastation  of  the  South  by  the  march  of  Sherman's  army; 
that  the  Cuban  Junta  in  Kew  York  was  an  organization  which 
of  itself  did  not  violate  the  laws,  and  that  as  soon  as  the  Presi- 
dent, by  his  proclamation  of  October  12,  1870  (16  Stats,  at  L. 
1136),  declared  that  it  should  cease  to  exist,  it  disbanded  and 
promptly  obeyed  the  orders  of  the  head  of  the  nation;  that 
the  natives  of  Cuba,  far  from  being  infected  with  a  deadly 
hatred  of  Spain,  were  before  the  insurrection  faithful  subjects 
of  that  country,  and  after  the  insurrection  were  men  who  were 
fighting  for  their  independence. 

Apart  from  these   general  considerations,  Mr.  Rodriguez 
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maintained  that  the  embargoes  were  illegal  under  the  law  of 
Spain  of  September  28,  1820,  which  was  enacted  in  Madrid 
and  commnuicated  to  Onba,  and  of  which  article  4  (Zamora's 
Bibliotecay  vol.  3,  p.  218,  word  Extrangero)  read  as  follows: 
"  Not  even  by  way  of  reprisals  in  time  of  war,  nor  for  any 
other  reason  whatever,  shall  it  be  lawful  to  confiscate,  seques- 
trate, or  embargo  the  said  property  (the  property  of  foreigners 
in  Spain);  but  it  shall  be  law^l  to  do  so  when  the  prox>erty 
belongs  either  to  the  governments  with  which  the  Spanish 
nation  is  at  war  or  to  their  allies  or  auxiliaries."    He  also 
referred  to  a  law  of  December  4, 1845,  which  provided  (Sangni- 
neti,  Diccionario  de  Legislaciany  vol.  3,  p.  846)  as  follows: 
<<  The  property  of  foreigners  shall  never  be  confiscated,  even 
in  case  Spain  is  at  war  with  the  nation  to  which  they  belong." 
Mr.  Rodriguez  contended  that  the  laying  of  the  embargoes 
was  forced  upon  General  Dulce,  and  that  they  were  demanded 
by  some  from  corrupt  motives  and  by  others  from  feelings  of 
enmity.    The  decree  of  April  1,  1869,  was  not  published  in 
the  Oaceta  till  the  16th  of  that  month,  when  General  Dulce 
was  no  longer  able  to  resist  the  bands  of  volunteers  who  be- 
sieged his  palace  and  who  on  the  2d  of  June  compelled  him 
to  resign  his  office  into  the  hands  of  General  Espinar.    The 
embargoes  were  executive,  not  judicial.    General  Espinar  went 
away,  and  General  Cabellero  de  Eodas,  who  came  to  occupy 
his  place  as  Gtovernor-Geueral  of  Cuba,  issued  the  order  of 
September  2, 1869,  by  which  Colonel  Montaos  was  directed  to 
act  as  judge-mlvocate  and  institute  legal  proceedings  against 
the  person  supposed  to  be  connected  with  the  revolution.     By 
these  proceedings  it  was  intended  to  turn  the  execuHre  embar- 
goesj  first,  into  judicial  embargoes^  and  then  into  final  eon/Uca- 
tion^  but  they  reached  a  practical  result  only  in  cases  of  filly- 
two  i)ers^ns,  while  the  authorities  went  on  laying  execotiYe 
embargoes.    When  General  Valmaseda,  the  favorite  of  the  vol- 
unteers, succeeded  General  Cabellero  de  Bodas  as  Govemor- 
iieneral,  he  alK>1i8hed  the  council  of  administration  of  embar- 
goeil  proi>erty;  but  when  King  Amadeo  ascended  the  throne 
of  Si>ain  he  established  the  junta  de  la  deuda  and  ordered  a 
general  revision  of  all  cases  of  embargo,  directing  the  cases 
in  which  there  were  proofs  ag*ain$t  the  parties  to  be  sent  t4» 
the  courts  and  the  release  of  the  pn>perty  where  there  were 
no  such  proofs.    This  decree  receive<l  little  attention  from  the 
authorities  in  Cuba,  and  when  the  Republic  was  establisbetl 
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the  embargoes  were  by  the  decree  of  July  12, 1873,  ordered  to 
be  abolished.  The  uiinister  of  Ultramar  went  to  Cuba  to  en- 
force this  decree,  bnt  he  was  unable  to  do  it,  and  the  embar- 
goes were  not  abolished  till  Marshal  Martinez  Oampos  arrived 
with  26,000  regular  troops  and  put  the  volunteers  under  con- 
trol. Mr.  Rodriguez  contended  that  under  the  decrees  of 
April  1869  no  opportunity  of  defense  was  given  to  the  own- 
ers of  the  embargoed  property,  since  by  the  embargo  itself 
they  were  deprived  of  their  civil  rights,  and  could  not  appear 
before  any  tribunal  in  Cuba  either  in  person  or  by  attoiuey. 
The  political  secretary  informed  the  consul-general  of  the 
United  States  at  Havana  that  persons  desiring  to  prove  their 
innocence  might  appear  before  the  Spanish  consul  of  the  place 
where  they  resided,  and  file  with  him  testimony  of  trustworthy 
persons,  which  would  be  transmitted  to  the  Captain-General, 
who  would  repeal  the  embargo  if  the  testimony  was  satisfac- 
tory to  him.  This  was  an  executive,  not  a  judicial,  proceeding. 
Mr.  Rodriguez  also  contended  that  in  order  to  make  the  meas- 
ures adopted  by  the  United  States  during  the  civil  war  a 
precedent  for  the  measures  adopted  by  the  Spanish  authori- 
ties in  Guba,  it  would  be  necessary  to  show  that  the  United 
States  seized  and  confiscated  under  its  laws  the  property  of 
foreign  subjects  in  the  United  States.  Moreover,  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  tribunals  in  Cuba  during  the  insurrection 
were  affected  by  the  presence  of  armed  bands  of  volunteers, 
who  invaded  and  occupied  the  court  rooms.  In  conclusion, 
Mr.  Rodriguez  made  the  following  recapitulation : 

"1.  In  Spain  no  other  embargoes  of  property  than  the  one 
decreed  by  the  courts  of  justice,  both  in  civil  and  criminal 
cases,  are  known.    (See  Escriche  Diccionario,  word  embargo.) 

"  (2)  No  embargoes  can  be  placed  upon  private  property  by 
executive  decree. 

"  (3)  Out  of  136  claimants  before  this  commission,  there  have 
been  only  four  claimants  against  whose  property  a  judicial  em- 
bargo was  placed,  and  this  was  on  September  9,  1870.    ♦    ♦    • 

"(4)  The  embargoes  under  the  decrees  of  April,  1869,  were 
political  measures,  intended  for  political  purposes,  and  the 
tribunals  had  nothing  to  do  with  them. 

''(5)  According  to  the  laws  of  Spain  the  property  of  all  for- 
eigners, Swedes  and  Americans  and  Russians,  can  not  be 
embargoed,  sequestrated,  or  confiscated  for  any  reason  at  all, 
even  in  times  of  war,  by  means  of  reprisals. 

"(6)  The  Cuban  embargoes  were  repealed  as  illegal  in  1873, 
and  the  repeal  was  never  disapproved  by  the  government  which 
succeeded  the  Republic. 
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"(7)  The  embargo  and  the  confiscation  of  the  property  of 
American  citizens  in  Cuba,  even  by  reason  of  self  defense,, 
were  forbidden  by  the  laws  above  recited  and  by  the  treaty  of 
1795  between  the  United  States  and  Spain. 

"  (8)  Spain  has  conc^ed  the  restoration  of  the  property  of 
the  American  citizens  so  seized,  embargoed,  and  confis- 
cated.   ♦    ♦    • 

"(9)  Neither  the  arbitrators  nor  the  umpire  have  ever  held 
that  the  embargoes  were  rightful,  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  heavy 
awards  made  in  favor  of  Angarica,  Delgado,  Poey,  Youngs, 
Smith  &  Co.,  and  others  have  shown  their  indisposition  to  accept 
the  doctrine  now  set  forth  for  the  first  time  by  the  advocate  for 
Spain. '^ 

To  the  brief  of  Mr.  Durant  dated  February 
*'  ^f"""^'"  18,  1881,  and  the  accompanying  brief  of  Mr. 
Rodriguez,  Mr.  McPhorson  replied  in  a  brief 
dated  August  30,  1881.  He  adverted  to  the  fact  that  it 
i»  common  in  the  jurisprudence  of  nations  not  only  to  punish 
acts  committed  by  their  citizens  abroad,  but  also  to  ren* 
der  judgments  against  persons  who  are  absent,  sucb  judg- 
ments, like  those  of  the  tribunals  in  Cuba,  not  being  final,  but 
subject  to  be  reopened  on  the  appearance  of  the  parties  against 
whom  they  were  entered.  In  support  of  his  ]>osition  that  a 
state  of  war  existed  in  Cuba,  he  further  referred  to  For.  Rel. 
1874,  pp.  859, 861, 883,  904,  917  5  and  in  support  of  the  position 
that  foreign  recognition  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  state 
of  war,  he  referred  to  the  fact  that,  while  the  earliest  recogni- 
tion of  the  existence  of  the  civil  war  in  the  United  States  was 
that  of  Oreat  Britain  on  May  13, 1861,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  held  in  the  Prize  Cases  (2  Black,  670)  that 
the  first  proclamation  of  blockade  of  Confederate  i)orts  on 
April  19,  under  which  English  vessels  were  captured  before 
information  of  the  British  proclamation  of  neutrality  had 
reached  the  United  States,  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  a  state  of  war,  though  in  the  same  proclamation 
belligerent  rights  were  denied  to  the  Confederate  Government 
by  the  declaration  that  any  persons  who,  under  its  authority, 
molested  vessels  of  the  United  States  should  be  treated  as 
pirates.  Mr.  McPherson  denied  that  Mr.  Martos  had  ever 
expressed  acquiescence  in  the  views  of  Mr.  Sickles  touching 
the  illegality  of  the  embargoes. 

As  to  the  laws  of  1820  and  1845,  which  were  quoted  by  Mr. 
Eodriguez,  Mr.  McPherson  adverted  to  the  fact  that,  in  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  it  was  declared  that  the  proteo- 
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tion  given  to  foreigners  and  their  proi^erty  was  conditional  on 
their  respecting  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  country,  and 
to  the  fact  that  it  was  declared  in  the  third  section  that  they 
were  to  enjoy  ^*  exactly  the  same  protection  as  the  i)er8on8  and 
property  of  Spaniards."  The  fourth  section,  he  said,  with  sig- 
nificant caution  expressly  subjected  to  confiscation  the  prop- 
erty of  those  who,  in  the  time  of  war,  became  the  enemies  of 
Spain  or  'Hhe  allies  or  auxiliaries  of  such  enemies."^  In  re- 
gard to  the  dissolution  of  the  Cuban  Junta  iu  New  York,  Mr. 
McPherson  said  that  there  was  established  in  its  place  the 
^^Agencia  General  de  la  Eepublica  de  Cuba,"  the  president  of 
which  was  Miguel  de  Aldama,  and  which  contributed  to  the 
support  of  the  insurgents  by  supplying  them  with  money  and 
arms,  as  well  as  by  soliciting  unarmed  men  to  go  to  Cuba. 
From  this  source,  it  was  contended,  the  insurgents  derived 
their,  main  support. 

On  May  20, 1881,  the.  umpire.  Count  Lewen- 
due  of  Xadai.    haupt,  made  the  following  award : 

"  The  Panchita  estate  was  purchased  by  Mr. 
Macias,  a  naturalized  American  citizen,  August  26, 1867,  from 
Mr.  Buiz,  for  $197,000,  of  which  amount  $60,000  were  actually 
paid  at  various  times.  The  deferred  payments  were  secured 
by  mortgage,  and  as  the  claimant  failed  to  pay  an  installment 
when  it  fell  due,  the  mortgagee  brought  suit  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage. 

1  Law  of  September  28, 1820. 

Abt.  1.  The  Span i»li  territory  is  an  inviolable  aflylam  for  thepenioiis 
and  for  the  property  of  foreigners,  both  when  these  foreigners  reside  iu 
Spain  and  when  they  live  outside  of  her  dominions;  provided,  however, 
that  they  respect  the  constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  country. 

Art.  2.  This  asylum,  as  fur  as  the  persons  are  concerned,  shall  be  with- 
out prejudice  to.  the  treaty  stipulations  already  made  with  other  powers; 
but  as  in  these  stipulations  the  oflTenses  of  a  political  character  can  not  be 
spoken  of,  it  is  hereby  enacted  that  no  foreigners  residing  in  Spain  shall 
be  delivered  to  tbeir  respective  governments,  and  that  their  political 
ottonses  shall  not  be  considered  comprehended  among  the  crimes  men- 
tioned in  the  above-named  treaties. 

Art.  3.  The  persons  spoken  of  in  the  foregoing  treaties,  as  well  as  their 
property,  shall  enjoy  exactly  the  same  protection  as  the  persons  and 
property  of  Spaniards. 

Art.  4.  Not  even  as  reprisals  in  time  of  war,  nor  for  any  other  reason 
whatever,  shall  it  be  lawful  to  confiscate,  sequestrate,  or  embargo  the 
said  property;  but  it  shall  be  lawful  to  do  so  when  the  property  lielongs 
either  to  the  governments  with  which  the  Spanish  nation  is  at  war  or  to 
their  allies  or  auxilianea. 
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On  the  4t1i  of  October  1869  a  decree  was  entered  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  under  foreclosure,  but  before  the  sale  took 
place  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Macias  filed,  June  30,  1870,  a  peti- 
tion in  bankruptcy,  and  obtained  an  order  staying  the  sale 
directed  by  the  decree  of  October  4, 1869;  and  as  the  bank- 
rupt's property  had  to  be  placed  in  charge  of  someone  desig- 
nated by  the  court,  Mr.  Bock,  brother-in-law  and  friend  of 
Mr.  Macias,  and  who  already  had  charge  of  the  Panchita 
estate,  was  appointed  administrator. 

<^In  the  meantime  Spanish  officials  had  on  two  different 
occasions,  in  consequence  of  a  confusion  of  name,  by  mistake 
interfered  with  Mr.  Macias's  property,  but  there  is  no  satisfac- 
tory evidence  that  these  incidents  had  any  connection  with 
Mr.  Macias's  failure  to  meet  the  payment. 

''  The  first  act  complained  of,  for  which  Mr.  Macias  is  enti- 
tled to  indemnity,  took  place  on  the  20th  of  August  1870.  On 
tliat  day  a  general  embargo  was  decreed  against  Mr.  Macias 
to  retroact  to  June  1869,  and  by  this  act  he  was  deprived  of 
all  his  civil  rights,  and  his  lands,  chattels,  and  credits  became, 
in  fact,  for  the  time  and  occasion,  the  property  of  the  govern- 
ment. Mr.  Ruiz,  the  mortgagee,  was  appointed  administrator 
under  the  embargo,  and  placed  in  possession  of  the  plantation. 
The  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were  stayed,  and  the  planta- 
tion was  finally  sold  on  the  7th  of  November  1871  to  Mr. 
Euiz  for  $102,248. 

<^  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  embargo  was  imposed  with- 
out justification;  that  the  property  has  not  been  returned, 
although  an  order  of  disembargo  was  issued  November  23, 
1873,  and  that  the  claimant  has  in  vain  made  efforts  to 
obtain  restitution ;  but  it  is  maintained  on  behalf  of  Spain  that 
if  the  bankruptcy  proceeding  had  succeeded  it  would  not 
have  arrested  the  execution  of  the  decree  already  made  for  tlie 
sale  of  the  Panchita,  and  that  had  the  property  been  sold 
under  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  instead  of  foreclosure  it 
would  not  have  brouglit  one  dollar  more  than  it  did  bring. 

"On  the  other  side,  the  advocate  for  the  United  States  con- 
tends that  if  those  proceedings  had  been  continued  and  the 
embargo  had  been  removed  the  products  of  the  estate  would 
have  been  under  the  control  of  the  court  and  might  have  been 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  estate,  and  that 
under  the  direction  of  the  court  there  would  have  been  au 
honest  sale  of  the  claimant's  property. 
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<'Iq  the  opinion  of  the  ampire,  the  claimant  in  this  case  is 
entitled  to  an  indemnity  eqnal  to  the  amount  which  might 
have  been  realized  by  a  sale  under  bankruptcy  proceedings, 
with  interest  on  the  amount  from  the  date  of  embargo. 

^^The  claim  includes  the  following  items: 

^U.  In  respect  of  the  estate  Pauchita,  the  value  of  the  es- 
tate, less  the  purchase  money  due  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
$263,000,  with  interest  from  November  23,  1873,  the  date  of 
the  order  of  disembargo. 

^^The  Paiichita  estate  was  bought  in  August  1867  for  $197,- 
000.  Tho  claimant  contends  that  it  had  increased  in  value  by 
completion  of  a  railroad  and  improvements;  that  he  refused 
in  1869  an  ofifer  of  $300,000;  that  the  yearly  product  was 
1,500  hogsheads  of  sugar,  and  that  the  value  ought  to  be  esti- 
mated at  $400,000.  That  the  value  of  the  estate  was  mate- 
rially increased  is  admitted  by  Spain,  but  it  is  contended  that 
the  building  of  the  railroad  must  have  been  foreseen  in  August 
1867;  that  it  is  not  proved  that  the  yearly  product  ever  was 
more  than  1,028  hogsheads,  and  that  there  is  every  reason  to 
doubt  that  it  was  improved  to  the  value  of  $400,000.  In  any 
case  it  is  not  probable  that  at  a  forced  sale  under  bankruptcy 
at  the  time  of  the  insurrection  the  plantation  would  have 
brought  a  price  corresponding  to  the  actual  value,  and  the 
umpire  is  of  opinion  that  an  indemnity  of  $120,000  is  a  fair 
com|)ensation  for  the  claimant's  loss  in  consecjuenoe  of  the 
embargo  of  this  estate. 

^<  2.  The  value  of  the  three  crops  taken  from  the  estate  prior 
to  the  sale,  $150,000,  with  interest  from  November  23, 1873. 

'<  This  claim  is  disallowed  in  consequence  of  the  award  made 
with  regard  to  the  first  item. 

**  3.  The  value  of  the  personal  property  on  the  estate  Pan- 
chita,  not  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  estate,  $2,000,  with 
interest  from  June  1,  1869,  the  date  when  the  embargo  of 
August  1870  took  effect. 

*<This  item  is  disallowed  because  the  property  is  not  included 
in  the  official  inventory,  the  correctness  of  which  there  is  no 
reason  to  doubt. 

<^4.  The  value  of  the  villa  and  lots  at  Matanzas,  $15,000, 
with  interest  from  June  J,  1869. 

<^On  account  of  this  claim  an  amount  of  $10,000  is  allowed. 

*<5.  The  value  of  the  household  furniture  in  Havana,  $3,000, 
with  interest  from  June  1, 1869, 


3778  INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

'^This  claim  is  admitted  by  Spain  as  far  as  the  principal  is 
concerned. 

^^  6.  The  value  of  the  debt  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  estate 
Ariadne,  $5,000,  with  interest  from  June  1, 1869. 

"Mr.  Silveira,  the  owner  of  the  estate,  wrote  on  the  4th  of 
March  1871  the  following  letter  to  the  bureau  of  embargoed 
property  at  Matanzas: 

"  'I  have  just  arrived  from  Spain,  and  for  this  reason  I  was 
not  aware  that  the  property  of  Mr.  Jos6  Manuel  Macias  has 
been  embargoed,  and  as  1  have  to  deliver  to  the  said  Mr. 
Macias  in  the  month  of  May  of  the  present  year  the  amount 
of  $5,000  for  an  installment  I  owe  him  for  the  estate  of 
Ariadne,  I  will  hold  the  said  amount  at  the  disposal  of  the 
government,  complying  with  the  circular  about  the  matter, 
with  the  understanding  that  out  of  the  said  amount  I  have  to 
deduct  $433,  which  I  paid  for  said  Macias,  and  by  account  of 
said  installment,  to  the  city  council  of  Matanzas  for  revenue 
taxes  owed  by  the  said  estate  at  the  time  which  it  belonged  to 
the  said  Macias,  and  which  payment  was  made  before  the 
decree  of  embargo.' 

"As  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  above  amount  of 
$4,567  would  have  been  paid  at  the  time  if  the  embargo  had 
not  existed,  this  amount  is  allowed,  with  interest  irom  June  1, 
1871. 

"7.  The  value  of  the  claimant's  interest  in  the  sugar  embar- 
goed on  the  estate  Socorro,  $1,023.33,  with  interest  from  May 
30, 1870,  the  date  of  the  embargo. 

"The  principal  is  allowed. 

"8.  Compensation  for  loss  of  business  and  credit,  $100,000. 

"This  claim  is  disallowed. 

"The  umpire  understands  that  it  is  not  contended  that  the 
claimant  has  acquired  under  the  decree  of  November  23, 1873, 
other  rights  than  those  conceded,  which  the  umpire  considers 
acquired  under  the  agreement  of  1871,  and  that  in  consequence 
there  is  no  necessity  for  the  umpire  in  this  case  to  examine  the 
question  whether  the  commission  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  a  case  of  violation  of  rights  founded  on  the  said 
decree. 

"The  umpire  hereby  decides  that  the  claimant  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  agreement  of  1871, 
and  that  the  following  amounts  be  paid  on  account  of  this 
claim : 

"One  hundred  thirty-four  thousand  twenty- three  dollars 
thirty-three  cents,  with  six  per  cent  interest  a  year  from  the 


WAR   CLAIMS.  3779 

20th  of  Aagust  1870,  the  date  of  the  embargo,  and  foar  thou- 
sand five  hundred  sixty-seven  dollars,  with  six  per  cent  inter- 
est a  year  from  the  Ist  of  June  1871  to  this  day." 
Jo94  M,  Mwnaa,  No.  52,  Span.  Com.  (1871). 

The  rest  of  the  awards  for  embargo  claims 

Thompiott'i  Caie.   were  as  follows : 

The  claimant's  estate  in  Cuba  was  twice 
embargoed  by  the  Spanish  authorities  on  the  ground  that, 
although  she  was  a  native  of  the  United  States,  she  was 
the  wife  of  Juan  D.  Duggan,  an  insurgent  convict.  She  and 
I^iiggftn  had  for  years  held  themselves  out  as  man  and  wife, 
which  fact,  if  true,  would  have  given  Duggan  a  legal  interest 
in  the  property;  but  it  was  not  true,  Duggan  having  a  law- 
ful wife  in  another  place.  The  first  seizure  of  the  property 
was  made  on  April  26,  J  869,  and  the  embargo  continued  till  the 
5th  of  June.  The  second  seizure  was  made  on  September  26, 
1869,  and  under  this  embargo  the  authorities  held  the  property 
till  September  10, 1870,  when  it  was  restored  to  the  claimant. 
When  the  first  seizure  was  made,  she  asserted  title  to  the 
property,  but  at  the  same  time  declared  herself  to  beDuggan's 
wife.  There  was  no  evidence  that  she  notified  the  authorities 
that  she  was  not  his  wife  till  November  11, 1869,  nearly  a 
month  after  the  second  seizure;  and  it  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  Spain  that  the  property  was  held  by  the  authorities  no 
longer  than  was  necessary  to  satisfy  themselves  as  to  the 
actual  status  of  the  claimant,  and  the  real  ownership  of  the 
property. 

The  claimant  asked  indemnity  on  account  of  both  seizures; 
on  account  of  increased  living  expenses,  and  damages  to  the 
property,  resulting  from  the  embargo;  and  also  on  account  of 
the  failure  of  the  authorities  to  restore  a  potreroj  or  cattle 
farm,  which  was  part  of  her  estate. 

The  umpire  allowed  damages  for  the  net  value  of  the  crop 
of  1869-70  gathered  during  the  second  seizure,  with  interest 
at  6  per  cent  from  June  30, 1870,  the  date  when  the  last  pro- 
ceeds were  received.  He  refused  to  allow  damages  for  in- 
creased living  expenses  prior  to  the  production  by  the  claimant 
(after  the  second  seizure)  of  proofs  of  her  real  nationality. 
He  allowed  the  sum  of  $1,000  as  compensation  for  the  value 
of  the  place  as  a  home  after  that  time.  He  also  allowed  $2,000 
as  compensation  for  the  detention  of  the  potrero  from  Septem- 
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ber  10, 1870,  to  May  31,  1873,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
memorial. 

The  nmpire  refused  to  allow  damages  as  a  matter  of  course 
for  injuries  "  which  embargoed  property  always  suffers.'^  There 
was,  said  the  umpire,  no  evidence  whatever  in  the  case  that 
the  injuries  for  which  indemnity  was  asked  "were  caused  by 
any  specific  act  of  the  Spanish  authorities."  They  were  only 
such  as  were  "  the  result  of  use,  accident,  and  the  like,"  and 
no  indemnity  could  be  allowed  on  that  account.  In  making 
this  ruling  the  umpire  refused  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of 
one  of  his  predecessors,  M.  Bartholdi,  in  the  cases  of  J.  G. 
Angarica,  No.  13,  and  J.  M.  Delgado,  No.  31,  in  which  Spain 
was  held  to  be  liable  "  for  unjust  detention  and  use  of  prop- 
erty, as  well  as  for  damages  which  embargoed  property  always 
suffers?^ 

Connt  Lewenhanpt,  umpire,  case  of  Alfred  G,  Compian,  executor  of  Ana 
Thompson,  No.  39,  Span.  Com.  (1871),  May  3,  1882. 

The  claimant  asked  damages  for  the  seizure 
Biya«>s  Caie.  of  his  plantation  by  Spain  under  an  executive 
decree  issued  about  October  1, 1869.  His  prop- 
erty was  restored  in  July  1870.  The  arbitrator  for  Spain  con- 
tended that  the  treaty  of  1795  did  not  cover  embargoes'  of  real 
property;  that  the  prohibition  of  the  seizures  of  "eflfects''  could 
not  apply  to  real  estate,  and  that  the  prohibition  of  embargoes 
referred  only  to  the  exercise  of  the  jus  angarice;  that  a  prohibi- 
tion of  embargoes  was  found  in  similar  language  in  various  other 
treaties  of  the  United  States,  and  was  understood  to  have  that 
signification.  It  was  also  contended  that  Spain  had  a  right  to 
embargo  property  under  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time 
in  question;  that  at  that  time  the  Government  of  Spain  had 
invested  the  Government  of  Cuba  with  extraordinary  and  dis- 
cretional powers ;  that,  owing  to  the  condition  of  affairs  in  Ouba, 
the  Governor-General  had  for  many  years  possessed  such  pow* 
ers  as  were  vested  in  the  commanders  of  besieged  places;  that 
such  powers  were  conferred  by  the  royal  ordinance  of  May  1826, 
and  were  renewed  and  made  common  to  all  the  governors  in 
Guba  by  the  royal  orders  of  March  21  and  May  26, 1834;  that 
similar  powers  were  exercised  by  the  authorities  in  Ouba  in 
1795,  and  that  they  constituted  the  regular  course  of  proceed- 
ings in  that  island;  that  such  being  the  rule  for  Spaniards  as 
well  as  for  foreigners,  it  could  not  be  expected  that  a  special 
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court  with  special  proceedings  should  have  been  established 
for  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  1869. 
The  arbitrator  for  the  United  States  answered: 

>'  I  understand  it  to  be  argued  that  under  the  law  of  Spain 
the  will  of  the  Governor-General  of  Cuba  is  the  law  of  that 
island,  and  that  in  any  case  his  authority  is  justification  of  the 
seizure  of  property.  In  my  view  this  law  is  not  such  a  law  as 
was  intended  by  the  7th  section  of  the  treaty  of  1795.  By  that 
treaty  Spain  agreed  in  effect  to  proceed  against  the  property 
of  American  citizens  for  offenses  defined  by  law,  for  penalties 
imi)Osed  by  law,  and  by  a  regular  course  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings. A  law  which  vests  in  the  Governor-General  the  pow- 
ers to  define  offenses,  affix  penalties,  and  to  proceed  summarily 
or  administratively  does  not  seem  to  me  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  trea^. 

^^  Even  if  a  state  of  things  existed  which  justified  a  summary 
procedure  it  could  not  justify  the  infliction  of  penalties  not 
authorized  by  law.  The  suspension  of  courts  is  not  a  suspen- 
sion of  law.'' 

For  the  losses  caused  by  the  embargo  and  detention  of  the 
claimant's  estate  the  arbitrator  for  the  United  States  allowed 
the  sum  of  $31,000,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  from  June  1, 
1870,  and  $5,000  more  for  certain  expenses  connected  with  the 
embargo,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  from  December  1, 1870. 

The  umpire,  Count  Lewenhanpt,  concurred  in  the  opinion  of 
the  arbitrator  for  the  United  States  and  adopted  his  award. 

Case  of  Eamon  Iliva$  y  Lamar,  No.  73,  Span.  Com.  (1871)|  Febraazy  22, 
1883. 

"The  injury  complained  of  is  the  seizure  of 
Oaieof  XacUiL.     claimant's  property  in  August  1869  under  an 

executive  decree. 
"It  is  contended  by  Spain  that  the  authorities  in  Cuba  were 
justified  by  the  right  and  duty  of  self-defense  in  temporarily 
sequestrating  the  revenues  of  native  Cubans  residing  in  the 
United  States  until  assurance  could  be  obtained  that  such 
revenues  would  not  be  devoted  to  the  support  of  the  insurrec- 
tion; that  it  was  the  misfortune  of  the  claimant  to  belong  to 
that  class  of  persons,  and  that  it  was  his  fault  that  by  his  par- 
ticipation in  a  previous  insurrection  he  had  rendered  himself 
a  proper  object  of  suspicion  in  the  occurrence  of  a  new  insur- 
rection. 

"  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  under  the  agreement  of  1871 
it  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  the  claimant  took  part  in 
a  previous  insurrection;  that  there  is  no  proof  that  he  had 
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done  anything  to  cause  Lim  to  be  saspected  of  participation  in 
the  insarrection  of  1868,  and  that  in  consequence  the  seizure 
was  not  justified." 

Count  Lewenhaupt;  umpire,  case  of  Criatobal  Madan,  No.  45«  Span.  Com. 
(1871),  February  22, 1883. 

Caae  (tf  Mora  ft  '^The  claimants,  partners  of  the  Kew  York 
Arango.  firm  of  Mora  &  Arango,  are  recognized  by 
Spain  as  naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

"On  the  18th  of  February  1870  the  governor-general  of  Cuba 
issued  a  decree  of  embargo  against  the  property  of  Fausto 
Mora  on  the  ground  that,  according  to  information  received 
from  the  Spanish  consul  in  New  York,  Mora  had  contributed 
money  in  favor  of  the  Ouban  cause.  On  the  31st  of  July  this 
embargo  was  annulled  in  consequence  of  a  telegram  from  the 
Spanish  minister  in  Washington,  and  on  the  21st  of  August 
the  minister  wrote  to  the  governor-general  that  the  informa- 
tion given  by  the  consul  was  erroneous.  In  the  meantime  the 
lieutenant-governor  at  Sagua  la  Grande  had  extended  the 
embargo  to  the  firm  Mora  &  Arango  by  a  decree  of  the  13th  of 
April,  and  this  decree  was  in  fact  a  prohibition  for  the  firm  to 
do  business  in  his  district;  but  this  second  embargo  was, 
according  to  the  text  of  the  decree,  issued  in  conseq^uence  of 
the  first,  and  it  was  understood  by  all  parties  that  when  the 
joint  embargo  was  raised  the  said  prohibition  ceased.    •    •    ♦ 

"The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  proof  that  the 
claimants  were  implicated  in  the  insurrection  and  that  the  em- 
bargoes were  not  justified.  With  regard  to  the  first  embargo, 
the  umpire  is  further  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  proof  that 
said  embargo  caused  any  loss,  and  that  therefore  no  indemnity 
is  due. 

"The  following  claims  are  made  on  account  of  the  second 
embargo: 

"  1.  Indemnity  for  certain  debts,  which  the  claimants  sup- 
pose that  they  would  have  collected  if  no  embargo  had  been 
issued. 

"The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  proof  that  the  col- 
lection of  those  debts  was  delayed  or  prevented  by  the  embargo  ^ 
that  a  certain  amount  was  recovered  after  the  embargo,  and 
that  the  greater  part  was  lost  because  the  debtors  became  in- 
solvent.   No  allowance  is  made. 

"2.  Indemnity  for  stoppage  of  business  with  Cuba  during 
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the  embargo  and  for  dissolntion  of  the  firm  on  the  l8t  of  Angost 
1870.    ♦    •    • 

'<The  nmpire  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  or 
not  the  embargo  had  the  remote  effect  to  cause  the  dissolution 
of  the  firm.    •    •    • 

<<  The  firm  was  in  fact,  by  the  decree  of  the  governor  at  Sagua 
la  Grande,  illegally  warned  off  from  trading  with  Cuba,  and  so 
far  the  case  is  of  the  same  kind  as  those  of  vessels  warned  off 
from  trading  with  a  certain  port  without  sufficient  reason. 

<^It  does  not  seem  that  any  similar  case  has  been  decided  by 
the  commission ;  but  it  is  usual  in  such  oases  to  award  indem- 
nity for  prosx>ective  earnings.  The  loss  is,  however,  in  the  pres- 
ent case  of  a  very  speculative  character,  as  depending  upon 
most  uncertain  contingencies ;  and  therefore  the  only  allowance 
made  is  the  sum  of  13,225,  in  the  nature  of  interest  on  the 
^capital  of  the  firm,  which  is  stated  in  the  record  to  have  been 
1184,300.    •    •    • 

*<  For  these  reasons  the  umpire  hereby  decides  that  an  amount 
of  13,225,  with  6  per  cent  interest  from  August  1,  1870,  to  this 
day,  be  paid  on  account  of  this  claim." 

Count  Lewenbaapt,  umpire,  case  of  Mora  j-  Arango,  No.  50:  SpaniBh 
Commission  (1871);  February  22,  1883. 

7.  MlSCELLANBOUS  CASES. 

In  1828  the  American  ship  Franklin  was 
^'^^^r^^™^"  detained  in  Upper  California  by  order  of  the 
Mexican  general  commanding  at  San  Diego. 
There  were  no  judicial  proceedings,  and,  after  a  long  deten- 
tion, the  master,  finding  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  gen- 
eral to  get  possession  both  of  the  ship  and  the  cargo,  ran  away 
with  his  vessel  to  the  Hawaiian  Islands.  The  ship,  when  she 
left  Boston  for  California,  was  laden  with  a  valuable  assorted 
cargo,  which  was  largely  sacrificed  by  the  injurious  conduct  of 
the  Mexican  general.  An  award  was  made  by  the  umpire  of 
the  sum  of  1119,966.39. 

Charles  Bradbury,  William  Oliver,  and  E.  Copeland,  Jr,  v.  Mexico :  Com- 
mission under  tbe  oonvention  between  tbe  United  States  and  Mexico  of 
April  11,  1839. 

The  claimant,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 

LoBgitroth'i  Case,  engaged  in  business  at  Matamoras,  was,  upon 

a  certain  occasion  when  he  was  about  to  cross 

the  Bio  Qrande,  searched  by  the  customs  officer  upon  suspi- 
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cion  of  having  money  npon  his  person  which  he  was  attempt- 
ing to  export  withoat  paying  the  duty.  The  officer,  finding 
that  his  suspicions  were  not  well  grounded,  leit  him  at  liberty 
to  proceed  upon  his  journey.  For  this  detention  claimant  asked 
126,000.  Some  time  afterward,  during  an  insurrection,  the 
civil  and  military  government  of  the  district  in  which  claim- 
ant resided  issued  a  decree  declaring  the  country  in  a  state  of 
siege  and  prohibited  all  commercial  traffic  and  intercourse 
with  the  insurrectional  towns.  Claimant  asked  compensation 
for  losses  suffered  by  him  in  consequence  of  this  decree.  The 
commissioners  disallowed  both  claims.  They  held,  that  the 
action  of  the  customs  officer  was  legal,  and  that  the  decree 
was  lawfully  enforced  for  military  purposes  and  afforded  no 
grounds  for  complaint. 

Jame$  M,  Longstroth  y.  Mexico,  No.  68 :  Conyention  of  July  4,  1868. 

By  Article  IX.  of  the  treaty  between  the 
WuUiiig'i  Gate.  United  States  and  Mexico  of  1831  it  was  pro- 
vided :  <<  The  citizens  of  both  countries  respec- 
tively shall  be  exempt  from  compulsory  service  in  the  army  or 
navy.''  Keferring  to  the  clause,  Mr.  Wadsworth,  United  States 
commissioner,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  commission  in 
Robert  Wulfing  v.  Mexico j  No.  345,  MS.  Op.  I.  539,  said: 

"  The  treaty  also  condemned  the  forced  military  service  ex- 
acted of  the  claimant  by  General  Oampos.  An  insurgent  party 
engaged  in  revolt  against  the  government  may  often  be  justly 
styled  robbers,  but  an  American  citizen  can  not  be  forced  to 
take  up  arms  against  them.  These  had  just  defeated  Colonel 
Tierro,  and  had  they  succeeded  in  taking  the  town  could  not 
have  regarded  claimant  as  a  neutral.  We  think  it  best  to  give 
full  force  and  effect  to  the  clause  of  the  treaty  in  question." 

"In  the  case  of  the  ^Siempre  Viva  Silver 
^Wa^onTlT^"  Mnm<7  Company  v.  Mexico,'  No.  98,  the  um- 
pire  observes  that  the  chief  foundation  of  the 
charge  against  the  Mexican  Government  for  the  losses  suf- 
fered by  the  company  is  that  on  various  occasions  Mexican 
officers  by  authority  of  law  obliged  the  workmen  at  the  com- 
pany's mines  to  serve  in  the  national  guard  in  which  they 
were  enrolled.  The  war  which  then  existed  in  the  coun- 
try rendered  this  step  a  necessity.  It  was  one  of  those  mis- 
fortunes to  which  natives  as  well  as  foreigners  were  exposed. 
The  owners  of  the  mine  in  question  were  subject,  like  all  other 
inhabitants,  to  the  law  of  the  country  whether  enacted  after 
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or  before  they  acquired  the  mines;  bat  in  this  instance  the 
decree  of  April  12, 1862,  which  was  enacted  many  months  be- 
fore the  company  was  organized,  declared  that  no  Mexican 
between  the  ages  of  twenty  and  sixty  years  could  excuse  him- 
self from  taking  up  arms;  so  that  it  well  knew  the  risk  to 
which  both  by  the  written  law  and  the  natural  necessities  of 
the  war  which  then  existed  it  was  exposed.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  umpire,  no  claim  can  be  made  against  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment for  losses  arising  to  foreigners  out  of  the  legal  obli- 
gation which  bound  Mexicans  to  military  service." 

Thornton,  nrnpire,  May  25, 1874,  oonvention  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  of  Jnly  i,  1S68,  MS.  Op.  III.  63.  Followed  by  the  commia- 
Bionen  in  Germania  Mina  Prieta  Company  y.  Mexico,  No.  612,  MS.  Op. 
V.242. 

<^The  umpire  has  on  moie  than  one  occa- 
Coi&^i  OiM.  Bion  given  his  opinion  that  the  Mexican  Qov- 
emment,  strictly  speaking,  had  the  undoubted 
right  to  impress  into  its  military  service  native  Mexicans 
employed,  whether  by  American  citizens  or  otherwise.  In 
the  present  instance  one  of  the  great  causes  of  the  losses 
complained  of  by  the  claimant  with  regard  to  his  cotton  crops 
was  the  want  of  labor  and  the  impossibility  of  obtaining  it  by 
reason  of  that  impressment;  but  for  this  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment can  not  be  held  responsible^  it  is  one  of  the  misfortunes 
inevitable  in  a  state  of  war." 

Thornton,  umpire,  Jnly  15,  1876,  John  Cole  v.  Mexico,  No.  948,  Am. 
Docket,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  6  MS.  Op.  497.  8.  P.,  Thornton,  om- 
pire,  April  29,  1876,  Cordillera  Gold  and  Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  Mexico,  No. 
734,  MS.  Op.  VI.  419;  Fayette  Andereon  and  William  Thompson  v.  Mexico, 
No.  333,  MS.  Op.  III.  582;  Trinidad  and  San  Joe4  Silver  Mining  Co.  y.  Mexico, 
No.  720,  MS.  Op.  VI.  417. 

^_^         "  This  claim  is  put  in  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 

JankiiL     *   Kerford  &  Jenkin,  who  have  been  established 

in  Zacatecas,  as  merchants,  for  eighteen  years; 

and  have  been  engaged  in  trade  with  Santa  F^,  Chihuahua, 

and  other  places  in  the  adjoining  districts. 

<^The  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  are  as  follows:  In  the 
year  1843  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  passed  an  act 
authorizing  the  export  of  merchandise  overland  to  Canada, 
and  to  Mexico,  via  Santa  F^,  with  the  benefit  of  a  drawback  of 
duties,  and  the  claimants  had,  in  1846,  prepared  in  England, 
a  quantity  of  goods  suited  to  the  Santa  ¥6  trade,  and  appar- 
ently not  suited  to  any  other  market. 
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<^  The  goods  arrived  in  PhQadelphia  by  the  ship  Saranac^  in 
Jane  1846;  the  customs  entry  is  dated  19th  Jane  1846;  at 
which  time  war  existed  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
and  all  commercial  intercourse  was  stopped. 

<<  The  agents  of  the  claimants,  on  the  18th  of  June  1846, 
X)etitioned  the  Oovemment  of  the  United  States,  stating  that 
these  goods  had  been  prepared  expressly  for  the  Santa  ¥6 
trade,  and,  being  suited  to  no  other  market,  immense  loss 
would  be  sustained  if  they  were  not  permitted  to  carry  out 
their  views;  and  that  they  had  five  hundred  mules,  forty 
wagons,  and  forty-five  men  waiting  at  Fort  Independence  for 
the  goods,  at  the  charge  of  Mr.  Kerford  and  partners;  they 
therefore  prayed  permission  to  send  their  goods  forward,  with 
benefit  of  drawback. 

<<  The  United  States  Oovemment  granted  the  application 
<  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  involved,  and  without  giving 
rise  to  any  inference  as  regards  the  condition  of  Santa  F^,  or  . 
to  act  as  a  precedent  in  other  cases.' 

<<  The  export  entry  was  dated  June  29, 1846,  for  986  pack- 
ages [of  J  goods  to  Santa  ¥6  and  Chihuahua,  by  the  route  of 
the  Missouri  Biver;  and  the  invoice  value,  exclusively  of 
charges,  was  £14,210  16s.  lid. 

^^  The  goods  arrived  at  Fort  Independence,  in  transitu  for 
Santa  F^,  in  Few  Mexico.  The  inspector's  certificate  is  dated 
the  30th  July  1846.  The  caravan,  consisting,  according  to  Mr. 
Kerford's  statement,  of  45  wagons,  600  mules,  250  oxen,  and 
about  forty  horses,  valued  at  about  $80,000,  but,  according  to 
Mr.  Oentry's  statement,  of  46  wagons,  500  mules,  350  oxen, 
and  20  horses,  valued  at  about  $68,150,  started  from  Fort  In- 
dependence, under  the  care  of  80  armed  men,  in  the  month  of 
August.  The  precise  day  is  not  stated,  but  it  was  late  in  the 
season,  the  month  of  May  being  the  best  month  to  start  in. 

"After  six  weeks'  march,  without  interruption,  they  were 
overtaken  by  a  detachment  of  Missouri  volunteers,  under 
Colonel  Price,  to  whom  Mr.  Kerford  exhibited  the  permit  and 
other  papers  received  from  the  custom-house  at  Philadelphia, 
and  represented  that  he  was  a  British  subject.  Colonel  Price 
examitied  every  wagon,  and  detained  the  caravan  ten  days, 
and  then  sufiTered  it  to  proceed,  and  they  arrived  at  Santa  F^, 
according  to  Mr.  Kerford,  on  or  about  the  end  of  October,  but 
the  consular  certificate  for  the  return  of  the  duties  was  dated 
Santa  F^,  October  7, 1846. 
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<<  On  their  arrival  at  Santa  F^,  Mr.  Eerford  waited  on  Gen- 
eral Kearney,  the  United  States  commander  of  the  district, 
and  complained  to  him  of  the  treatment  he  had  received  firom 
Colonel  Price.  General  Kearney  assured  him  that  the  road 
was  open  to  Ohihnahna,  and  that  he  might  proceed  with  his 
caravan  without  risk  of  further  interruption,  upon  which  they 
proceeded  for  several  days,  and  had  arrived  in  a  wild  country, 
where  no  supplies  or  provisions  could  be  obtained,  when  they 
were  stopped  by  another  body  of  American  volunteers,  under 
the  command  of  Gaptain  Walton,  who,  on  being  informed  that 
the  goods  were  British  property,  allowed  them  to  proceed,  but* 
at  the  end  of  two  days,  sent  a  body  of  200  men  after  them, 
who  commanded  them  to  halt,  and  mounted  guard  around  the 
wagons,  with  orders  to  shoot  the  first  man  who  should  attempt 
to  move.  They  thought  it  best  to  submit,  although  capable  of 
forcing  a  passage,  as  the  men  were  all  accustomed  to  the  use 
of  firearms. 

^'About  a  month  afterward.  Colonel  Doniphan  took  the 
command  of  the  forces.  It  appeared  to  be  the  duty  of  the 
claimant  to  submit,  and  he,  with  the  caravan,  was  detained 
for  two  months,  according  to  Mr.  Kerford,  but  according  to 
Mr.  Gentry  for  six  weeks,  during  which  the  men  were  exx)08ed 
to  the  inclemency  of  a  severe  winter  and  were  reduced  to 
extreme  want,  and  many  of  the  mules  and  oxen  i>eri8hed. 

<<  The  claimant  applied  to  the  commissary  for  relief,  but  none 
was  afforded,  as  the  troops  were  on  half  rations.  During  the 
whole  of  this  detention  the  claimant  made  rex)eated  applica- 
tions to  be  released,  which  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the 
introduction  of  so  much  valuable  property,  though  it  did  not 
include  any  munitions  of  war,  would  be  a  great  advantage  to 
the  enemy  from  the  duties  accruing  ujion  it. 

<<At  length  Colonel  Doniphan  moved  forward  to  attack 
Chihuahua,  the  caravan  being  ordered  to  travel  in  the  rear, 
until  a  battle  took  place,  in  which  the  Americans  were  success- 
ful. Even  then  the  caravan  was  not  allowed  to  proceed,  but 
was  detained  for  several  weeks  (six  weeks,  according  to  Mr. 
Gentry),  when,  the  vigilance  of  the  guard  having  been  relaxed, 
they  prosecuted  the  journey  and  reached  Chihuahua  the  latter 
end  of  February  1847,  having  been  detained  three  and  a  half 
months  beyond  the  time  usually  required  for  the  journey. 

"  In  consequence  of  this  delay,  the  goods  were  sold  at  nearly 
thirty  per  cent  below  what  they  would  have  realized  from 
them  at  an  earlier  period.    •    •    • 
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<^Tbe  value  of  the  896  packages  of  goods  sent  from  England 
was,  as  per  invoice,  exclasive  of  charges,  £14,210  16s.  lid.,  or 
about  $70,000.  The  Santa  ¥6  trade  was  stopped  wheu  the 
goods  arrived,  and  as  the  owners  would  have  been  exposed  to 
immense  loss  thereby  they  petitioned  the  United  States  Treas- 
ury to  permit  in  this  instance  a  deviation  from  the  circular  of 
11th  June  1846,  prohibiting  the  export  in  the  way  desired. 

<<The  Treasury  accordingly  permitted  the  export,  with  bene- 
fit of  drawback,  ^without  giving  rise  to  any  inferences  as 
regards  the  condition  of  Santa  F6,  or  to  act  as  a  precedent  in 
other  cases,'  and  on  re<^eipt  of  the  consular  certificate  of  the 
arrival  of  the  goods  at  Santa  F^,  the  drawback,  amounting  to 
153,108.94,  was  repaid  to  the  claimants. 

<<  After  various  delays  the  goods  (or  rather  the  greater  part 
of  them,  a  portion  having  been  sold,  as  is  alleged,  to  purchase 
supplies  and  food)  arrived  at  Ohihuahua  in  February,  1847, 
where  they  were  sold  for  $260,000,  a  sum  which,  after  the  most 
liberal  allowance  for  expenses,  must  have  left  a  handsome 
profit  on  the  enterprise.  So  that  by  this  act  of  grace  and 
courtesy  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  Government  the 
claimants  were  saved  immense  loss  and  enabled  to  prosecute 
their  adventure  to  a  successful  issue.  They  received  back  a 
sum  of  153,108.94  for  duties,  and  the  mules,  oxen,  &c.,  pro- 
vided were  rendered  available,  which  otherwise  would  have 
been  [of]  but  little  value.  The  claim,  therefore,  is  not  for  actual 
loss  sustained,  but  for  alleged  diminution  of  profits  arising  out 
of  the  detention  of  the  caravan  in  the  course  of  the  journey. 

^<Much  stress  has  been  laid,  on  the  part  of  the  claimants,  on 
the  permission  to  export  under  drawback,  which  has  been 
incorrectly  and  improperly  termed  a  license.  But  there  is  no 
ground  for  the  belief  that  anything  more  was  intended  than  a 
permission  to  the  claimants  to  undertake  an  adventure  which 
was  at  the  time  legally  prohibited.  It  can  not  be  imagined  that 
the  United  States  Government  had  the  slightest  intention  to 
confer  a  privilege  which  might  interfere  materially  with  their 
operations  against  the  enemy.  Indeed,  the  reservation  ex- 
pressly made  in  granting  the  petition  was  evidently  intended 
to  exonerate  the  United  States  Government  from  all  respon- 
sibility and  to  intimate  to  the  petitioners  that  they  must  take 
their  chance  in  pursuing  the  adventure. 

"They  knew  that  war  was  being  carried  on,  and  must  also 
have  been  prepared  for  difficulties  and  hindrances  incident  to 
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a  distarbed  state  of  affairs.  The  permission  was  not  a  privilege 
granted  to  them  as  British  subjects,  bnt  was  eqnally  granted 
to  other  traders,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  were  placed 
in  similar  circumstances.  It  was  a  mere  matter  of  favor  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  Government  to  allow  the  trade  to  be 
carried  on  at  all  by  claimants  and  other  traders,  and  they 
embarked  in  it  with  a  knowledge  of  the  distarbed  state  of  the 
country  to  which  the  adventurers  were  bound. 

<*  Much  reliance  has  been  placed  on  the  case  of  JTormony  v. 
Mitchell  (I  Black.  Bep.  549)  as  affording  a  precedent  in  sup- 
port of  this  claim,  but  the  two  cases  differ  essentially,  and 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney, 
is  clearly  adverse  to  Messrs.  Kerford  &  Jenkin. 

<^  Harmony  and  MiichelVs  ease. 

^^  1.  The  jury  found  for  Harmony  on  the  grounds  that  he  was 
not  trading  with  the  enemy;  that  his  goods  and  property  were 
seized  and  part  of  them  converted  to  the  public  use  without 
the  plea  of  urgent  or  immediate  necessity,  and  that  Harmony 
never  resumed  possession  after  the  seizure. 

<<  2.  The  property  of  Harmony  was  left  in  Chihuahua  when 
the  place  was  evacuated  by  the  Americans  (the  goods  having 
been  unsalable  during  their  occupation),  and  were  confiscated 
by  the  Mexicans  on  their  return  and  wholly  lost  to  Harmony. 

<<  3.  The  seizure  in  this  case  took  place  at  San  Eleasario,  in 
the  province  of  Chihuahua,  at  which  place  Harmony  (having 
determined  to  proceed  no  further)  was  compelled  by  Colonel 
Mitchell  to  remain  with  and  accompany  the  troops. 

^^  Kerford  &  Jenkii/Ce  case. 

<<  1.  In  the  case  of  Messrs.  Kerford  &  Jenkin  there  was  no 
seizure,  nor  has  any  been  alleged.  Their  avowed  object  was 
to  go  forward  for  the  purpose  of  trading  with  the  enemy,  and 
they  continued  all  along  in  the  possession  of  their  goods. 

"  2.  The  property  of  Messrs.  Kerford  &  Jenkin  was  safely  con- 
ducted to  Chihuahua,  and  realized  a  very  large  sum,  1260,000, 
by  claimants'  statement. 

<<  3.  The  complaint  of  Messrs.  Kerford  &  Jenkin  is  not  that 
they  were  not  allowed  to  leave  the  Army  and  proceed  no  fur- 
ther, but  that  they  were  not  allowed  to  precede  the  Army  of 
the  United  States  to  the  place  which  they  were  going  to  attack. 

^<The  question,  therefore,  in  this  case  resolves  itself  into  one 
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of  detention.  The  commander  of  the  United  States  forces  had 
undertaken  an  expedition  against  the  city  to  which  Messrs. 
Kerford  &  Jenkin's  caravan  was  bound.  The  arrival  of  the 
caravan  would  certainly  have  pat  the  inhabitants  of  Chihua- 
hua in  a  more  favorable  position  for  frustrating  the  expedition. 
Indeed,  it  is  admitted  in  the  plea  put  in  on  behalf  of  the  claim- 
ants that  the  arrival  of  the  caravan  was  anxiously  expected, 
on  account  of  the  duties  payable  to  the  governor  of  the  place. 
The  enemy  would  have  derived  a  further  advantage  in  obtain- 
ing information  respecting  the  strength  and  resources  of  the 
invading  force,  and  part  of  the  men  employed  to  conduct  the 
caravan  were  Mexicans. 

<^  These  circumstances  are  surely  a  sufficient  justification  of 
the  control  exercised  by  Colonel  Doniphan  over  the  movements 
of  Messrs.  Kerford's  caravan.  Similar  control  was  exercised 
over  other  traders,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  without  com- 
plaint on  their  part. 

<<  It  is  contended  that,  as  neutrals,  Messrs.  Kerford  stood  in 
a  better  position,  and  could  not  properly  be  impeded  in  carry- 
ing on  their  trade;  but,  admitting  for  argument  sake  that  they 
were  neutrals,  this  does  not  alter  the  case.  It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  the  trade  in  question  had  been  stopped,  and  was 
only  allowed  under  special  circumstances  and  with  a  special 
reserve.  It  was  not  an  open  road  on  which  a  Mendly  power 
had  a  right  to  travel  freely  and  without  question. 

<^  The  case  of  Harmony  v.  Mitchell  has  been  relied  on  as  a 
precedent,  but  the  following  passage  from  the  ^  opinion  of  the 
court,'  delivered  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney,  is  conclusive  in 
favor  of  the  right  of  detention,  for  he  says  that,  <  up  to  the  period 
at  which  the  trespass  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  at  San 
Elea^ariOj  in  the  province  of  Chihuahua,  it  is  conceded  that  no 
control  was  exercised  over  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  that  is 
not  perfectly  justifiable  in  a  state  of  war^ 

"  This  seizure  took  place  on  10th  February  1847,  at  which 
time  Harmony's  property  must  have  been  detained  for  a 
longer  period  than  that  of  Messrs.  Kerford  &  Jenkin.  On  the 
whole  review  of  the  case,  it  appears: 

"1.  That  no  engagement  was  entered  into  by  the  United 
States  Government  which  can  be  construed  into  a  license  to 
trade  with  the  enemy  or  to  pursue  a  course  calculated  to 
interfere  with  the  military  operations  of  the  Unit^  States 
forces. 
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<<  2.  That  the  detention  by  which  the  alleged  losses  were 
oocasioned  arose  oat  of  the  state  of  war,  and  was  a  contin- 
gency incident  to  any  trading  adventnre  undertaken  nnder  snch 
circnmstances;  and  that  there  is,  therefore,  no  fieur  claim  for 
compensation  against  the  Gk>vemment  of  the  United  States." 

Bates,  nmpire,  case  of  Kerford  4"  Jemkin,  conyentioii  between  the 
United  Stutes  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853.  (8.  Ex.  Dog.  108, 34 
Cong.  1  fieM.  pp.  861-376.) 

^^  Bailey  &  Leetham,  claimants,  Ko.  38& 
Oaiooftiie"LabiiaB.''The  claimants  were  the  owners  of  the  British 
steamship  Labuanj  which,  on  the  5th  of  No- 
rember  1862  was  in  the  port  of  New  York  laden  with  a  cargo 
of  merchandise  destined  for  Matamoras.  On  that  day  her 
master  presented  the  manifest  to  the  proper  officer  of  the 
custom-honse  at  New  York  for  clearance,  bnt  snch  clearance 
was  refused,  and  the  reftisal  continaed  np  to  the  13th  of 
December  1862,  on  which  day  it  was  granted.  The  memorial 
alleged  that  this  detention  was  by  reason  of  instrnctions  re- 
ceived by  the  custom- honse  officers  from  the  proper  authorities 
of  the  United  States  to  detain  the  Lubuanj  in  common  with 
other  vessels  of  great  speed  destined  for  ports  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  to  prevent  the  transmission  of  information  relative  to 
the  departure  or  proposed  departure  of  a  military  expedition 
fitted  out  by  the  authority  of  the  said  United  States.  The 
memorial  claimed  damages  for  the  detention,  $38,000,  being  at 
the  rate  of  11,000  per  day,  the  memorial  alleging  that  on  a 
former  seizure  and  detention  of  the  same  vessel,  from  February 
to  May  1862,  when  libelled  as  prize,  this  rate  of  compensation 
for  the  detention  had  been  awarded  to  the  owners  by  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  United  States. 

<<  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that 
the  detention  of  the  LabtMn,  under  the  circumstances  alleged 
in  the  memorial,  was  within  the  legitimate  and  recognized 
powers  of  the  CTuited  States;  that  it  was  no  infringement  upon 
the  rules  of  international  law  or  upon  any  treaty  stipulations 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  and  that  it  gave 
no  right  of  reclamation  in  favor  of  the  claimants  against  the 
United  States;  that  the  right  of  self- protection,  by  temporarily 
refusing  clearance  to  vessels  through  which  information  of 
great  importance  in  regard  to  military  movements  is  likely  to 
reach  the  enemy,  must  be  regarded  as  of  necessity  permissible 
to  a  government  engaged  in  war;  that  at  the  time  of  this 
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detention  important  military  movements  then  in  progress  in 
connection  with  the  occupation  of  New  Orleans  by  the  Federal 
forces,  iuclading  the  dispatch  of  Oeneral  Banks,  with  large 
reinforcements,  to  supersede  General  Butler  in  the  command 
there,  were  in  progress,  and  made  it  of  the  utmost  importance 
that  these  movements  should  be  carefully  kept  secret  fix)m  the 
rebels;  that  the  detention  of  the  Lahuan  was  not  by  any  dis 
crimination  against  her  as  a  British  vessel  or  against  British 
vessels  as  such.  All  vessels  capable  of  such  a  rate  of  speed 
as  to  make  their  departure  dangerous  in  this  regard  were  de- 
tained alike;  that  no  claim  had  ever  been  made  by  the  British 
Government,  through  the  usual  diplomatic  channels,  upon  the 
United  States  for  compensation;  and  that  it  could  not  be 
believed  that  such  a  claim  would  not  have  been  made  if  Her 
Miyesty's  Government  had  considered  such  a  claim  valid.  The 
counsel  for  the  United  States  cited,  in  this  connection,  the  let- 
ter of  Mr.  Stuart,  Her  Majesty's  minister  at  Washington,  to 
Mr.  Seward,  of  1st  August  1862  (U.  S.  Dip.  Cor.  1862,  1863, 
part  1,  p.  273),  upon  a  somewhat  analogous  question,  in  which 
Mr.  Stuart  says: 

<<  <  I  have  been  instructed  to  state  to  you  that  Her  Majesty's 
government,  after  considering  these  dispatches,  in  connection 
with  the  law  officers  of  the  crown,  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
competent  for  the  United  States,  as  a  belligerent  power,^  to 
protect  itself  within  its  own  ports  and  territory  by  refusing 
clearances  to  vessels  laden  with  contraband  of  war  or  other 
specified  articles,  as  well  as  to  vessels  which  are  believed  to 
be  bound  to  Oonfederate  x>orts;  and  that  so  long  as  such  pre- 
cautions are  adopted,  equally  and  indifferently  in  all  cases, 
without  reference  to  the  nationality  or  origin  of  any  particular 
vessel  or  goods,  they  do  not  afford  any  just  ground  of  com- 
plaint.' 

<^  The  case  of  the  detention  of  the  Ldbuan^  it  was  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  was  governed  by  the  same 
principles  and  justified  by  the  same  rules  a«  the  cases  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Stuart.  The  counsel  referred  to  the  decision  of  the 
commission  upon  the  American  claims  against  Great  Britain, 
growing  out  of  the  prohibition  of  the  exportation  of  salti>etre 
at  Calcutta  (American  claims,  Nos.  11, 12, 16, 18),  hereinbefore 
reported,  and  in  which  such  prohibition  was  held  by  the  com- 
mission not  to  involve  a  violation  either  of  international  law 
or  of  treaty  stipulation,  and  urged  that  the  principles  which 
would  sustain  the  validity  of  such  prohibition  must  also  in- 
clude such  a  case  as  the  detention  of  the  Ldbuan, 
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<<  The  counsel  for  the  claimant  maintained  that  the  detention 
of  the  Labuan  was  in  effect  a  deprivation  of  the  owners  of  the 
use  of  their  property  for  the  time  of  the  detention  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit;  that  it  was  in  effect  a  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use,  always  justified  by  the  necessity  of  the  state, 
but  likewise  always  involving  the  obligation  of  compensation. 
He  cited  3d  Phillimore,  42,  and  Dana's  Wheaton,  152,  n. 

<^  The  commission  unanimously  made  an  award  in  favor  of 
the  claimant  for  137,392." 

Am.  and  British  ClaimB  Commissioii,  treaty  of  Hay  8^  1871;  Art.  XII. 
Hale's  Beport,  171. 

The  Tubal  Cain,  a  British  steamship,  was  chartered  at  New  York  for  a 
voyage  to  Matamoras  via  Havana  and  back  to  New  York.  April  8, 1863, 
being  loaded  and  ready  to  sail,  she  was  seized  by  the  United  State  author- 
ities at  New  York,  on  the  ground  (1)  that  she  was  undertaking  an  illicit 
voyage  to  the  blockaded  ports  of  Texas;  (2)  that  she  was  carrying  contra- 
band of  war  destined  for  the  Confederacy,  and  (3)  that  she  had  on  board 
passengeiB  (one  of  whom  was  an  agent  of  the  Confederate  goverment) 
engaged  in  contraband  trade  with  the  enemy.  May  26, 1863,  Bir.  Edwards 
Pierrepont,  acting  for  the  War  Department,  made  a  report  inculpating 
two  of  the  passengers,  but  exculpating  the  owner  and  charterer  of  the 
vessel.  He  held,  also,  that  there  was  probable  cause  for  the  previous 
detention,  but  recommended  that  the  vessel  be  discharged.  She  was  not 
surrendered  till  July  16.  The  commission  unanimously  awarded  $4,800 
for  her  detention  from  the  date  of  Mr.  Pierrexiont's  report  till  her  final 
discharge.    (Hale's  Report,  161.) 

A  claim  was  made  against  the  United  States 
OsMof  Bank  Shares,  on  account  of  the  cessation  of  dividends  apon 
and  the  depreciation  in  the  value  of  certain 
shares  in  a  New  Orleans  bank,  ^^in  consequence  of  the  war  in 
America  between  the  Northern  and  Southern  States,  and  of 
the  occupation  of  New  Orleans  and  of  the  bank  by  (General 
Butler.''  On  demurrer  the  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed. 
Am.  and  BritiBh  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Art.  XII. 
Hale's  Beport,  168. 

8.  Conclusion  op  Peace* 

GsMof  tiM  *^J€]m:"  By  the  treaty  of  peace  between  the  United 
Treaty  (tf  Peaoe—  States  and  Great  Britain,  concluded  at  Ghent 
Notise  ot  December  24, 1814,  and  ratified  at  Washington 

February  17, 1816,  it  was  provided  (Article  11.) : 

^^  Immediately  after  the  ratifications  of  this  treaty  by  both 
parties,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  orders  shall  be  sent  to  the 
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armies,  squadrons,  officers,  subjects  and  citizens  of  the  two 
Powers  to  cease  from  all  hostilities.  And  to  prevent  all  causes 
of  complaint  which  might  arise  on  account  of  the  prizes  which 
may  be  taken  at  sea  after  the  said  ratifications  of  this  treaty,  it 
is  reciprocally  agreed  that  all  vessels  and  effects  which  may  be 
taken  after  the  space  of  twelve  days  from  the  said  ratifications, 
upon  all  parts  of  the  coast  of  North  America,  from  the  lati- 
tude of  twenty-three  degrees  north  to  the  latitude  of  fifty 
degrees  north,  and  s^s  far  eastward  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
as  tlie  thirty-sixth  degree  of  west  longitude  from  the  meridian 
of  Oreenwich,  shall  be  restored  on  each  side;  that  the  time 
shall  be  thirty  days  in  all  other  parts  of  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
north  of  the  equinoctial  line  or  equator,  and  the  same  time 
for  the  British  and  Irish  Channels,  for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
and  all  parts  of  the  West  Indies;  forty  days  for  the  North 
Seas,  for  the  Baltic,  and  for  all  parts  of  the  Mediterranean; 
sixty  days  for  the  Atlantic  Ocean  south  of  the  equator,  as 
far  as  the  latitude  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope;  ninety  days  for 
every  other  part  of  the  world  south  of  the  equator;  and  one 
hundred  and  twenty  days  for  all  other  parts  of  the  world, 
without  exception." 

On  March  5, 1815,  sixteen  days  after  the  exchange  of  the 
ratifications  of  the  treaty,  the  American  schooner  John^  bound 
from  Matanzas,  in  Cuba,  to  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  was, 
when  in  latitude  31^  40^  north,  and  longitude  78^  10^  west 
from  the  meridian  of  Greenwich,  and  therefore  within  the 
zone  in  which  captures  were  to  be  ineffectual  after  twelve 
days,  seized  as  prize  by  the  British  ship  of  war  Talbot^  Maud- 
esley,  acting  commander.  The  Talbot  took  the  schooner  in 
tow,  and  a  few  days  later  wrecked  her  by  mistakenly  steering 
her  ashore  on  the  Island  of  Cuba.  The  Talbot  escaping  the 
same  fate  by  suddenly  putting  about,  took  the  master  and 
crew  from  the  John^  which  was  abandoned  as  a  total  loss,  and 
carried  them  to  Jamaica,  where  they  were  held  as  prisoners  of 
war  till  the  29th  of  March,  when  news  of  the  peace  was 
received  there  and  they  were  released.  Subsequently  the 
owners  of  the  schooner  brought  suit  in  admiralty  against 
Lieutenant  Maudesley  for  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo. 
On  December  18,  1818,  Sir  William  Scott  decided  against 
them,  on  the  ground  that  the  commander  of  a  ship  of  war, 
when  notice  of  peace  had  not  reached  him,  was  not  personally 
liable  for  a  capture.^  He  expressly  declined  to  determine 
whether  there  was  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  British 
Government.    The  owners,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  in- 

1  The  John,  2  Dodson,  336. 
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curred  heavy  expenses,  and  by  this  and  other  circumstances 
were  delayed  in  invoking  the  interposition  of  the  United 
States.  At  length,  however,  they  applied  to  their  govern- 
ment, by  which  their  claim  was  diplomatically  pressed;  and  it 
finally  came  before  the  mixed  commission  under  the  conven- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  Oreat  Britain  of  Febrnary 
8, 1863. 

Thomas,  agent  and  counsel  for  the  United  States,  and  Clark, 
Hayes,  and  Tuck,  claimants'  counsel,  cited  authorities  to  the 
following  points: 

^' A  treaty  of  peace  or  a  truce  binds  the  contracting  parties 
from  the  time  of  the  signature,  or  from  its  ratification,  where 
a  ratification  is  necessary.  Hostilities  are  to  cease  from  that 
time,  or  at  the  expiration  of  such  other  periods  as  may  be  pro- 
vided in  the  treaty,  in  various  districts  and  latitudes.  (1 
Kent's  Com.  159;  2  Wheaton,  291;  1  Wildman's  Institutes  of 
International  Law,  158.) 

"  The  right  of  capture  depends  on  the  fact  of  war.  When 
the  war  ceases,  the  right  ceases. 

'^  Ignorance  of  the  peace  can  confer  no  right  of  capture  in 
time  of  peace.  The  right,  being  wholly  dependent  on  the  fact 
of  war,  is  necessarily  independent  of  the  knowledge  of  the 
captor.    (1  Wildman's  Institutes,  150.) 

<'In  ease  of  capture  when  peace  exists,  restitution  and  com- 
pensation is  to  be  made.  (Puftendorf,  lib.  8,  chap.  7,  sec.  9; 
Grotius,  lib.  3,  chap.  21,  sec.  5;  1  Jiob.  Bep.  181,  the  Mentor.) 

^'Kent  and  Wheaton  cite  Grotius  as  saying,  in  the  section 
referred  to,  that  ^  where  acts  of  hostility  are  committed  after 
peace  is  made,  but  not  notified,  the  contracting  parties  are  not 
amenable  in  damage;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  government  to 
restore  what  has  been  captured  but  not  destroyed.'  It  will  be 
found,  however,  on  referring  to  the  section,  that  Grotius  states 
merely  that  the  parties  <  will  not  be  liable  to  punishment,  but 
must  make  good  the  damage;'  and  such  seems  to  be  the  sound 
authority  on  this  point.  (1  Wildman's  Institutes,  159;  1  Kent's 
Com.  169;  2  Wheaton,  291:  Vattel,  lib.  3,  chap.  16.) 

^^  It  was  further  contended,  that  the  rule  as  laid  down  by 
Ohitty  was  applicable  to  this  Ciise,  that  *  where  a  party,  by  his 
own  contract,  absolutely  engages  to  do  an  act,  it  is  to  be  held 
as  his  own  fault  and  folly  that  he  did  not  expressly  provide 
against  contingencies,  and  exempt  himself  from  responsibility 
in  certain  events;'  and  that,  <  where  a  contract  is  general  and 
absolute,  the  performance  is  not  excused  by  an  inevitable  acci- 
dent, or  other  contingency,  although  not  foreseen  by  or  within 
the  control  of  the  party.'    (Chitty  on  Contracts,  p.  735.)" 

Hannen,  agent  and  counsel  for  Great  Britain,  cited  the  JohUy 
2  Dodson,  336,  where  Sir  William  Scott  held,  in  a  suit  brought 
against  the  captor,  that  he  was  not  liable  except  on  notice,  and 
5627— VOL.  4 36 
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intimated  an  opinion  that,  in  case  of  loss  of  the  vessel,  the 
government  would  not  be  liable.  He  cited,  also,  to  the  same 
point,  1  Kent's  Com.  159,  and  2  Wheaton,  291;  and  Yattel, 
lib.  3,  chap.  16. 

Upham,  American  commissioner,  said  that  the  John^  2  Dod- 
SOD,  336,  and  the  Mentor,  1  Bob.  183  (also  decided  by  Sir  Wtll- 
iant  Scott),  both  sustained  the  point  that,  where  there  was 
want  of  due  diligence  in  advertising  the  cessation  of  hostilities' 
the  injured  party  was  clearly  entitled  to  indemnification;  and 
as  it  was  at  times  difficult  to  determine  what  constituted  due 
diligence  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  usual  to  assign  fixed 
periods  for  the  cessation  of  hostilities  according  to  the  situa- 
tion and  distance  of  places.^  The  question  therefore  arose, 
whether  the  assignment  by  the  treaty  of  December  24, 1814, 
of  difierent  x)eriods,  according  to  the  situation  and  distance  of 
places,  was  not  designed  by  the  parties  to  establish  the  time 
to  be  held  as  reasonable  notice  within  such  limits.  Quoting, 
then,  the  language  of  Article  II.,  as  given  above,  he  proceeded: 

^^  These  several  periods  were  undoubtedly  agreed  upon  as 
equivalent  to  notice  that  peace  existed  within  the  prescribed 
limits.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  contending  parties 
designed  to  append  to  these  periods  a  further  indefinite,  un- 
certain time,  as  to  what  should  constitute  due  diligence  in  giv- 
ing notice,  or  to  restrain  or  limit  the  fact  in  its  consequences, 
that  peace  should  exist  at  the  times  named. 

<<After  the  periods  thus  agreed  upon,  the  obligation  to  cease 
from  hostilities  was  imperative. 

<'  Such  being  the  case,  we  have  the  true  starting  point  from 
which  to  consider  the  question  of  the  respective  rights  of  the 
parties.  It  is  manifest  that  collisions  might  then  occur  with- 
out the  imputation  of  any  willful  wrong  in  the  violation  of  the 
compact  entered  into.  The  injury,  would,  however,  exist,  and 
the  actual  loss  sustained  should,  on  every  principle  of  equity 
and  justice,  as  well  as  of  compact,  be  fully  met. 

'^^  The  stipulation  was,  therefore,  entered  into  by  the  parties, 
that  <  all  vessels  and  effects '  that  should  be  taken  after  the 
several  times  specified  ^should  be  restored.'  The  question 
then  arises,  What  interpretation  shall  we  place  on  this  pro- 
vision ?  Does  it  mean  that  vessels  and  effects  captured  shall 
be  returned  in  specie,  or  that  the  identical  property,  merely, 
shall  be  returned,  and  where  this  has  become  impracticable 
that  no  restitution  or  satisfaction  shall  be  had?  I  can  not  be- 
lieve that  such  was  the  intent  of  the  parties. 

"They  acknowledge  themselves  bound  by  a  constructive 
notice  of  the  peace,  and  it  was  their  own  fault  that  they  did 

iVattel,  Bookin.  c.  16. 
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not  take  time  eaoagb,  or  did  not  ase  diligence  enough,  to  give 
actual  notice  of  the  peace  ^  to  their  armies,  squadrons,  officers, 
subjects,  and  citizens,'  as  was  specially  provided  should  be 
done  by  the  treaty. 

^<  Under  such  circumstances  the  doctrine  of  Yattel,  adopted 
by  Sir  William  Scott,  applies,  Hhat  those  who  through  their 
own  fault  remain  ignorant  of  the  publication  of  the  truce  are 
bound  to  repair  any  damage  they  may  have  caused  contrary 
to  its  tenor.' 

*<The  party  injured  is  in  the  same  situation  as  a  neutral 
whose  vessel  has  been  seized  and  destroyed  as  the  property  of 
a  hostile  power,  where  it  is  holden  the  neutral  can  only  be 
justified  by  a  fdll  restitution  in  value.    (1  Wildmau,  p.  175.) 

"There  is  no  measure  of  damage  that  justly  meets  the 
requirements  of  the  case.  The  treaty  provides  not  only  that 
<all  vessels,'  but  also  <  their  effects,'  which  may  be  taken,  after 
a  certain  specified  number  of  days,  within  certain  described 
limits,  shall  be  restored  on  either  side.  But  if  the  effects  of  a 
vessel,  consisting  of  provisions  or  other  articles,  are  taken  and 
consumed,  or  are  otherwise  disposed  of,  so  they  can  not  be 
restored  specifically,  it  will  hardly  be  contended  that  no 
remuneration  is  to  be  made. 

^<If  this  be  so,  the  rule  would  equally  follow  in  relation  to 
the  vessel.  Restoration  and  restitution  are  synonymous.  One 
meaning  of  the  word  'restore,'  as  laid  down  by  Webster,  is  *to 
make  restitution  or  satisfaction  for  a  thing  taken  by  returning 
something  else,  or  something  of  different  value,'  and  this  is 
the  meaning  which  should  be  rightfully  attached  to  the  word 
in  the  treaty. 

"I  do  not  understand  that  this  is,  in  reality,  denied ;  but  the 
position  is  taken  by  Great  Britain  in  this  case  that  she  is 
relieved  from  restoring  the  vessel,  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
subsequently  cast  away  and  lost  by  the  act  of  Qod,  and  no  one 
is  accountable. 

'<If  the  case  can  be  brought  within  -this  principle  thjb  excuse 
might  avail,  but  there  are  circumstances  connected  with  it 
that  preclude  such  defence.  No  one  can  plead  the  destruction 
of  property  as  the  act  of  God,  who  is  wrongfully  in  the  use 
and  control  of  such  property.  lie  is  a  wrongdoer  from  the 
outset-,  he  has  converted  the  property  from  the  instant  of 
possession,  and  the  subsequent  calamity  which  may  happen, 
however  inevitable  it  may  be,  is  no  excuse  for  its  loss. 

^^The  John  was  in  the  rightful  pursuit  of  a  lawful  voyage  at 
a  time  and  place  when  peace  existed  by  the  express  stipula- 
tions of  the  parties,  after  taking  such  period  of  notice  as  they 
held  that  the  case  required. 

"  She  had  pursued  her  course  northwardly  some  four  or  five 
hundred  miles  out  from  harbor  on  her  way  to  her  destined 
port  She  was  there  seized,  placed  under  the  charge  of  new 
men,  and  her  course  was  directly  reversed,  until  she  was  taken 
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back  to  the  West  Indies,  and,  through  mismanagement  or  mis- 
adventure, was  run  on  shore  and  lost. 

^<It  may  have  been  the  ordinary  accident  of  the  seas  or  may 
not;  but,  in  any  event,  sbe  was  taken  there  without  right  and 
subjected  to  risks  to  which  she  was  not  legally  and  justly  liable. 
The  plea  that  she  was  lost  by  the  act  of  God  is  not,  under  such 
circumstances,  admissible.  The  vessel  itself  can  not  be  re- 
stored, but  such  compensation  and  restitution  should  be  made 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits  of. 

<<In  the  argument,  considerable  stress  has  been  laid  on  a 
quotation  in  Kent  and  Wheaton,  said  to  be  founded  on  Gro- 
tius,  that  where  collisions  arise  after  peace  exists,  the  govern- 
ments '  are  not  amenable  in  damages,  but  it  is  their  duty  to 
restore  what,  has  been  captured,  but  not  destroyed.^  The  cita- 
tion from  Grotius  is,  however,  erroneous.  He  merely  says,  in 
the  section  referred  to,  that  if  any  acts  be  done  in  violation  of 
the  truce  before  notice  can  be  given,  'the  government  will  not 
be  liable  to  punishment,  but  the  contracting  parties  will  be 
bound  to  make  good  the  damage,^  (Whewell's  Grotius,  liber  3, 
chap.  21,  sec.  5.) 

'<  What  shall  be  the  precise  effect,  as  a  matter  of  notice, 
where  different  periods  of  time  are  stipulated  in  which  peace 
shall  take  place,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  fully  considered 
and  settled.  If  it  shall  be  held  as  an  acknowledgment  of  no- 
tice, then  every  subsequent  act  of  violation  of  it  is  the  act 
of  a  wrongdoer,  and  full  compensation  follows  of  necessity. 

<<  I  can  see  no  possible  mode  of  avoiding  the  justness  or 
soundness  of  the  construction  at  which  we  have  arrived,  but 
think  it  should  prevail  on  every  ground  of  public  policy  and 
right  interpretation  of  international  compacts  of  this  character. 

<^  I  am  happy  to  say  that  my  colleague,  though  he  hesitates 
somewhat  as  to  the  views  presented,  waives  his  objection  to 
the  allowance  of  the  claim,  except  on  the  score  of  interest, 
and  this  question  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  umpire." 

The  umpire  held  that  interest  should  be  allowed,  and  it  was 
accordingly  awarded.  The  whole  amount  awarded,  principal 
and  interest,  was  $13,608.22. 

Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  of  February  8, 1853.     (S.  Ex.  Doo.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sess.,  427-435.) 

"Under  the  date  of  August  the  3rd,  1871,  the 

Zaeoaitipaa  daima:  commissioners,  not  being  able  to  agree,  have 

iT  wmwar      ^  directed  this  case  to  be  laid  before  the  umpire, 

for  his  opinion  'whether  the  Government  of 

Mexico  is  entitled  to  an  award  against  the  Government  of  the 

United  States;  and,  if  yea,  for  how  much!' 

<<The  Government  of  Mexico  in  this  case  claims  from  the 
United  States  an  award  of  about  two  hundred  thousand  dol- 
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lars  (iuclading  the  interest  asked  for)  for  the  benefit  of  Ignacio 
Torres,  a  Mexican  citizen  and  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  Zacual- 
tipan,  in  the  State  of  Hidalgo.  This  town  was  attacked  by 
American  troops  on  the  25th  day  of  February  1848,  was  sacked 
and  burned,  and  Torres  sustained  the  great  loss  he  complains 
of  as  an  ii^ury  done  by  the  United  States  to  a  Mexican  citi- 
zen, after  the  2nd  day  of  February  1848,  the  day  when  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  was  signed.  His  claim  therefore 
falls  precisely  within  the  conditions  laid  down  in  the  conven- 
tion on  which  our  international  commission  is  founded  accord- 
ing to  the  first  paragraph  of  Article  I.  of  said  convention.  It 
is  moreover  argued  on  the  part  of  Mexico  that  the  assault  on 
Zacualtipan  was  an  outrage  on  the  law  of  nations,  inasmuch 
as  Zacualtipan  is  an  open  and  unfortified  place,  and  peace  be- 
tween the  belligerents  had  been  concluded,  though  it  had  not 
yet  been  ratified.  The  law  of  nations,  it  is  urged,  considers 
pe(ice  to  begin  dejure  with  the  day  of  its  first  signing,  and  not 
with  the  ultimately  perfected  ratification.  No  retributive  claim, 
however,  is  made;  nothing  is  demanded  but  payment  for  the 
actual  loss  sustained  by  this  breach  of  the  law  of  nations, 
together  with  the  interest  having  accrued  on  the  sum  of  the 
original  loss — $92,425.14 — during  twenty- two  years.  This  is  a 
plain  statement  of  the  Mexican  presentation  of  the  claim. 

^'  I.  As  to  the  statement  of  the  loss  sustained  by  Torres, 
handed  in  by  him,  it  is  inconsistent  and  weak  in  point  of  law. 
Torres  swears,  and  witnesses  swear  with  him,  that  the  confla- 
gration which  reduced  Zacualtipan  to  ashes  consumed  all  his 
books  and  mercantile  papers,  along  with  the  merchandise  be- 
longing to  Torres  or  stored  in  his  house,  and  appurtenances, 
and  yet  he  makes  a  statement  of  the  losses  which  he  sustained 
with  suspicious  detail.  He  gives  seventy  items  of  the  most 
minute  kind,  constituting  the  claim  of  $92,485.40,  all,  it  appears, 
from  mere  memory.  Even  if  Ignatius  Torres  put  down  all  the 
items  as  they  now  apx)ear  on  the  paper  handed  in  by  him,  the 
moment  after  the  conflagration  had  taken  place,  it  must  be 
confessed  that  the  exhibit  of  these  seventy  minute  details  is 
one  of  the  far  greatest  feats  of  memory  recorded  in  the  annals 
of  our  kind.  There  are  several  witnesses  who  swear  to  every- 
thing Torres  has  sworn  to.  Whether  they  have  sworn  to  his 
memory  or  from  their  own  memory,  transcendent  like  that  of 
Torres,  does  not  appear;  but  what  simply  does  appear  is  that 
each  of  them  swore  to  leading  questions;  and  the  civil  law 
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discountenances  suggestive  questions  as  much  as  the  common 
law  disapproves  of  leading  questions.  At  least  this  is  the 
case  in  those  countries  in  which  the  civil  law  is  the  basis  of 
the  legal  fabric,  and  with  which  I  am  acquainted;  and  I  must 
suppose  that  it  is  so  likewise  in  Mexico.  The  whole  disap- 
proval of  leading  or  suggestive  questions  in  the  different  law 
systems  is  dictated  by  morality  and  a  simple  sense  of  justice, 
which  can  no  longer  be  disregarded,  whatever  used  to  be  done 
in  times  happily  past,  in  ecclesiastic  and  other  courts. 

<<II.  The  conflagration  of  Zacualtipan  was  not  an  act  of 
wanton  lawlessness  and  pillage,  but  the  effect  of  a  military 
engagement — a  regular  action — in  which  there  must  have  been 
protracted  fighting,  since  there  were  a  good  many  dead  and 
wounded.  The  enemy  had  collected  in  the  town  and  had 
erected  some  entrenchments.  It  was  the  very  object  of  the 
general  commanding  the  American  troops  to  capture,  kill,  and 
disperse  the  Mexican  troops  or  guerrilleros  who  had  assembled 
in  the  town.  There  was,  therefore,  no  unlawfulness  in  attack- 
ing the  town,  provided  the  time  was  lawftil.  The  burning  of 
the  town  was  a  simple  consequence  of  the  action.  I  follow  in 
all  this  the  official  reports  of  the  leading  American  ofBcers 
engaged  in  that  action  to  their  commander.  We  have  no  other 
documents  or  information.  They  were  drawn  up  more  than 
twenty  years  ago,  when  no  one  had  an  inkling  that  some  day 
they  would  come  before  an  international  tribunal,  and  they 
must  be  trusted  as  the  regular  and  prescribed  military  reports 
of  the  inferior  to  the  superior  officers.  We  have  no  better 
source  of  information.  But  was  the  time  when  the  American 
troops  attacked  the  Mexicans  in  Zacualtipan  a  lawful  timeifor 
hostilities  t  Had  not  the  first  signing  of  the  treaty  of  peace 
at  Guadalupe,  twenty-three  days  before,  suspended  all  hos- 
tility f  And  did  not,  after  the  second  day  of  February,  all  fur- 
ther acts  of  arms  cease  to  be  lawful  public  war  and  become  pri- 
vate crime  and  murder  t 

<^  These  questions  require  careful  answers  and  clear  exposi- 
tions. Hostilities  frequently  cease,  but  by  no  means  always 
when  commissioners  of  the  belligerents  meet  to  treat  about  a 
peace  to  be  concluded.  (See  ^Instructions  for  the  government 
of  the  armies  of  the  United  States  in  the  field,'  general  orders 
No.  100, 1863,  and  the  recent  war  between  Germany  and  France.) 
How  is  it,  however,  when  a  treaty  of  peace  has  been  signed,  but 
has  not  yet  been  ratified!    Many  of  the  best  authoritieB  hold 
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that  x>6ace  begins  de  jure  when  it  is  signed,  and  not  from  the 
day  when  it  is  ratified  by  the  two  supreme  belligerent  i>owers 
or  the  authorities  which  by  the  law  of  the  land  have  alone  the 
right  to  ratify.  This,  however,  is  far  from  being  unconditional. 
If  a  peace  were  signed  with  a  moral  certainty  of  its  ratification 
and  one  of  the  belligerents  were,  after  this,  making  grants  of 
land  in  a  province  which  is  to  be  ceded,  before  the  final  ratifi- 
cation, it  would  certainly  be  considered  by  every  honest  jurist 
a  fraudulent  and  invalid  transaction.  But  it  is  well  understood 
that  a  peace  is  pot  a  complete  peace  until  ratified;  that,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  the  ratifying  authority  has  the  power  of  re- 
fusing unless,  for  that  time,  it  has  given  up  this  i>ower  before- 
hand, but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  so  soon  as  peace  has 
been  preliminarily  signed  active  hostilities  ought  to  cease,  ac- 
cording to  the  spirit  of  civilization  and  consistent  with  the  very 
idea  and  object  of  the  whole  transaction,  which  is  to  stop  the 
war  and  establish  peace.  It  would  be  an  unjustifiable  act  to 
continue  vehement  hostilities  under  such  circumstances  as  if 
nothing  had  happened,  wherever  it  is  possible,  and  when  the 
contrary  is  not  plainly  understood  or  actually  expressed. 

'^Bot  suspensions  of  hostilities,  armistices,  even  the  mere 
mitigation  of  energetic  hostilities,  are  no  spontaneous  acts, 
like  the  efforts  or  suspension  of  activities  of  nature.  Orders 
to  such  effects  must  be  given.  Ko  officer  or  soldier  can  act  on 
hearsay  or  rumor.  No  such  order,  however,  it  seems,  was 
given  on  either  side  immediately  on  the  signing  of  the  Treaty 
of  Ouadalnpe.  On  the  contrary,  that  treaty  contains  the  fol- 
lowing passage: 

<<<  Immediately  upon  the  signature  of  this  treaty  a  conven- 
tion shall  be  entered  into  between  a  commissioner  or  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  general  in  chief  of  the  forces  of  the 
United  States,  and  such  as  may  be  appointed  by  the  Mexican 
Government,  to  the  end  that  a  provisional  suspension  of  hos- 
tilities shall  take  place,  and  that  in  the  places  occupied  by 
said  forces  constitutional  order  may  be  reestablished  as  regards 
the  political,  administrative,  and  judicial  branches,  so  far  as 
this  shall  be  permitted  by  the  circumstances  of  military  occu- 
pation.' . 

<<  Commissioners  are  to  be  appointed,  and  on  the  29th  day  of 
February  1848  we  find  a  'military  convention  for  the  provi- 
sional suspension  of  hostilities,'  signed  by  American  and  Mexi- 
can commissioners  in  the  city  of  Mexico. 

''The  Treaty  of  Guadalupe  was  signed  on  February  2nd. 
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"General  Butler  sacceeded  General  Scott  on  February  19tli. 

"Zacualtipan  was  taken  and  destroyed  on  February  25th. 

"The  'military  convention  for  the  suspension  of  hostilities' 
was  signed  on  February  29th. 

"And  information  obtained  from  the  highest  military  au- 
thority in  the  War  Department  at  Washington  shows  that  no 
general  order,  having  reference  to  the  peculiar  relation  of  the 
two  armies  or  the  general  state  of  war,  was  issued  from  the 
American  headquarters  before  March  6th.  On  that  day  was 
published  the  order  marked  'Orders  No.  18,'  published  by  the 
general  commanding  <for  the  guidance  of  the  army.'  This 
order  is  the  result  of  the  military  convention,  and  the  general 
commanding  the  troops  of  the  United  States  occupying  Mexico 
'directs  the  same  to  be  strictly  observed.'  We  cannot  under 
all  these  circumstances  assume  that  complete  peace  was  estab- 
lished on  February  2nd;  that  inconsequence  a  complete  and 
plainly  acknowledged  armistice  existed  from  that  day  forward, 
and  that  a  continuation  or  a  renewal  of  hostilities  was  neces- 
sarily out  of  the  international  limits  of  public  war. 

"  IV.  One  of  the  ratifying  authorities  was  far  away.  The 
American  Senate  ratified  the  treaty  as  late  as  In  May  1848. 
It  is  certainly  a  noteworthy  fact  that  while  the  Treaty  of 
Guadalupe  was  signed  on  the  second  day  of  February,  it 
contained  a  provision  for  the  appointment  of  a  military  com- 
mission, and  a  '  military  convention  for  the  provisional  suspen- 
sion of  hostilities,'  or  an  armistice,  was  concluded  between  the 
two  contending  armies  on  the  29th  day  of  February  '  for  the 
purpose  of  complying  with  the  second  article  of  the  treaty  of 
peace,  which  was  signed  in  the  town  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  on 
the  second  instant,  as  follows :'  Then  follows  the  quotation  irom 
the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  which  I  have  given  above.  It  has 
appeared  necessary  to  me  to  repeat  certain  facts.  The  armis- 
tice, as  it  is  seen,  had  not  yet  been  carried  out  on  the  day  when 
a  portion  of  Zacualtipan  was  destroyed  four  days  before  the 
military  convention  was  signed. 

"  y.  It  is  admitted  by  the  Mexican  commissioner  that  abso- 
lute necessity  would  give  a  right  to  resume  hostilities  even 
after  the  signing  of  a  treaty,  and  before  its  ratification  (he 
seems  to  be  of  opinion  that  the  signature  of  a  treaty  makes  it 
dejure  perfect  in  every  respect).  Even  this  point  seems  to  be 
in  favor  of  the  United  States.     I  follow  again  the  official 
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reports  of  the  American  general.  He  says  that  gnerrinas 
assembled  in  or  abont  Zacnaltipan,  endangering  the  American 
trains  of  provisions,  as  they  had  been  attacked  by  guerrillas 
before.  This  gathering  of  troops  was  a  hostile  movement  and 
appeared  dangerous  to  the  Americans;  they  were  obliged  to 
take  care  of  their  present  and  fatore  provision  trains.  The 
first  necessity  of  armies  is  to  have  that  which  fills  the  stomach, 
as  it  is  also  their  permanent  great  difficulty.  There  is  a  pas- 
sage in  the  memoirs  of  the  Marshal  de  Saxe,  one  of  the  great 
soldiers  of  the  last  century,  to  this  effect:  Armies  like  snakes 
move  on  their  bellies.  General  Lane  thought  his  provision 
trains  would  be  exposed  to  danger,  and  he  attacked  the  enemy 
in  the  town  where  they  had  assembled  at  a  time  when  no  dis- 
tinct armstice  had  been  concluded  and  in  order  to  ward  off 
great  danger.  If  there  had  existed  an  armistice  at  this  par- 
ticular time  it  would  have  been  the  Mexicans  who  broke  it  by 
endangering  the  American  trains. 

"I  can  not  see  in  the  burning  of  the  whole  or  a  portion  of 
Zacualtipan,  and  along  with  it  of  the  property  of  Torres,  a 
particular  injury  done  by  the  United  States  of  America  to  a 
Mexican  citizen,  Ignacio  Torres;  but  only  a  common  calamity 
of  war— common,  however  bitter  it  may  be;  but  what  martial 
inflictions  are  not  bitter  t  Under  all  these  circumstances  and 
in  consideration  of  all  these  facts  the  umpire  is  constrained  to 
decide  that  he  can  award  no  damages  to  the  Eepnblic  of  Mex- 
ico for  the  benefit  of  Ignacio  Torres.  The  umpire  wishes  to 
add,  however,  that  since  Torres  had  a  full  legal  standing  before 
the  commission,  and  since  there  are  points  in  this  case  which 
no  doubt  have  presented  difficulties  to  tbe  commissioners,  as 
they  have  done  to  the  umpire,  the  latter  would  be  well  pleased 
if  the  commissioners  would  iJlow  to  Ignacio  Torres  a  sum  as 
high  as  $1,000  for  the  expenses  he  has  incurred  in  pursuing  his 
claims.  My  decision  is  that  the  claims  of  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment against  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of  Ignacio 
Torres  be  dismissed." 

Lieber,  nrnpire,  Ignacio  Torres  y.  The  United  Siate$,  No.  565,  convention 
of  July  4ty  1868,  MS.  Op.  II.  83.  The  commissioners  did  not  allow  the  claim- 
ant a  gratuity  for  expenses,  doubtless  deeming  themselves  without  author- 
ity to  do  so.  On  the  strength  of  the  decision  in  Torres'  Case  the  following 
Zacualtipan  claims  were  dismissed:  Mardal  Perez,  No.  563;  Frandeco 
Abrego^T^o,  847;  Felipe  Olivares,  No.  837;  Mariano  Guzman,  No.  897;  Celso 
Ruiz,  No.  862;  Frandeco  Cordoba,  No.  564;  Jeeiia  Buiz,  No.  848;  Jesus 
Espindola,  No.  875;  The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Zacualtipan,  No.  876. 
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In  the  case  of  JosS  Maria  Anaya  v.  The 
Case  of  Anaya.  United  States,  "No.  52,  MS.  Op.  YI.  122,  a  claim 
was  made  for  the  robbery  of  property  by  a 
body  of  forty  United  States  soldiers  at  the  hacienda  de  Gnada- 
Inpe,  in  Tlaxcala,  Mexico,  April  2, 1848.  The  commissioners 
differing,  the  case  was  referred  to  the  umpire.  The  umpire, 
Sir  Edward  Thornton,  observed  that  it  was  not  shown  <Hhat 
an  officer  was  present,  or  that  the  plunderers  were  under  the 
control  or  command  of  an  officer.''    Continuing,  he  said: 

"If  they  were  robbers  on  their  own  account  the  United 
States  Government  can  not  certainly  be  held  responsible  for 
the  losses  suffered  by  the  claimant,  who,  however,  might  have 
made  a  representation  of  the  facts  to  the  officer  in  command  of 
the  detachment  at  Fort  Frio,  with  a  view  to  the  punishment  of 
theoftenders,  and  perhaps  the  recovery  of  his  property.  •  •  • 
But,  without  admitting  the  fact,  the  umpire  will  suppose  that 
an  officer  was  in  command  of  the  forty  soldiers^  and  witnessed 
and  even  ordered  the  spoliation  of  the  claimant's  property. 
*  *  *  The  umpire  thinks  that  he  only  is  representing  the 
dictum  of  the  best  international  writers  ux>ou  the  subject  in 
declaring  that  he  considers  that  a  treaty  of  peace  is  not  com- 
plete until  all  the  necessary  forms  shall  have  been  fulfilled,  of 
which  the  exchange  of  ratifications  is  the  principal  and  final 
form.  It  is  then  that  the  respective  treaties,  signed  by  the 
sovereigns  of  the  two  nations,  whether  President,  Emperor, 
King,  or  whatever  the  title,  are  exchanged,  and  it  is  those  sig- 
natures, then  exchanged,  which  give  effect  to  the  treaty.  CTpon 
the  negotiation  of  a  treaty  of  peace  it  is  customary  to  agree 
upon  a  suspension  of  hostilities,  and  even  without  it  the  good 
feeling  of  the  belligerents  would  impress  them  with  the  expe- 
diency of  suspending  hostilities;  but  the  treaty  itself,  unless 
it  should  expressly  so  declare  it,  does  not  necessarily  and  of 
right  involve  a  suspension  of  hostilities.  The  second  article  of 
the  treaty  itself  looks  to  a  possible  resumption  of  hostilities, 
when  it  says,  '  to  the  end  that  a  provisional  suspension  of  hos- 
tilities shall  take  place.'  In  the  instance  in  question  a  conven- 
tion of  armistice  was  agreed  upon,  and  it  is  upon  a  violation 
of  this  only  that  any  complaint  could  be  founded  by  the  claim- 
ant. By  this  it  was  stipulated  that  there  should  be  a  suspen- 
sion of  hostilities,  and  it  is  laid  down  in  the  first  article  that  the 
infractors  of  this  stipulation  shoald  be  prosecuted  and  judged 
by  the  laws  of  war.  The  Mexican  commander  in  chief  might 
therefore  have  demanded  the  trial  by  a  court  of  the  officer  who 
authorized  the  robbery  of  the  claimant's  property,  and  the 
Mexican  Government  might  have  gone  so  far  as  to  denounce 
the  convention  of  armistice  by  reason  of  its  violation  by  an 
United  States  officer,  might  have  renewed  hostilities,  and  might 
have  refused  to  ratify  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe.  But  they  did 
nothing  of  the  sort;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  not  shown  that  the 
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trial  and  punisbment  of  the  unknown  offending  oflBcer  was  de- 
manded, and  the  President  of  the  Mexican  ^public  ratified 
the  treaty  on  the  %th  of  May,  1848.  The  ratiflca'  ions  were 
exchanged  on  the  same  day,  and  the  nmpire  considers  that  by 
these  final  formalities  all  previous  acts  of  the  United  States 
military  forces  in  Mexico  were  condoned  and  consigned  to 
oblivion." 

Jo94  Maria  Anaya  y.  The  United  SiaUe,  No.  52,  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  of  Jaly  4,  1868,  MS.  0^.  VI.  122.  This  decision 
was  reaffirmed  in  Agapiio  Angaria  t.  The  United  8taie$,  No.  515,  and  Pragedm 
Oribe  y.  TKe  United  Statee,  No.  525.  In  Doloree  CarWo  de  Serrano,  widow,  v. 
The  United  States,  No.  119,  MS.  Op.  VI.  64,  tlie  oommissionera  aUowed  a  olaim 
for  depredations  committed  by  troops  of  tlie  United  States  in  cYaonating 
Vera  Cruz  in  July  ISiS,  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of  peace.  They 
awarded  the  Yalne  of  the  property  with  6  per  cent  interest. 

"In  the  case  of  Bernardo  Revilla  v.  The 
BeYilla'i  Case.  United  States^  Ko.  135,  there  seems  to  be  no 
doabt  that  the  claimant  is  a  citizen  of  the 
Mexican  Republic,  and  the  umpire  believes  that  he  was  so  at 
the  time  of  the  origin  of  the  claim.  He  claims  for  the  use  of 
his  property  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States  under  General 
Sterling  Price  from  the  20th  of  March  till  about  the  middle  of 
June  1848.  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  claim  is  well 
founded.  The  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  which  established 
the  mixed  commission,  distinctly  says  that  the  claims  which  it 
has  to  take  into  consideration  are  those  <  which  may  have  been 
presented  to  either  government  for  its  interposition  with  the 
other  since  the  signature  of  the  Treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo, 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Mexican  Republic,  of  the 
2nd  of  February  1848.'  The  date  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty 
is  distinctly  laid  down,  and  that  of  the  exchange  of  the  rati- 
fications of  the  same  treaty  is  not  mentioned.  The  claim  was 
certainly  submitted  by  the  Mexican  Government  to  the  minis- 
ter of  the  United  States  at  Mexico  to  be  transmitted  to  his 
Government.  In  the  opinion  of  the  umpire  the  claim  comes 
under  the  Idth  article  of  the  convention  for  the  susx>en8ion  of 
hostilities,  signed  on  the  29th  of  February  1848.  This  con- 
vention was  an  emanation  of  the  second  article  of  the  GDreaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  which  provided  for  its  negotiation.  If 
the  treaty  had  not  been  ratified  and  the  war  had  continued 
the  convention  might  also  have  fallen  to  the  ground,  and  the 
United  States  might  not  have  been  bound  to  its  stipulations, 
but  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  confirmed  instead  of  annulling 
the  provisions  of  the  convention  as  far  as  the  interval  between 
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the  signatare  and  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  was  concerned. 
That  the  claim  should  not  have  been  presented  before  the 
exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty  was  perfectly 
natural;  for  until  that  event  the  date  of  the  departure  of  the 
occupying  force  could  not  have  been  decided,  nor  could  it  have 
been  known  by  the  claimant  whether  the  commander  of  the 
United  States  forces  woidd  pay  for  the  use  of  the  claimant's 
property  or  not. 

"  By  the  thirteenth  article  of  the  convention  for  the  suspension 
of  hostilities,  it  was  stipulated  that  all  supplies  taken  for  the 
American  Army  should  be  paid  for  at  fair  prices.  The  umpire 
can  not  conceive  that  the  use  which  a  portion  of  the  CTnited 
States  Army  made  of  the  property  of  the  claimant  is  not  com- 
prised in  the  above-mentioned  stipulation  and  ought  not  to  be 
paid  for  by  the  United  States  Government.  But  the  amount 
claimed  seems  to  the  umpire  to  be  exaggerated.  The  whole 
claim  for  losses  suffered  by  about  three  months'  occupation  is 
$21,110,  whilst  the  annual  rent  of  the  estate  was  $3,000.  The 
pasturage  of  a  number  of  animals  during  those  three  months 
is  charged  at  about  $7,400,  whilst  the  loss  of  crops  on  account 
of  the  presence  of  these  animals  is  estimated  at  $4,500.  It  is 
clear  that  if  one  of  these  is  paid  for  the  other  ought  not  to  be. 
Taking  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  use  of  the  estate  and  of  the  house,  of  horses  and  mules 
belonging  to  the  claimant,  the  value  of  those  which  were  not 
restored,  the  damage  done  to  the  property,  etc.,  the  umpire 
•  •  •  awards  that  there  be  paid  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  on  account  of  the  above-mentioned  claim,  the 
sum  of  $8,000,  Mexican  gold,  with  an  annual  interest  of  6  p^ 
cent  from  the  15th  of  June  1848  to  the  date  of  the  final 
award.'' 

Thornton,  umpire,  June  29,  1875,  Bernardo  B&vUla  y.  The  United  States, 
No.  135,  convention  of  July  4, 1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  266. 

"In  the  case  of  Turner  and  Renshaw  v. 
^^ii^w  ^^  ^^^<^o,  No.  143,  the  umpire  considers  that  the 
claimants  were  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
The  ground  of  the  claim  is  that  the  claimants,  who  owned  a 
quantity  of  tobacco  at  Tampico  and  at  Matamoras,  imported 
during  the  occupation  of  those  posts  by  the  United  States 
forces,  were  refused  by  the  Mexican  custom-house  oflScers  per- 
mits or  ^  guias'  to  take  that  tobacco  into  the  interior  of  Mexico, 
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and  in  consequence  of  that  refdsal  were  compelled  to  sell  their 
tobacco  at  those  posts  and  thereby  saffered  great  loss. 

'<  Before  entering  upon  the  merits  of  this  claim  the  umpire 
deems  it  necessary  to  express  his  views  with  regard  to  certain 
parts  of  the  Treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  and  particularly 
the  l^h  article  of  that  treaty.  The  umpire  considers  that  to- 
bacco is  certainly  included  in  the  <  merchandise,  effects,  and 
property'  mentioned  in  the  1st  rule  of  the  19th  article,  which, 
it  is  stated,  ^  shall  be  exempt  from  confiscation,  although  the 
importation  of  the  same  be  prohibited  by  the  Mexican  tariff.' 
Nothing  could  more  clearly  indicate  that  tobacco  was  one  of 
the  articles  contemplated.  The  2d  rule  of  the  19th  article  and 
the  20th  article  appear  to  be  null  and  void,  for  they  depend 
upon  an  eventuality  which  never  arose.  They  supposed  that 
the  custom-houses  might  be  restored  to  the  Mexican  authori- 
ties before  the  expiration  of  60  days  from  the  date  of  the  sig- 
nature of  the  treaty;  but  the  sixty  days  had  expired  long  be- 
fore the  restoration  of  the  customhouse.  Therefore  the  two 
stipulations  mentioned  above  had  no  effect.  The  5th  rule  of 
the  19th  article  agrees  that  if  merchandise  described  in  the 
first  and  second  rules  should  be  removed  to  a  place  '  not  occu- 
pied at  the  time  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States,'  it  should 
pay  the  usual  duties  at  that  place,  as  if  it  had  been  imported 
under  the  Mexican  tariff.  The  tobacco  of  the  claimants,  if 
permits  had  been  granted,  would  have  been  removed  to  some 
such  place  and  would  have  had  to  pay  duties. 

^^  The  7th  article  of  the  armistice  of  March  9, 1848,  has  been 
cited  in  opposition  to  the  claim.  The  umpire  considers  that 
the  negotiators  of  that  armistice  were  in  no  way  authorized  to 
stimulate  anything  which  was  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the 
treaty,  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  7th  article  of  the  armistice 
certainly  was,  and  after  the  treaty  was  ratified  and  the  ratifi- 
cations exchanged  it  could  not  possibly  be  overruled  by  the 
conditions  of  the  armistice. 

<<The  umpire  believes  that  the  claimants,  through  their  own 
agents  and  through  the  United  States  consul  at  Tampico,  asked 
for  permits  to  remove  the  tobacco  to  the  interior  and  that  they 
were  refused.  He  therefore  considers  that  the  claimants  are 
entitled  to  compensation  for  the  loss  they  suffered,  but  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  estimate  the  amount  of  this  loss.  For  the 
claimants  have  not  stated  to  what  particular  place  in  the  inte- 
rior they  would  have  removed  the  tobacco  if  the  permits  had 
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been  granted  them;  there  are,  therefore,  no  data  upon  which 
to  estimate  the  cost  of  freight  nor  the  amount  of  duties  to  be 
paid  at  the  place  of  destination.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
number  of  bales  upon  which  loss  was  sustained  was  nearly  so 
great  as  that  alleged  by  the  claimants.  It  was  sold  at  about 
$13  the  quintal.  The  witness,  F.  B.  Gracesgui,  testifies  that 
at  the  time  of  the  evacuation  of  the  Bepublic  of  Mexico  the  to- 
bacco was  worth  and  might  have  been  sold  in  Monterey  or 
Saltillo  for  $23  per  quintal.  The  umpire  believes  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  difference  would  have  been  swallowed  up  by 
freight  charges  and  duties  at  the  place  of  destination,  and 
that  these  were  the  principal  causes  of  the  difference  between 
the  prices  at  the  ports  and  in  the  interior.  After  having  made, 
therefore,  such  a  calculation  as  is  possible  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  which  must  to  a  certain  extent  be  conjectural,  the 
umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  claimants  will  be  fairly  cdmpen- 
sated  for  their  losses  on  the  sales  of  their  tobacco  at  Tampico 
and  Matamoras  and  the  expenses  incurred  by  its  detention  at 
those  ports  by  the  sum  of  $7,000,  and  taking  the  1st  of  Sep- 
tember 1848  as  an  equitable  date  fi*om  which  to  count  the  in- 
terest, the  umpire  awards  that  there  be  paid  by  the  Mexican 
Government  on  account  of  the  above-mentioned  claim  the  sum 
of  $7,000,  Mexican  gold,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  annum 
from  the  1st  of  September  1848  to  the  date  of  the  final  award." 

Thornton,  nmpire,  May  6, 1875,  Turner  <f'  Betuhaw  v.  Mexico,  No.  143,  con- 
vention of  Jnly  4,  1868.  A  similar  case  was  dismissed  by  the  umpire  for 
want  of  evidence  of  ownership  of  the  tobacco  and  of  the  refusal  of  permits. 
(John  Parrott  v.  Mexico,  Nos.  103  and  104,  MS.  Op.  IV.  588.)  In  the  case 
of  the  Heir$  of  Felix  Maxan  v.  Mexico,  No.  182,  Sir  Edward  Thornton  made 
an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant  on  account  of  his  being  refused,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  permission  by  the  Mexican  aathori- 
ties  to  sell  certain  tobacco  which  he  had  imported  into  Mexico. 

'^  When  the  troops  of  the  United  States' en- 
Beiden'i  Case,  tered  Mexico  in  Jnne,  1846,  Samuel  A.  Belden, 
one  of  the  original  claimants  in  this  case,  ac- 
companied them  as  a  sntler.  It  subsequently  became  impor- 
tant for  the  sustenance  of  the  army  that  business  agencies 
should  be  established  in  the  territory  occupied  by  it,  and  it 
was  thought  advisable,  for  several  reasons,  that  these  agen- 
cies should  be  conducted  by  private  enterprise.  The  military 
authorities  having  control  of  the  occupied  territory,  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  starting  of  such  agencies,  issued  orders  permit- 
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ting  the  introdaction  of  goods  into  Mexico,  paying  a  duty  to 
the  United  States  of  30  per  cent  ad  valorem.  Mr.  Belden, 
onder  these  orders,  opened,  in  connection  with  Mr.  W.  Ailing, 
under  the  name  of  S.  A.  fielden  &  Co.,  a  business  house  at 
Matamoras,  being  apart  of  the  oocupied  territory,  and  imported 
large  masses  of  goods  into  Matamoras,  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  orders  above  stated. 

^<  During  the  negotiations  for  peace  which  followed,  the 
claims  of  S.  A.  Beldeu  &  Co.,  and  persons  in  a  similar  situation, 
were  taken  into  consideration  by  the  representatives  of  the 
United  States,  and  by  Article  XIX.  of  the  treaty  of  peace  it 
was  provided  that  all  merchandise  imported  into  Mexico  dnring 
the  military  occnpancy  of  the  United  States  should  be  exempt 
from  confiscation  and  charge  on  sale.  This  treaty,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  was  signed  February  2, 1S48,  and  was  ratified  and 
exchanged  May  30, 1848,  but  was  not  finally  proclaimed  until 
July  4, 1848,  and  was,  therefore,  not  officially  published  till 
that  date. 

<<  In  June  1848,  dnring  the  occnpancy  by  our  troops  of  Mat- 
amoras, a  large  quantity  of  tobacco  was  received  in  Matamoras 
by  a  Mr.  Kingsbury,  the  date  of  reception  being  therefore  before 
the  proclamation  of  the  treaty  of  peace  and  the  date  of  the  order 
of  the  tobacco  being  long  before  the  peace  was  negotiated.  Of 
this  tobacco,  three  hundred  bales  were  sold  to  Belden  &  Oo. 
and  were  by  that  firm  (duties  to  the  United  States  having 
been  paid  by  Kingsbury)  forwarded  to  the  interior  for  sale. 
Peace  having  been  proclaimed  when  these  bales  were  still  in 
transit,  they  were  not  only  confiscated  by  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, but  they  were  declared,  in  a  process  so  summary  that 
time  was  not  given  to  Mr.  Beldeu  to  attend  the  hearings,  to 
have  been  smuggled.  By  the  Mexican  law  a  fine  of  double  the 
value  of  the  goods  is  imposed  on  smuggling.  This  fine,  to  the 
amount  of  $26,309.12,  was  imposed  on  Belden  &  Go.,  and  to 
enforce  its  payment  writs  were  issued  to  seize  the  goods  of  the 
members  of  the  firm  and  to  arrest  their  persons.  Mr.  Belden, 
who  represented  the  firm .  at  Matamoras,  was  compelled  to 
leave  the  country;  the  goods  of  Belden  &  Go.  at  Matamoras 
were  seized,  and  not  only  were  the  goods  on  which  duty  had 
been  paid  to  the  United  States  taken  away  from  Mr.  Belden, 
but  he  was  precluded  from  recovering  the  price  of  other  goods 
on  which  he  also  had  paid  duty,  but  which  were  sold  by  him 
on  credit 
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^^Mr.  Belden  having  subsequently  sought  to  obtain  indem- 
nity from  Mexico  through  the  agency  of  his  own  govemment^ 
on  August  30, 1860,  Mr.  Webster,  then  Secretary  of  State,  in- 
structed Mr.  Letcher,  then  United  States  minister  to  Mexico, 
in  reference  to  this  claim,  that — 

<<  ^  The  allegations  of  the  claimants  seem  to  be  well  sustained 
by  the  proof.  •  •  •  If  therefore  you  shall  be  satisfied  that 
they  have  ineffectually  employed  all  the  means  for  obtaining 
redress  which  the  Mexican  laws  offer,  you  will  present  the  sub- 
ject to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  with  an  application  for 
their  relief.' 

<'  On  ITovember  6, 1850,  Mr.  Letcher  replied,  stating  that  hav- 
ing previously  investigated  the  case,  and  having  been  con- 
vinced that  it  was  not  only  just,  but  well  established  by  proof, 
he  had  brought  it  to  the  notice  of  the  Mexican  minister  of  for- 
eign affairs  on  the  29th  of  June  of  that  year;  but  that  noth- 
ing had  been  done  in  the  case  by  the  minister. 

<<  On  May  29,  1852,  Mr.  Fillmore,  then  President,  sent  a 
message  to  the  Senate,  inclosing,  in  answer  to  a  resolution  of 
that  body,  certain  papers  and  proofs  bearing  on  the  Belden 
claim. 

The  Senate  committee,  on  July  20, 1852,  reported  as  follows: 
"  *  It  would  seem  from  the  proofs  adduced  by  the  petitioners 
that  they  were  fully  warranted  in  importing  said  tobacco  into 
Mexico  under  the  authority  and  by  permission  of  the  military 
authorities  of  the  United  States  in  possession  at  the  time,  as 
is  above  stated ;  that  after  the  peace  the  right  so  to  have  done 
was  recognized  by  the  Mexican  authorities,  and  proper  permits 
and  protection  under  the  provisions  of  the  nineteenth  article  of 
the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo;  notwithstanding  all  which, 
the  tobacco  was  seized  in  the  absence  of  its  owners  and  con- 
fiscated by  a  judicial  decree;  and,  in  addition,  a  heavy  fine  was 
imposed  on  them  by  the  same  tribunal,  to  pay  which  a  large 
stock  of  merchandise  and  other  property  belonging  to  the  peti- 
tioners was  seized,  and  the  whole  terminated  by  an  order  for 
their  arrest  and  imprisonment.^ 

'^  The  committee  closed  their  report  with  an  expression  of  the 
opinion  that  ^a  most  flagrant  violation  of  the  treaty  stipula- 
tions referred  to'  had  been  committed,  and  added: 

"  'But  the  committee  regret  that  they  can  do  no  more  than 
express  this  opinion.  The  claim  is  against  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernmen  t,  not  against  this ;  and  its  prosecution  is  to  be  conducted 
by  the  executive  department  until  a  failure  to  procure  proper 
justice  to  be  done  (should  such  unfortunately  be  the  result) 
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should  devolve  on  Congress  the  duty  of  interi>osing  against 
any  infraction  of  the  treaty  by  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  to 
protect  its  citizens  whose  rights  are  secured  thereby.' 

^^To  the  same  purport  was  another  report  of  the  same  com- 
mittee on  August  3, 1854. 

^'Afterward,  Mexico  having  failed  to  act,  Congress  was  again 
appealed  to,  and  on  February  10, 1855  (10  Stats.  847),  passed 
the  following  act: 

^^^Beit  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  to 
audit  and  settle  an  account  of  the  duties  paid  by  Samuel  A. 
Belden  and  Company  to  the  officers  of  the  United  States 
charged  with  their  collection  in  the  city  of  Matamoras,  in  the 
Republic  of  Mexico,  whilst  that  city  was  in  the  military  pos- 
session of  the  United  States,  u|>on  merchandise,  except  tobacco, 
imported  by  them  into  Matamoras  during  that  period,  which, 
after  the  restoration  of  peace  between  the  two  countries,  they 
were  deprived  of,  either  in  the  form  iu  which  imported,  or  in 
the  proceeds  of  sales,  by  illegal  seizure,  confiscation,  seques- 
tration, or  their  enforced  abandonment  of  the  same  by  the 
judicial  authorities  of  the  Mexican  Government,  and  pay  the 
amount  thus  ascertained  to  the  said  Samuel  A.  Belden  and 
Company  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  upon  the  execution  by  them  of  a  proper  and 
legal  assignment  to  the  United  States  of  all  their  right  to  the 
amount  so  refunded  when  recovered  from  the  Government  of 
Mexico.' 

"  Mr.  Guthrie,  then  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  having  ex- 
amined the  proofs  in  the  case,  assessed  the  amount  of  duties 
ad  valorem  to  be  refunded  to  Belden  &  Company,  on  account 
of  duties  paid  by  them  on  merchandise,  except  tobacco,  at 
$18,347.28.  Thereupon  Belden  &  Company  executed  and  de- 
livered to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  the  following  docu- 
ment: 

"  *  Whereas  it  is  provided  by  an  act  of  Congress,  approved 
on  the  10th  of  February  A.  D.  1855,  entitled  *An  act  tor  the 
relief  of  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.'  [here  follows  the  act  above 
quoted],  and  whereas  the  said  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
through  the  proper  accounting  officers  of  the  Treasury,  has 
audit^  and  settled  the  said  account  of  Samuel  A.  Belden 
&  Co.,  in  part,  to  wit:  For  all  that  portion  of  said  account  in 
which  it  is  satisfactorily  proved  that  the  duties  were  paid  by 
said  Beldeu  &  Co.  to  the  officers  of  the  United  States  charged 
with  their  collection,     •     •     •     and  has  paid  to  the  said 
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Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Go.  the  amount  so  found  due  them,  viz, 
the  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  three  hundred  and  forty-seven 
dollars  and  twenty -eight  cents : 

"  'Now,  therefore,  be  it  known  that  in  the  consideration  of 
the  payment  to  us  of  said  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  three  hun- 
dred and  forty-seven  dollars  and  twenty-eight  cents,  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  we  hereby  assign,  transfer, 
and  set  over  to  the  United  States  all  our  right,  title,  claim, 
and  interests  in  and  to  said  amount  so  refunded  to  us,  so  that 
neither  we,  the  said  iSamuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.,  nor  our  heirs, 
assigns,  or  administrators  shall  claim  or  demand  any  part 
thereof. 

"'In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereto  set  our  hands  this 
27th  day  of  July  A.  D.  1855. 

"'Samuel  A.  Belben  &  Co.' 

"  The  claim  of  Belden  &  Co.  was  submitted  to  the  claims 
commission,  organized  under  the  convention  of  the  4th  of  July 
1868  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  the  commis- 
sioners having  disagreed  was  decided  by  Dr.  Lieber,  the  um- 
pire, in  favor  of  the  claimants.  Upon  this  decision  the  follow- 
ing award  was  made  by  the  commissioners : 

**  *  [Samuel  A.  Belden  &,  Co.  vs.  Mexico.    No.  131  A.  D.] 

"  Wednesday,  July  19^  1871. 

"'The  umpire.  Dr.  Francis  Lieber,  having  decided  that 
claimants  in  this  case  are  entitled  to  an  award,  Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Wadsworth  delivered  the  following  order  and  award  of 
the  commission : 

" '  This  case  having  been  decided  by  the  umpire  and  his 
opinion  returned  to  the  commissioners,  and  it  api)earing  that 
the  claim  had  been  promptly  presented  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  resident  at 
Mexico  (Mr.  Letcher)  and  subsequently  by  Mr.  Conkling: 

" '  It  is  now  ordered  and  awarded  that  the  Government  of 
the  Eepublic  of  Mexico  pay  to  the  United  States  for  and  on 
behalf  of  claimants,  Samuel  A.  Belden  &  Co.,  for  299  bales  of 
tobacco,  the  sumof  $13,154.50,  with  interest  from  the  20th  day 
of  October  1849  at  6  per  cent  per  annum,  and  the  further 
sum  for  goods  seized  and  sold  under  execution  and  loss  attend- 
ing the  same  of  $10,000,  with  interest  from  March  6  1850  in 
the  currency  of  the  United  States,  making  a  total  to  July  1 
1871  of  $53,099.25. 

"'But  as  the  United  States  paid  to  said  Belden  &  Co.,  on 
the  27th  of  July  1855,  on  account  of  their  supposed  losses  the 
sum  of  $18,347.28,  and  took  from  them  an  assignment  in  writ- 
ing of  their  said  chiim  (now  before  us),  which  advance,  with 
interest  after  the  rate  allowed  claimants,  amounts  now  to  ^e 
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total  stim  of  $35,920.81,  nothiDg  in  this  award  is  to  be  con- 
straed  as  preventing  the  United  States  from  retaining  oat 
of  the  gross  sum  awarded  herein  as  due  that  government  on 
said  assignment  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $35,920.81,  paying  to 
Belden  &  Co.  the  balance,  viz,  $17,178.44.'" 

Report  of  Mr.  Bayard,  Secretary  of  State,  to  the  President  June  28 
1886,  S.  :Ex,  Doc.  191,  49  Cong.  1  sess. ;  S.  Rep.  1452,  49  Cong.  1  Bess. 
In  the  proceedings  before  the  mixed  commission,  no  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  Mexico  in  which  the  tobacco  was  condemned  was  pro<lnced  either 
by  the  claimant  or  by  Mexico.  Claimant  swore  that  he  had  a  search  made 
for  them  in  Saltillo,  but  that  they  could  not  be  found.  He  produced 
depositions  to  the  effect  that  they  were  irregular,  and  that  Belden  &  Co. 
were  not  cited  to  bear  judgment  rendered  against  them  prior  to  the  issu- 
ing of  execution.  The  award  of  the  umpire  was  very  brief,  and  did  not 
discuss  any  matter  of  principle. 


CHAPTER  LXVL 

PEIZB  CASES. 

1.  Pbobable  Cause. 

^<  Mr.  Bay»rd,  memorialist,  in  behalf  of  James 
Cweof the "H«^:  j^.^  ^^^  Messrs.  Bethell  &  Crofter,  of  Phila- 
delpbia,  states  that  the  schooner  with  her 
cargo,  bound  from  Port  aa  Prince  to  Philadelphia,  were  cap- 
tared  on  the  30th  Jaly  A.  D.  1793  and  sent  into  New  Provi- 
dence, and  restored  by  the  decree  of  the  vice-admiralty  court 
25th  March  1794  without  allowance  of  costs  and  damage, 
demurrage,  or  expenses;  that  the  decree  of  the  lords  commis- 
sioners of  appeal,  bearing  date  on  the  27th  February  1796, 
affirmed  the  sentence  of  the  vice  admiralty;  that  the  property 
belongs  to  the  claimants,  who  are  citizens  of  the  United  States 
of  America;  that  the  voyage  was  conformable  to  the  law  of 
nations,  and  no  act  has  been  done  whereby  their  right  to  costs 
was  forfeited. 

^<Mr.  Gostling  in  answer  states:  'That,  amongst  other  cir- 
cumstances appearing  in  evidence  is  the  fact  of  papers  being 
thrown  overboard,  a  fact  incapable  of  any  satisfactory  expla- 
nation, and  inconsistent  in  its  own  nature  with  a  claim  of  costs 
and  damages.' 

"The  ship's  papers  and  those  relating  to  the  cargo  were  full, 
complete,  and  general.  They  not  only  respected  the  voyage 
to,  but  also  that  from,  Philadelphia.  The  latter  papers,  with 
the  letters  of  the  French  merchants  who  loaded  the  schooner, 
abundantly  confirmed  the  evidence  derived  from  the  docu- 
ments, which  declared  the  property  of  vessel  and  cargo  at  the 
time  of  capture.  The  depositions  of  the  witnesses,  viz,  the 
captain,  supercargo,  two  of  the  sailors,  and  a  French  passen- 
ger, corroborated  the  evidence  of  the  papers.  The  fact  of  the 
vessel  and  cargo  being  as  claimed  is  still  further  confirmed  by 
the  extraordinary  means  taken  by  the  captors  to  prove  it 
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French,  and  these  means  failing,  for  it  is  in  proof  that  Oaptain 
Moolden,  the  commander  of  the  privateer  who  made  the  cap- 
tore,  offered  one  of  the  sailors  of  the  Nancy  $250  if  he  would 
swear  there  was  French  property  on  board. 

"The  captain  of  the  Nancy  threw  some  papers  overboard 
which  he  received  in  Port  an  Prince  to  be  put  in  the  post-office 
in  Philadelphia.  He  swears  that  the  address  on  the  letters 
was  in  French,  but,  as  he  can  not  read  that  language,  he  knows 
not  to  whom  they  were  directed,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  or  anyone  on  board  kuew  the  contents.  The  supercargo 
gives  the  same  account  of  throwing  the  letters  overboard,  and 
says  the  reason  for  doing  so  was  Hhat,  as  they  were  in  French, 
and  he  supposed  the  privateer  had  no  linguist  on  board,  they 
might  be  the  cause  of  his  detention.'  One  of  the -witnesses,  a 
Scotch  boy,  swears  that  papers  were  floatiug  in  the  sea;  prob- 
ably these  were  the  same  that  the  captain  had  thrown  over- 
board. Captain  Moulden  desired  one  of  his  ofQcers  to  go  in  a 
boat  and  pick  them  up,  but  he  did  not. 

^'The  only  circumstance  that  can  raise  a  doubt  in  the  present 
case  as  to  the  claim  of  the  memorialist  is  that  of  throwing 
several  letters  overboard.  In  pursuance  of  that  good  faith 
required  by  the  law  of  nations,  the  vessel  is  to  be  provided 
with  complete  and  genuine  papers,  to  discover  whether  the 
property  belongs  to  friend  or  enemy.  The  belligerent  having 
a  right  to  the  property  of  an  enemy,  though  on  board  the  ves- 
sel of  a  neutral,  the  neutral  is  not  justified  in  concealing  or 
destroying  the  evidence  that  shall  so  designate  it.  If  he  does 
either,  he  interferes  with  the  acknowledged  right  of  the  bellig- 
erent. But  if  the  neutral  has  on  board  his  vessel  complete  and 
genuine  pax)ers  which  speak  clearly  as  to  the  property,  he  con- 
ducts himself  conformably  to  the  law  of  nations,  and  as  he 
interferes  with  no  right  of  the  belligerent  in  destroying  papers 
that  do  not  relate  to  vessel  and  cargo,  I  see  no  just  reason  why 
he  should  be  put  to  trouble  and  expense  for  such  an  act.  It. 
impairs  no  rights  of  nor  is  inconsistent  with  any  duties  due 
from  him  to  the  belligerent;  yet  there  are  cases  where  the 
destruction  of  papers,  though  totally  irrelevant  to  the  vessel 
and  cargo,  may  justly  lead  to  suspicions  that  the  papers  so 
destroyed  contained  evidence  of  the  property  being  enemy% 
or  were  of  such  a  nature  as  to  detract  from  the  apparent  weight 
and  authenticity  of  the  remaining  papers.  In  such  a  case,  the 
neutral  is  bound  to  remove  that  suspicion,  and  whatever  loss  or 
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expense  is  neoessaiily  incurred  in  rendering  tbe  evidence  free 
from  the  clond  tbrown  thns  upon  it  ought  to  be  at  the  proper 
charge  of  him  whose  conduct  has  raised  the  doubt.  When- 
evei*  suspicions,  thus  excited,  are  satisfactorily  removed,  any 
further  detention  becomes  unjust  and  an  injury  to  the  detained. 

*^  It  is  doubtful,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  transac- 
tion and  the  means  the  captor  had  of  x)osseRsing  himself  of 
the  papers  thrown  into  the  sea,  whether  the  fact  was  not  satis- 
factorily explained  at  the  time  of  the  capture.  However  this 
may  have  been,  there  could  re:fuair  no  doubt  after  the  prepar- 
atory examination  of  the  captain,  supercargo,  and  crew  under 
oath.  Their  testimony  was  positive  as  to  the  property  being 
as  declared  in  the  papers,  and  refuted  every  sns[)icion  that 
those  destroyed  had  any  relation  to  this  vessel  and  cargo. 

^^  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  claimants  are  entitled 
to  comi)en8ation  for  the  loss  they  have  sustained  by  being 
obliged  to  pay  any  costs  either  of  their  own  or  the  captors 
after  the  decree  of  the  vice-admiralty  court  of  the  13th  Sep- 
tember A.  D.  1793,  and  also  for  all  loss  and  damage  which 
they  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  detention  of  vessel  and 
cargo  after  that  day.'^ 

Qore,  oommissioner,  case  of  the  Xancyf  Florence,  master,  Article  VII. 
of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November 
19, 1794. 

•^Bayard,  memorialist,  in  behalf  of  Wm. 
Case  of  the  "Bally"  Pierce  Johnson,  Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and 

SrSi^^**^'*^*''  Elias  Hunt,  and  E.  Choate,  the  master,  states 
that  vessel  and  cargo  were  captured  on  the 
24th  November  1793  by  the  private  ship  of  war  Brilliant  while 
on  a  voyage  from  Boston  to  Amsterdam ;  that  vessel  and  cargo 
were  restored  by  decree  of  the  high  court  of  admiralty,  but 
without  allowance  for  costs,  damages,  demurrage,  and  expen- 
ses; that  on  the  7th  May  179G  the  lords  commissioners  aflirmed 
the  sentence  of  the  admiralty,  and  further  condemned  the 
claimants  to  pay  the  costs  of  appeal;  that  the  voyage  was 
conformable  to  the  laws  of  nations,  and  vessel  and  cargo  be- 
longed solely  to  the  claimants,  who  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States;  that  neither  master  nor  owners  had  done  any  act 
whereby  their  right  to  demurrage,  costs,  and  expenses  was 
forfeited,  and  suggests lEts  a  reason  for  the  decision  of  the  lords 
certain  orders  of  His  Brittanio  Majesty  authorizing  the 
capture. 
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^^ Goatling  states  in  answer:  That  there  were  no  bills  of  lad- 
ing on  board,  a  defect  the  more  remarkable,  as  the  letter  of 
instrnctions  from  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  part  of  the  cargo 
expressly  referred  to  bills  of  lading;  that  the  accounts  of  the 
destination  of  the  ship  are  contradictory;  that,  on  a  consid- 
eration of  those  and  other  circumstances,  the  judge  was  of 
opinion  that  a  simple  restitution  was  the  whole  of  what  was 
due,  and  that  the  lords  commissioners  were  of  opinion  that  the 
appeal  of  the  claimant  was  vexatious  and  oppressive. 

^^  It  appears  from  the  concurrent  testimony  of  all  the  papers 
found  on  board  at  the  time  of  capture,  the  declaration  of 
the  master  and  seamen,  that  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  at 
that  time  the  property  of  the  claimants,  and  that  they  were 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  All  this  was  manifest  from  the 
evidence  shown  to  the  captors  on  their  coming  aboard,  and  it 
is  not  pretended  that  the  voyage  was  not  legal,  whether  to 
Bordeaux  or  Amsterdam,  or  that  anything  excited  suspicions 
that  the  property  was  other  than  as  declared,  or  that  the 
transaction  was  not  honest  and  fair. 

"The  evidence  of  the  articles  of  cargo  and  [of  the  persons] 
to  whom  it  belonged  consisted  of  papers  denominated  instruc- 
tions and  invoices,  wherein  the  articles  were  not  only  particu- 
larly specified,  which  is  not  ordinarily  the  case  in  a  bill  of 
lading,  but  every  material  fact  contained  in  a  bill  of  lading 
was  also  stated,  viz,  by  whom  and  on  whode  account  and  risque 
the  goods  were  shipped,  the  freight  to  be  paid  for  those  which 
did  not  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  ship,  the  place  from  and 
to  which  they  were  bound,  the  person  to  whom  consigned,  and 
the  compensation  to  be  made  to  the  captain. 

"  It  is  true  that  in  the  instructions  from  the  owners  of  the 
ship  to  the  captain  they  say:  *  You  having  sundry  goods  and 
merchandise  as  per  invoice  on  our  account  and  risque,  as  also 
some  freight,  the  whole  consigned  to  you,  you  are  to  dispose  of 
the  whole,  taking  your  freight  agreeable  to  bill  of  lading.' 
The  paper  to  which  they  refer  had  all  the  essential  qualities  of 
a  bill  of  lading,  as  the  captain  was  the  consignee,  and  espe- 
cially contained  the  rate  of  freight,  the  object  in  which  alone 
they  were  interested  and  to  which  they  referred.  It  afforded 
all  the  evidences  of  property  that  are  in  a  bill  of  lading  in 
common  form ;  it  contained  every  obligation  on  either  of  the 
parties  relative  to  this  property,  and,  from  a  copy  of  the  re- 
ceipt signed  by  the  captain  on  the  back,  it  is  evident  that  the 
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shippers  retained  one  as  their  security  against  him.  From  the 
relation  of  the  parties  it  necessarily  included  more  than  a  bill 
of  lading  generally  does,  inasmuch  as  the  captain  was  the  con- 
signee, and  it  referred  to  a  ftiture  voyage  to  be  made  with  the 
proceeds  of  tliese  articles. 

<<  Surely  there  is  nothing  in  these  papers,  or  calling  the  last, 
by  the  shipowners,  a  bill  of  lading,  especially  in  the  sense  to 
which  they  alluded,  that  could  raise  a  suspicion  to  warrant  the 
capture  or  detention  of  this  vessel  and  cargo. 

^^I  know  of  no  law  of  nations  that  renders  it  necessary  to 
the  safety  of  neutral  property  that  there  be  a  bill  of  lading  in  the 
vessel,  either  according  as  the  terms  are  generally  understood, 
or  according  to  the  particular  character  of  such  a  document  in 
any  one  nation.  It  is  sufficient,  in  my  opinion,  if  there  be  evi- 
dence accompanying  the  cargo,  which  shows  explicitly  to 
whom  it  belongs  and  so  as  to  leave  no  just  suspicion  on  the 
mind  of  a  belligerent  whether  it  be  the  property  of  a  friend  or 
enemy. 

<'  In  the  celebrated  reply  of  Lords  Mansfield  and  others  to 
the  Prussian  memorial  in  1756,  <  it  is  said  the  law  of  nations 
requires  good  faith;  therefore  every  ship  must  be  provided 
with  complete  and  genuine  papers,  and  the  master  at  least 
should  be  privy  to  the  truth  of  the  transaction.  To  enforce 
these  rules,  if  there  be  false  or  colorable  papers,  if  any  be 
thrown  overboard,  if  the  master  and  officers  grossly  prevaricate, 
if  proper  ship's  papers  are  not  on  board,  or  if  the  master  and 
crew  can  not  say  whether  tha  ship  or  cargo  be  the  property  of 
a  friend  or  enemy,  the  law  of  nations  allows,  according  to 
different  circumstances,  etc.,  costs  to  be  paid  or  not  to  be  re- 
ceived in  case  of  acquittal.' 

"Here  is  no  particular  specification  of  what  papers  are  in- 
dispensably necessary,  but,  in  pursuance  of  that  good  faith 
required  by  the  law  of  nations,  tbe  papers  shall  be  genuine 
and  complete,  and  the  master  shall  be  able  to  satisfy  the  bel- 
ligerent whether  the  ship  and  cargo  be  the  property  of  a  friend 
or  enemy. 

"  The  Government  of  France  has  always  been  uncommonly 
rigid  in  lequiring  plenary  and  minute  proof  of  property  on 
board  ships  in  times  of  war.  Tbe  edicts  of  Louis  XIV.  on  this 
subject  have  been  extremely  severe,  and  in  many  instances 
unsupported  by  the  law  or  practice  of  nations;  but  even  these 
do  not  extend  so  far  as  to  re(iuire  bills  of  lading  and  invoices. 
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The  French  ordonnance  renders  it  necessary  that  there  be  on 
board  a  charter  party,  bills  of  lading,  or  invoices.  According 
to  Yalin's  Commentary  on  this  ordoonance,  the  words  are  to  be 
construed  disjunctively  and  not  collectively,  and,  if  either  be 
on  board  indicating  the  property,  it  is  safficient.  What  is  not 
declared  in  such  papers  shsdl  be  good  prize,  while  all  the  rest 
shall  be  released. 

"  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  the  present  case  the  papers  on 
board  were  genuine  and  complete,  both  as  to  vessel  and  cargo; 
that  the  capture  was  illegal  and  irregular,  and  that  the  claim- 
ants are  entitled  to  full  compensation  from  the  British  Govern- 
ment for  the  loss  and  damage  they  have  sustained  by  reason 
of  such  capture.'' 

Gore,  commissioner,  March  13,  1797,  case  of  the  Sally,  Choate,  master. 
Article  VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of 
November  19,  1794. 

^^  £  am  of  opinion,  1st,  that  the  claimants  are 
Gate  of  the  "  8aUy,»'  entitled  to  the  costs  below,  to  damages,  and 

»*Piil^"**^**'  demurrage;  2nd,  that  they  are  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  appeal  and  to  be  reimbursed  such  costs 
as  were  adjudged  against  them  to  the  captors. 

"There  was  no  probable  cause  of  seizure  or  detention. 

"  The  orders  of  the  6th  iN'ovember  1793,  relied  upon  in  the 
respondent's  printed  case,  might  have  excused  the  captor  in  a 
controversy  between  him  and  the  claimants,  bat  can  have  no 
weight  in  a  question  between  the  claimants  and  the  British 
Government  under  the  treaty.  The  complaint  is  now  to  be 
considered  independent  of  those  orders. 

"According  to  Vattel  credit  should  have  been  given  to  the 
ship's  papers  produced  by  the  neutral  master  at  the  time  of 
the  capture  uriless  any  fraud  appeared  in  them  or  there  were 
very  good  reasons  for  suspecting  thsir  validity. 

"  1st.  The  ship's  papers  upon  the  face  of  them  bore  no  marks 
of  iraud  and  afforded  no  reason  at  all  to  justify  a  doubt  of  their 
validity  and  fairness.  The  want  of  formal  bills  of  lading  could 
not  affect  their  credit,  as  there  were  papers  on  board  in  sub- 
stance equivalent  to  them. 

"Invoices  to  which  the  master's  acknowledgments  were  sub- 
joined, stating  explicitly  for  whose  account  the  goods  were 
shipped  and  engaging  to  follow  the  shipper's  instructions  by 
which  they  were  accompanied,  and  to  which  they  refer,  an- 
swered every  object  for  which  bills  of  lading  are  calculated. 

"The  invoices^  acknowledgments,  and  instructions  taken 
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together  formed  a  body  of  clear  and  nnequivocal  evidence  of 
the  ownership  of  the  cargo,  its  place  of  destination,  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  consigned,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  pro- 
ceeds were  to  be  disx>08ed  of.  Bills  of  lading  conld  not  have 
done  more  nor  indeed  so  much,  and,  if  in  point  of  information 
they  conld  at  most  have  been  barely  equal  to  those  documents, 
in  point  of  law  they  conld  not  in  any  respect  lay  claim  to 
superior  efficacy. 

Indeed,  as  the  whole  cargo  was  consigned  to  the  master  on 
board,  the  manner  in  which  it  was  documented  was  better 
suited  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction  than  bills  of  lading  in 
the  customary  form.  An  engagement  on  the  part  of  the  master 
to  deliver  the  cargo  to  himself  upon  his  arrival  in  port  conld 
hardly  be  so  proper  as  an  engagement  to  follow  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  consignors  either  indorsed  upon  or  accompanying 
the  invoices. 

^^  It  is  alleged  in  the  printed  case  of  the  respondents  that 
there  is  in  this  respect  an  irreconcilable  inconsistency  between 
the  letter  of  instructions  from  the  shipowners  to  the  master 
and  the  other  papers  relative  to  the  cargo.  It  is  true  that  this 
letter  does  direct  the  master  to  take  his  freight  for  goods  not 
shipped  on  their  account  according  to  bills  of  lading^  but  it  is 
so  obvious  that  this  was  mere  inaccuracy  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
mentioned  as  a  rational  ground  of  suspicion.  The  instructions 
of  those  who  shipped  the  goods  on  freight  prove  unanswerably 
that  there  was  no  bill  of  lading  signed  for  them,  for  they  refer 
to  an  invoice  and  to  that  only,  which  invoice,  having  the 
master's  acknowledgment  and  engagement  as  above  stated 
subjoined,  together  with  the  freighters'  instructions  therein 
referred  to  indorsed,  was  to  every  purpose  of  law  or  explicit- 
ness  equal  to  a  bill  of  lading,  and  might  well  have  been  called 
so  by  the  shipowners  (putting  inadvertence  out  of  the  ques- 
tion) without  hazarding  the  credit  of  the  ship's  papers  with 
those  who  should  be  disposed  to  place  upon  them  a  just  and 
liberal  construction. 

"  But  surely  if  a  bill  of  lading  was  puri>osely  omitted  with 
dishonest  views,  the  same  views  would  have  induced  the  ship- 
owners to  say  nothing  about  bills  of  lading  in  their  instruc- 
tions to  the  master  which,  doubtless,  were  not  intended  for 
concealment.  If  bills  of  lading  were  actually  signed,  but 
meant  to  be  concealed  from  British  or  other  cruisers  for  fraud- 
ulent purposes,  it  was  the  perfection  of  stupidity  to  refer  to 
them  in  that  very  paper  which  was  sure  to  come  under  the 
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inspection  of  those  against  whom  the  fraad  was  meditated. 
If  it  was  designed  to  carry  on  a  frand  by  means  of  showing 
false  papers  and  concealing  trne  ones,  what  reason  can  be 
imagined  why  the  master  should  not  have  signed  and  taken 
with  him  false  hills  of  lading  as  well  as  receive  on  board  as 
instruments  of  deception /a^6  and  colorable  invoices^  to  which 
he  made  himself  a  party  as  effectually  as  he  could  be  to  bills 
of  lading?  There  can  be  no  reason  unless  we  suppose  that 
fraud  consults  form  in  w'hat  it  intends  to  keep  out  of  sight,  but 
neglects  it  altogether  in  what  it  fabricates  as  the  only  means 
of  imposition ;  that  it  is  scrupulously  technical  when  it  is  of  no 
use  to  be  so,  but  is  slovenly  and  negligent  when  its  own  object 
prescribes  to  it  a  nice  attention  to  regularity  and  accuracy. 
He  who  adopts  such  a  supposition  must  reject  all  experience. 
In  short,  this  objection  appears  to  be  manifestly  captious. 

*'  It  is  further  objected  by  Mr,  Gostling  that  the  master's 
pretence  of  the  vessel's  destination  from  Rochelle  to  Amster- 
dam is  contradicted  by  the  letter  of  instructions  from  the  ship- 
owners, etc.  If  we  are  to  take  the  letter  of  instructions  without 
the  postscript  under  the  same  date  this  allegation  is  true. 
But  why  it  is  that  we  are  to  reject  the  postscript  (which 
expressly  authorizes  the  destination  to  Amsterdam)  it  would 
have  been  well  for  the  objector  to  have  explained. 

<^  2d.  If  (as  I  hold  to  be  most  clear)  the  papers  on  board 
were  free  from  any  imputation  upon  the  face  of  them,  it  is  to 
be  considered  whether  the  preparatory  examinations  furnished 
anything  upon  which  to  impeach  them. 

^^The  law  of  nations  requires  that  a  belligerent  making 
prize  of  a  neutral  in  the  teeth  of  proper  written  documents 
shall  have  very  good  reasons  for  his  conduct.  The  reason  in 
this  case  (even  admitting  it  to  have  been  known  to  the  captor 
at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  which  is  not  at  all  likely)  was  simply 
that  Anduze,  a  Frenchman,  who  happened  to  be,  among  others 
of  his  countrymen,  a  passenger  on  board  the  Sally  from 
America  to  France,  did  not  as  the  others  did  leave  the  ship  at 
Bochelle,  but  was  proceeding  in  her  to  Amsterdam.  That  he 
had  no  interest  in  or  control  over  the  cargo  appeared  from  the 
ship's  papers,  and  if  the  captor  made  any  inquiries  on  the  sub- 
ject (without  which  he  could  have  known  nothing  of  this 
alleged  probable  cause)  it  must  also  have  appeared  from  the 
declarations  of  the  master,  mate,  and  Anduze. 

"  It  was,  however,  possible  that,    notwithstanding    these 
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papers  and  declaratioDSy  Anduze  might  be  interested  in  the  ship 
or  cargo  or  both,  and  if  the  possibility  of  snch  an  interest  be  a 
very  good  rewon  for  distrusting  the  papers,  etc.,  then  and  then 
only  had  the  captor  probable  caase  of  seizure  on  this  occasion. 
But  possibility  is  not  probable  cause.  There  must  be  an 
apparently  well  founded  presumption.  The  presumption  here 
relied  upon  was  that  Anduze  would  have  landed  at  Bochelle, 
if  interest  had  not  attached  him  to  the  ship;  but  this  was 
an  arbitrary  and  fanciM  presumption — a  mere  surmise  rested 
upon  the  selection  of  one  motive  out  of  many,  all  of  them 
equally,  and  some  infinitely,  more  probable. 

^^Anduze  had  for  many  years  been  an  inhabitant  of  America 
and  the  West  Indies,  and,  of  course,  had  been  in  no  situation 
to  calculate  with  certainty  how  far  a  residence  in  France  would 
suit  his  views  in  life,  his  political  opinions,  or  the  part  he 
might  have  acted  previous  to  his  arrival.  It  was  not  practi- 
cable for  him  even  to  ascertain  whether  he  could  be  in  safety 
there  dnnng  that  turbulent  era  of  the  Bevolutloa.  At  Bochelle 
he  might  be  enabled  to  make  this  estimate  more  conclusively, 
and  the  result  maybe  supposed  to- have  been  a  conviction 
that  it  would  be  more  prudent  to  go  on  to  Holland.  Bochelle, 
too,  was  at  that  time  in  a  state  of  much  disturbance,  as  appears 
by  the  proof,  and  this  might  have  influenced  him  to  prefer 
proceeding  with  the  vessel.  In  short,  without  enumerating 
them,  it  must  be  evident  that  various  causes,  in  no  shape  con- 
nected with  the  Sally  or  her  cargo,  might  have  induced  him  to 
reimbark,  and  as  the  fact  was  thus  fairly  attributable  to  so 
many  strong  and  probable  reasons,  consistent  with  the  ship's 
papers  and  the  declarations  of  the  captured,  if  the  captor 
would  persist  in  carrying  the  vessel  into  port  upon  mere  possi- 
bility and  surmise  to  the  contrary,  he  did  it  at  the  peril  of  in- 
demnifying the  neutral  if  his  surmise  should  turn  out  to  be 
groundless. 

<^  In  taking  Anduze  to  Amsterdam  the  neutral  master  was 
doing  a  perfectly  innocent  act,  and  it  would  be  strange  if  the 
consequence  of  this  innocent  act  should  be  to  subject  him  to 
the  heavy  loss  he  has  incurred,  although  he  had  taken  every 
precaution  to  manifest  the  neutrality  of  ship  and  cargo  which 
could  be  supposed  to  be  necessary.  If  such  doctrine  be  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  nations,  it  will  be  impossible  for  a  neutral  to 
provide  for  his  security.  Let  his  vessel  and  goods  be  documented 
how  they  may,  let  his  conduct  be  ever  so  unexceptionable, 
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some  solitary  conjecture  may  always  be  conjured  up  a^inst 
him  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  ruin  all  his  prospects  and  com- 
pel him  besides  to  sacrifice  his  time  and  money  in  an  admiralty 
contest  by  which  everything  is  to  be  lost  and  nothing  to  be 
gained.  I,  for  one,  think  better  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion  that  when  Sir  James  Marriott  pro- 
nounced for  restitution  he  should  have  granted  to  the  claimants 
costs,  damages,  and  demurrage,  unless  he  was  restrained  by 
the  orders  of  the  6th  November  1793,  which,  however  they 
might  have  bound  him,  are  no  rule  for  us;  and,  further,  that 
as  the  claimants  were  obviously  aggrieved  by  his  refusal  to 
grant  these  costs,  &c.,  and  were  compelled  to  carry  their  case 
before  the  lords  for  redress,  the  expenses  attending  or  conse- 
quent upon  the  appeal  are  due  to  them  from  the  British 
Government 

Pinkney^  commissioner,  July  13;  1797,  case  of  the  Sally,  Choate,  master ; 
Article  VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  No- 
vember 19,  1797. 

It  having  been  decided  that  there  was  not  probable  cause  for  the  seizure 
discussed  in  the  foregoing  opi];iion,  the  case  was  referred  to  the  merchants 
''to  asbertain  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  owners  of  the  said  vessel 
by  way  of  damages  which  the  board  has  adjudged  to  be  due  to  them  from 
the  day  of  her  capture  to  the  time  of  her  discharge,  and  also  for  the  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  said  vessel  while  in  the  custody 
of  her  captors,  and  also  for  such  expenses  as  were  necessarily  incurred  by 
the  said  owners  by  reason  of  the  detention  of  the  said  vessel  and  her  cargo 
(not  including  costs),  and  alno  to  ascertain  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
to  the  respective  owners  of  the  cargo,  laden  on  board  the  said  vessel,  for 
the  detention  thereof  from  the  day  of  the  capture  to  the  time  of  the  dis- 
charge, and  also  to  ascertain  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  claimants 
for  the  costs  by  them  incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  their  claim  before  the 
admiralty  and  the  lords  of  appeal,  and  they  are  to  make  report  of  their 
proceedings  herein." 

The  records  of  the  commission  disclose  further  proceedings  in  the  case 
as  follows: 

"  London,  the  thirteenth  day  of  April  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
ninety- seven. 

"At  a  board  of  commissioners  appointed  and  qualified  and  constituted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  amity, 
commerce,  and  navigation,  between  His  Britannic  Majesty  and  the  United 
States  of  America. 

"  Present,  John  Trumbull,  esq'r,  fifth  commissioner. 

''John  NichoU,  L.  L.  D.,  John  AuHtey,  eHq'r,  commissioners  named  on  the 
part  of  His  Britannic  Majesty. 

"Christopher  Gore,  esq'r,  William  Pinkney,  esq'r,  commissioners  on  the 
part  of  the  said  United  States. 

'^  Sally,  Ebenezer  Choate,  master. 
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"  In  the  case  of  the  olaim  preferred  by  Samael  Bayard,  esqnire,  agent  for 
the  United  States  of  America,  on  behalf  of  William  Pierce  Johnson, 
Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and  Eltas  Hunt,  and  the  said  Ebenezer  Choate, 
described  in  the  memorial  of  the  said  Samuel  Bayard  as  citizens  of  the 
United  Statea  of  America,  stating — 

*' '  That  on  the  twenty-foorth  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thoasabd  seven  hundred  and  ninety -three,  and  during  the  course  of 
the  war  in  which  His  Britannic  Majesty  was  engaged  at  the  time  of  ex- 
changing the  ratifications  of  the  said  treaty  the  said  ship  and  cargo  were 
illegally  and  irregularly  captured  by  Louis  Kousel,  commander  of  the 
private  ship  of  war  the  Brilliant,  while  in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage 
from  Boston  to  Amsterdam,  and  that  the  said  ship  and  cargo  were  pro- 
oeeded  against  in  the  high  court  of  admiralty,  and  by  sentence  of  the 
said  court  ordered  to  be  returned  to  the  claimants  and  owners,  but  with- 
out any  allowance  for  costs,  damages,  demurrage,  and  expenses,  from 
which  sentence  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  before  the  lords  commissioners 
of  appeal,  who,  on  the  seventh  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  niuety-six,  affirmed  the  said  sentence  and 
further  condemned  the  said  claimants  to  pay  the  costs  of  appeal,  from  all 
which  the  said  claimants  have  sustained  loss  and  damage  to  the  amount 
of  two  thousand  pounds  sterling. 

'"That  the  owner  of  thcBaid  vessel  and  cargo  were  at  tlie  time  of  the 
capture  and  still  continue  to  be  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
said  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  said  capture  was  engaged  in  a  fair  and  legal 
trade,  and  that  neither  the  owners  nor  master  of  the  said  vessel  had  done 
any  act  that  could  operate  as  a  forfeituie  of  their  rights  to  costs,  damages, 
demurrage,  and  expenses  arising  from  the  capture  aforesaid. 

*'  'And  therefore  praying  that,  InaHinuch  as  from  the  circumstances  so  as 
aforesaid  belonging  to  the  said  case  of  the  said  claimants  they  could  not 
at  the  time  of  exchanging  the  ratifications  of  the  said  treaty,  nor  at  any 
time  since  and  can  not  now  actually  obtain  ade<]uate  compensation  for  the 
loss  and  damage  so  sustained  as  aforesaid  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice, 
and  inasmuch  as  the  said  loss  and  damage  have  not  been  occasioned  by  the 
manifest  delay  and  negligence  or  willful  omission  of  the  said  claimants, 
the  board  would  examine  the  justice  and  merits  of  the  said  case,  and,  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  in  that  behalf  made  in  the  seventh  article  of  the 
said  treaty,  award  full  and  complete  compensation  to  the  said  claimants,  to 
be  paid  to  them  by  the  British  Government  under  such  releases  and 
assignments  as  by  the  said  board  should  be  directed/ 

"  London,  ISth  day  of  ApHl  1797. 

"  The  board  having  duly  considered  the  said  memorial,  as  also  the  writ- 
ten objections  of  Nathaniel  Gostling,  es4|uire,  the  agent  appointed  by  the 
British  Government  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  together  with  all  the  deposi- 
tions, proofs,  and  vouchers  laid  before  the  board  in  the  course  of  the  in- 
vestigation by  them  made  of  all  the  circumstances  in  evidence  upon  the 
merits  of  this  claim,  do  decide  and  award  as  follows,  viz : 

"That  the  complainants  in  the  said  memorial  named,  viz:  William 
Pierce  Johnson,  Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and  Elias  Hunt,  and  Ebenezer 
Choate,  are  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  the  seventh  article  of  the  said 
treaty  to  have  and  receive  of  the  British  Government  full  and  complete 
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compensation  for  the  losses  and  damages  so  by  them  alleged  to  have  been 
sostained  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same  having  been  dnly  ascertained  to 
amount  to  the  snm  of  one  thousand  one  hundred  and  eighty-nine  poands 
and  eight  pence  three  farthings  sterling  money  of  Great  Britain. 

''The  board  do  adjudge  and  award,  and  it  is  hereby  awarded  aocord- 
ingly,  that  the  said  sum  of  one  thousand  one  hundred  and  eighty-nine 
pounds  and  eight  pence  three  farthings  be  paid  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment, according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  article,  at  His  Miyesty's 
treasury  on  Saturday,  the  first  day  of  July  next,  unto  Samuel  Bayard,  the 
memorialist  and  claimant,  on  behalf  of  the  said  complainants,  William 
Pierce  Johnson,  Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and  Elias  Hunt,  and  Ebenezer 
Choate,  or  his  assigns,  to  the  sole  use  of  the  said  William  Pierce  Johnson, 
Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and  Elias  Hunt,  and  Ebenezer  Choate,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 

''And  the  board  do  further  award  that  the  said  Samuel  Bayard  or  his 
assigns  shall  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  said  sum  of  one  thousand  one 
hundred  and  oighty-nine  pounds  and  eight  pence  three  farthings  at  his 
said  M^esty'8  said  office  of  treasury,  actually  sign  and  deliver  to  the  per- 
son making  the  said  payment  on  behalf  of  the  British  Government  an 
acquittal  and  release  in  the  form  following,  viz  *■ : 

"  I, ,  agent  of  the  United  States ,  do  hereby  acknowl- 
edge to  have  received  of  and  from  the  British  Government,  for  the  use  of 
William  Pierce  Johnson,  Phillip  Johnson,  Zebidia  and  Elias  Hunt,  and 
Ebenezer  Choate,  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  their  executors  and  administrators,  the  sum  of  one  thousand  one 
hundred  and  eighty-nine  pounds  eight  pence  three  farthings  sterling 
money  of  Great  Britain,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  like  sum  mentioned  in 
an  award  made  at  London  on  the  thirteenth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  ninety-seven,  in  the  case  of  the 
ship  Sally,  Ebenezer  Choate,  master,  by  the  board  of  commissioners  ap- 
pointed in  pursuance  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  commerce,  and  navigation 
between  His  Britannic  Majesty  and  the  United  States  of  America,  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  of  the  said  award  and  in  fiill  satisfaction  of  the  capture 
or  condemnation  in  the  said  award  mentioned. 

"  London,  ISth  day  of  April  1797. 
"  We  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  was  the  final  decision  and 
award  made  at  London  this  thirteenth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  oar 
Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  ninety-seven,  by  a  majority  of  us, 
the  commissioners  aforesaid  in  the  said  case  of  the  Sally,  Ebenezer  Choate 
master. 

''In  testimony  whereof  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  seals  at 
London  this  thirteenth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  ninety-seven. 

"Jno.  Trumbull,  [l.8.] 
*'Jno.  Nicholl.  [l.  8.] 
"John  Anstby.     [l.8.] 

"C.   GORK.  [L.S.] 

"Wm.  Pinknky.     [L.S.] 
"At  the  same  time  the  board  prepared  and  executed  a  certificate  of  the 
foregoing  award  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  by  the  memorialist  in  de- 
manding at  His  Majesty's  treasury  the  payment  of  the  sum  awarded. 
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"  Ordered, 

'*  That  whenever  a  certificate  of  an  award  shall  be  given  to  any  person 
entitled  to  receive  the  same,  the  secretary  shall  require  from  sach  person 
to  sign  in  the  minntes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  day  an  acknowledgment 
that  he  has  received  the  same. 

"  Ordered, 

**  That  the  secretary  do  apprize  Mr.  Long,  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury for  the  time  being,  for  the  information  of  the  lords  commissioners  of 
His  Majesty's  treasury,  of  all  sums  awarded  by  the  board  to  be  paid  by 
the  British  Government,  and  also  of  the  time  when  such  sums  are  to  be 
paid/' 

Journal  of  the  commission  under  Article  YII.  of  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November  19,  1794,  MSB.  Dept.  of 
State. 

Memorial  by  Samuel  Bayard,  in  behalf  of 

^.     J*w   i^  '  Isaac  Clasoii  and  Gideon  Gardner,  owners  of 
OpinioiL  of  MX,  Gore.  ' 

said  ship  and  cargo,  states: 

<^  That  the  brigantine  and  cargo  were  captured  by  the  private 
ships  of  war  the  Beaulieu  and  the  AgneSy  on  a  voyage  from 
Guadaloupe  to  New  York  on  the  2nd  December  1793.  Vessel, 
etc.,  were  carried  into  St.  Christophers,  and  detained  until  2nd 
April  1794,  when  the  same  were  acquitted  and  ordered  to  be 
restored  as  neutral  x)roperty,  damages  and  costs  refused,  and 
the  claimants  ordered  to  pay  costs  to  the  captors.  Both  parties 
appealed  from  this  sentence.  The  claimants  from  that  part 
which  disallowed  them  costs,  etc.,  and  ordered  them  to  pay 
costs  to  captors.  The  captors,  ft*om  so  much  as  ordered  the 
vessel  and  cargo  to  be  restored.  The  captors  took  out  no  inhibi- 
tion, nor  proceeded  in  any  wise  to  prosecute  their  appeal.  The 
claimants  duly  prosecuted  the  appeal  made  by  them  until  the 
captors  were  obliged  to  appear  thereto,  and  the  same  was  ready 
to  be  set  down  for  hearing;  when  their  lordships  decided 
that  from  the  6th  November  1793  until  notice  of  an  instruction 
of  His  Britannic  Majesty  to  commanders  of  war,  etc.,  dated 
Jany  8,  1794,  captors  were  justified  in  seizing,  prosecuting, 
and  bringing  to  judgment  the  vessels  of  neutrals,  with  their 
cargoes  consisting  of  the  produce  of  the  French  colonies, 
although  at  the  time  of  the  capture  such  captors  were  not 
apprised  of  His  Majesty's  order  of  the  6th  November  1793,  and 
that  even  in  cases  where,  pending  the  prosecution  of  such 
vessels  and  cargo,  such  captors  had  notice  of  said  instruction 
of  January  8,  and  that  persons  who  brought  forward  ap- 
peals under  such  circumstances  should  pay  costs  to  the  re- 
spondents; whereujwn  the  claimants  found  it  necessary  to 
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abandon  their  appeal.  Mr.  Gostling,  in  answer,  does  not  deny 
the  decision  of  the  lords  as  asserted  by  Mr.  Bayard,  and  on 
which  he  grounds  his  claim  before  the  board  and  his  aban- 
donment of  the  appeal,  but  says  the  judgQient  of  the  court 
below  was  founded  on  the  throwing  overboard  some  papers,  and 
suppressing  others,  and  says  some  never  were  delivered  up,  of 
which  the  captain  does  not  attempt  to  exculpate  himself;  that 
the  excuse  oflfered  by  the  captain  for  throwing  overboard 
papers  was  contradicted  by  the  only  witness  regularly  exam- 
ined ;  that  the  claimants  cannot  be  relieved  for  the  not  sub- 
mitting all  their  papers  without  distinction  to  the  inspection 
of  commissioned  captors;  that  the  withdrawing  them  on  any 
pretense  whatever  from  such  inspection  will  render  the  claim- 
ants liable  to  costs;  and  that,  if  any  relief  was  due,  it  ought 
to  have  been  pursued  in  the  ordinary  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. 

"  The  judge  of  the  vice-admiralty  court  does  not  mention  the 
grounds  on. which  he  founded  his  decree. 

"There  is  no  reason  to  believe,  from  any  papers  found  on 
board  or  any  evidence  respecting  vessel  and  cargo,  that  they 
were  not  bona  fide  the  property  of  the  claimants. 

"The  captain,  Gardner,  swears  expressly  that  there  are  no 
papers  relative  to  vessel  and  cargo  in  any  country  or  on  board 
any  vessel  except  such  letters  as  he  had  written  to  his  owner, 
Clason.  That  no  i)apers  had  been  delivered  out  of  his  vessel 
and  carried  away,  except  such  as  were  received  by  the  cai)tor8, 
and  three  papers  delivered  to  a  Mr.  Bethly,  which  since  that 
delivery  were  handed  in  to  court,  and  some  others  which  he  at 
that  time  delivered  in  to  the  judge  of  the  said  court.  It  ap- 
pears likewise  by  his  testimony,  by  the  testimony  of  James 
Holt,  who  stood  at  the  helm  all.  the  time  the  brigantine  was 
chased  by  the  privateer,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Hezekiah 
Barker,  the  chief  mate,  that  only  three  letters  were  thrown 
overboard.  That  two  of  them  \vere  letters  from  French  aristo- 
crats, who  had  desired  Gardner  to  throw  them  overboard  if 
he  was  in  danger  of  being  captured,  especially  by  a  French 
privateer;  that  the  other  was  a  letter  from  the  master  of  a 
vessel  at  Guadaloui)e  to  some  person  in  New  London  and  in 
the  custody  of  the  mate.  The  letters  were  all  sealed  and  the 
contents  unknown  to  the  cax)tain,  or  any  person  on  board,  and 
were  thrown  overboard  while  they  were  confident  the  priva- 
teer that  chased  them  was  French,  and  known  to  them  as  be- 
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longing  to  a  person  in  Gnadaloupe;  that  the  letter  directed  to 
Kew  London  was  thrown  overboard  because  the  contents  were 
unknown.  The  mate  swears  that  in  his  belief  the  letters  would 
not  have  been  thrown  into  the  sea  if  the  captain  had  known 
the  privateer  to  have  been  English ;  that  their  destruction  was 
merely  to  save  the  writers  of  them  from  trouble.  These  depo- 
sitions appear  to  have  been  taken  in  precisely  the  same  way, 
under  the  same  solemnities  and  by  the  same  person  as  that  of 
James  Cannery,  with  this  only  difference,  that  the  depositions  of 
the  captain,  mate,  and  helmsman  were  taken  in  the  presence  of 
the  proctor  in  behalf  of  the  captors,  and  that  of  Cannery  with- 
out the  attendance  of  any  proctor  or  other  person  in  behalf  of 
the  claimants;  neither  does  it  appear  that  the  claimants  were 
notified  of  the  taking  his  deposition.  Cannery  swears  that 
there  were  three  or  four  packages  and  other  letters  brought 
up  and  placed  on  the  binnacle  when  the  brigantine  was  chased; 
that  they  were  suffered  to  remain  there  until  the  privateer 
had  pulled  down  her  French  and  hoisted  her  English  colors. 
After  this  he  was  ordered  forward  and  on  his  return  to  the 
deck  did  not  see  them.  Afterward  he  heard  the  captain  say 
to  the  mate  that  he  did  not  know  where  to  hide  the  letters, 
and  the  mate  advised  him  to  put  them  in  some  dirty  old  thing, 
such  as  a  piece  of  canvas  or  an  old  pair  of  trousers.  This 
deposition  was  dated  the  27th  December,  Gardner's  on  the  6th 
December;  Barker's  on  the  21st,  and  Holt's  on  the  30th  of  the 
same  month.  Gardner  appeared  to  have  been  examined  again 
by  the  captors  on  the  13th  of  February  1794.  The  mate.  Barker, 
swears  that  Cannery  had  deserted  from  the  brigantine,  and 
entered  on  board  a  vessel  of  war  belonging  to  His  British 
Majesty;  that  he  had  stolen  "certain  articles  from  the  captain, 
which  were  found  in  his  chest  when  he  came  to  take  it  away, 
and  was  compelled  to  give  them  to  the  owner. 

"The  knowledge  that  any  letters  were  thrown  overboard 
api)ears  to  have  come  from  the  master's  own  account  on  his 
first  examination,  and  altho'  all  the  evidence  relating  to  the 
destruction  or  concealment  of  pai>ers  was  known  before  the 
-filing  of  the  libel,  which  was  on  the  2nd  January,  that  is 
made  no  ground  of  charge  against  vessel  and  cargo;  but  the 
case  is  rested  chiefly  upon  the  following  grounds,  viz :  That 
the  prox)erty  belonged^  to  French  subjects,  or  persons  inhabit- 
ing the  territories  of  France;  that  the  voyage  was  not  allow- 
able by  the  law  of  nations  and  ux)on  the  order  of  his  British 
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Majesty  of  the  6tli  November  1793.  There  is  no  objection 
that  the  evidence  relative  to  vessel  and  cargo  was  not  clear 
and  plenary,  or  that  such  was  withholden  from  the  captors  on 
their  boarding  the  brigantine,  or  that  any  circumstance  in  the 
papers,  appearance  of  the  vessel,  or  conduct  of  the  persons  on 
board,  afibrded  any  suspicion  of  the  property  or  destination 
being  other  than  declared  by  the  captain.  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  papers  relative  to  vessel  and  cargo  were  concealed 
or  suppressed,  but  on  the  contrary  it  is  expressly  in  proof  that 
every  paper,  except  the  three  letters  before  mentioned,  were 
delivered  into  the  hands  of  the  captors  or  into  coart  on  or 
before  the  6th  December.  There  is  the  strongest  ground  for 
believing  that  the  letters  thrown  overboard  had  not  the  small- 
est relation  to  vessel  and  cargo,  or  voyage ;  and  the  reason  given 
at  the  same  moment  that  the  fact  of  destroying  the  letters 
was  known,  and  by  the  same  person  that  communicated  this 
information,  is  natural  and  satisfactory.  It  is  not  then  prob- 
able that  this  circumstance  could  have  influenced  the  capture, 
bringing  in  or  detention  of  the  vessel,  or  the  judge's  decision. 
The  evidence  relative  to  vessel  and  cargo  was  conclusive,  and 
arose  from  the  ship's  papers,  the  concurrent  testimony  of  the 
people  on  board,  and  confirmed  by  the  depositions  of  others 
who  were  in  Guadaloupe  when  the  cargo  was  purchased,  and 
in  St.  Kitts  shortly  after  the  arrival  there  of  the  Diana. 

"The  destruction  of  papers,  material  iu  discovering  the  prop- 
erty of  vessel  and  cargo  to  be  enemy's,  and  with  a  view  to  pro- 
tect the  efl'ects  of  one  belligerent  from  another,  is  an  offence 
against  the  law  of  nations  and  subjects  the  neutral  so  conduct- 
ing to  certain  inconveniences.  But,  when  the  papers  de- 
stroyed are  irrelevant  to  vessel  and  cargo,  it  does  not  offend 
the  rights  of  the  belligerent  to  suppress  or  destroy  them;  and 
if  the  rights  of  the  belligerent  are  not  impaired  and  he  put  to 
no  inconvenience  from  such  suppression  or  destruction  there 
is  no  reason  in  subjecting  the  neutral  to  loss  and  damage  or 
expense  on  this  account. 

''When  writers  on  the  law  of  nations  speak  of  the  forfeiture 
of  certain  rights  by  the  destruction  or  suppression  of  papers 
they  must  certainly  be  understood  as  speaking  of  pa])ers  which 
relate  to  vessel  and  cargo  and  contain  evidence  interesting 
from  such  their  relation  to  the  belligerent  who  makes  the  cap- 
ture. Taking  the  words  in  an  universal  sense  would  subject 
to  such  forfeiture  for  the  destruction  of  a  piece  of  blank  paper, 
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and  by  persons  who  had  no  interest  or  knowledge  of  vessel  and 
cargo*  Papers  that  have  no  reference  to  either,  or  that  do  not 
speak  tmths  important  to  be  known  to  the  belligerent  in 
respect  to  these,  mast  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  blank 
papers.  The  destmction  of  snch  is  innocent  in  the  neutral  as 
respects  the  belligerent  and  by  no  means  impairs  that  good 
faith  which  he  owes  to  the  powers  at  war.  He  ought  not  to 
suffer  for  doing  an  act  innocent  in  itself  and  which  in  no 
degree  interferes  with  the  rights  of  others.  That  the  construc- 
tion I  have  given  of  the  rule  which  forbids  the  destruction  of 
papers  is  just,  appears  in  an  eminent  degree  from  two  ordi- 
nances of  France,  one  in  1708,  the  other  in  1744,  and  exactly 
similar,  and  the  comment  and  instructions  on  the  Ist  by  Louis 
XIV.  and  the  adoption  of  that  construction  as  part  of  the  other. 
In  the  ordinance  of  1708,  it  is  declared  that  every  vessel  cap- 
tured, whose  papers  shall  have  been  thrown  into  the  sea,  shall 
be  a  good  prize  with  her  cargo,  upon  the  sole  proof  that  some 
papers  were  thrown  into  the  sea,  without  any  regard  to  what 
the  papers  were,  by  whom  they  were  thrown  into  the  sea,  nor 
if  there  remained  sufficient  aboard  to  prove  that  the  vessel  and 
cargo  belonged  to  friends  or  allies.  No  terms  could  have  been 
more  explicit  or  made  the  rule  against  the  throwing  papers 
into  the  sea  more  absolute  than  these,  whether  reference  is  had 
to  the  quality  of  the  papers,  the  persons  by  whom  destroyed, 
their  relation  to  the  property,  or  the  use  to  which  they  could 
have  been  applied.  Notwithstanding  the  language  adopted, 
which  seemed  not  to  leave  the  smallest  discretion  in  the  judge, 
the  literal  expression  operated  so  unjustly  and  was  so  contrary 
to  reason  that  the  courts  of  admiralty  had  scruples  whether 
a  literal  construction  could  have  been  intended.  On  hearing 
which  Louis  XIV,,  in  1710,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  president  of 
the  council  of  prizes  explanatory  of  the  article,  in  which  he 
says,  <  it  was  never  my  intention  that  this  ordinance  should 
receive  a  literal  construction,  having  always  thought,  on  the 
contrary,  that  confiscation  ought  only  to  be  decreed  on  account 
of  papers  which  would  have  given  some  proof  that  the  prop- 
erty or  destination  was  hostile.  To  remove  these  difficulties 
and  to  leave  you  and  the  commissaries  of  the  council  of  prizes 
in  their  judgment  all  the  liberty  that  I  have  always  intended 
to  give  you,  I  write  you  this  letter  to  say  to  you  that  I  remit 
entirely  to  you  and  the  commissaries  to  apply  the  rigor  of  this 
ordinance  or  to  interpret  it  according  to  the  exigency  of  the 
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case  and  the  circnmstances  which  shall  have  caused  the  throw- 
ing the  papers  into  the  sea*'  This  letter  has  been  coupled  with 
and  considered  part  of  both  ordinances,  notwithstanding  that 
of  1744  was  so  many  years  after  the  letter  and  conceived  in 
the  same  absolute  terms.    (2  Yalin  Commrs.  268.) 

<<  After  the  decision  of  the  lords  communicated  to  the 
appellant,  there  was  no  good  reason  for  his  prosecuting  his 
appeal  in  that  court,  and  from  this  communication  it  was  as 
evident  to  him,  and  can  not  fail  of  being  equally  so  to  this 
board,  that  he  could  not  obtain  compensation  for  the  loss  and 
damage  sustained  by  the  capture  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
justice,  as- if  he  was  possessed  of  their  decree  against  his 
claim. 

^'  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  cause  is  properly  before 
the  board  and  that  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  full  and  com- 
plete compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  which  they  have 
sustained  by  the  capture  of  their  property  which  in  my 
opinion  was  irregular  and  illegal." 

Gore,  commissioDer,  February  23,  1797,  case  of  the  Diana,  Gardner, 
master;  Article  VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
of  November  19,  1794. 

**  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  vessel  and  cargo 
Ca«e  of  the  "Diana":  ^q^q  seized  and  carried  into  port  without 
O^^ott  0  •  probable  ground  of  suspicion  that  either  ves- 
sel or  cargo  were  lawful  prize,  and  that  the 
facts  afterwards  disclosed  in  regard  to  throwing  papers  over- 
board, which  were  at  the  time  of  such  disclosure  proved  to  be 
wholly  immaterial,  and  to  have  been  destroyed  under  appar- 
ently well-found  impressions  that  the  privateer  in  chase  was 
French,  did  not  furnish  any  such  ground.  I  think  of  course  that 
the  claimants  are  entitled  to  full  and  complete  compensation 
for  the  loss  and  damage  occasioned  by  this  capture,  including 
expenses  and  demurrage." 

Pinkney,  commissioner,  February  23,  1797,  case  of  the  Diana,  Gardner, 
master;  Article  VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
of  November  19,  1797. 

Caw  of  the  "Diana*':  "This  is  a  claim  for  costs  and  damages 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Trum-  merely,  the  neutrality  of  the  vessel  and  prop- 
buU,  Fifth  Commis-  erty  ou  board  having  been  decided  by  the 
■^<"^*'-  sentence  of  the  vice-admiralty  court. 

"The  point  on  which  the  agent  of  the  crown  rests  his  oppo- 
sition to  the  memorial  before  us  is,  *  that  some  papers  had  been 
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thrown  overboard,  and  others  secreted  and  never  delivered  up.' 
I  do  not  find  from  examination  of  the  papers  that  the  latter 
fact  is  established ;  and  the  question  in  my  mind  rests  entirely 
on  the  innocence  or  criminality  of  throwing  overboard  certain 
papers  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

"We  are  further  told,  however,  that  the  irregularity  of  the 
papers  found  on  board,  and  particularly  the  want  of  invoices 
and  bills  of  lading,  gave  reason  to  suspect  that  the  papers 
thrown  overboard  were  in  fact  such  as  (had  they  been  suffered 
to  appear)  would  have  proved  the  property  to  have  belonged  to 
the  enemy. 

*'  It  is  true  that  no  invoice  or  bill  of  lading  of  the  cargo  on 
board  at  the  time  of  seizure  does  appear  in  a  copy  certified  to 
be  a  true  copy  of  all  the  papers  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
case.  Yet  the  copy  before  us  contains  full  and  complete  inter- 
nal evidence  of  its  own  imperfection,  and  that  invoices  and 
bills  of  lading  were  found  on  board,  and  produced  before  the 
vice-admiralty  court  in  the  cane.  For  first  we  find  in  Fol.  22, 
copy  of  the  appraisement  ma<le  at  St.  Kitt's  on  the  3rd  March 
1794,  under  order  of  the  court,  which  runs  thus: 

"'Brig  Diatia  valued  at £800 

"  *  40  hhdB.  of  sugar,  cost  by  French  invoice    £00  pr  cwt.  a  66 

"'Do.... do do.        do. 

"And  secondly,  the  decree  of  the  judge,  fol.  19,  recites  that 
certain  papers  had  been  read  in  court,  and  among  others  *  bill 
of  lading  marked  F,  agreement  with  Fourneauand  Toulanson, 
together  With  the  invoice  of  the  cargo  on  board.'  Now,  altho 
those  papers  do  not  appear  among  those  submitted  to  us,  yet- 
this  recital  in  an  oflfice  copy  of  the  sentence,  certified  both  by 
the  registrar  and  judge,  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  must  be 
admitted  as  good  evidence  that  such  papers  did  exist,  and 
were  produced  in  court: — by  whatever  error  of  the  registrarit 
may  have  happened  that  tlie  insertion  of  copies  of  the  papers 
themselves  has  been  omitted.  The  clearance  from  Guadalou  pe, 
certificate  of  the  payment  of  duties  outward,  and  final  settle- 
ment with  the  treasurer  of  the  island,  respecting  a  protest  of 
Mr.  Genist,  all  bearing  date  the  3()th  November,  the  day  be- 
fore the  vessel  sailed,  appear  to  be  perfectly  fair  and  genuine, 
as  were  also  all  the  ship's  papers,  and  those  relating  to  the 
outward  cargo.  The  claimant  is  therefore  clearly  to  my  mind 
exonerated  Irom  the  charge  of  probable  cause  of  seizure  said 
to  arise  from  the  absence  or  irregularity  of  necessary  papers, 


3834  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

and  as  it  does  not  appear  from  anything  before  the  board  that 
the  captors,  at  the  time  they  took  possession  of  the  brig,  had 
any  knowledge  that  papers  had  been  thrown  overboard  (no 
mention  being  made  of  this  circamstanee  in  the  libel,  altho  it 
goes  mnch  into  detail  of  the  reasons  for  the  capture),  I  am  in 
duced  to  believe  that  at  the  time  of  seizure  there  did  not  exist 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  captor  any  probable  cause  of  suspicion, 
which  could  justify  the  detention  of  the  brig  any  longer  than 
was  necessary  for  the  examination  of  the  papers  on  board;  and 
I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  capture,  was  irregular 
and  illegal  in  the  first  instance.  The  knowledge  that  papers 
had  been  thrown  overboard  appears  to  have  been  acquired  on 
the  6th  of  December,  four  days  after  the  capture  (and  subse- 
quent to  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  the  captor's  port),  from  the 
answer  of  Captain  Gardner,  to  the  16th  interrogatory:  He  de- 
clares on  oath,  '  That  three  or  four  letters  which  he  received 
at  Guadaloupe,  with  French  addresses  on  them,  one  or  two  of 
which  he  was  desired  to  throw  overboard,  in  case  he  was  like 
to  be  taken,  but  more  particularly  if  by  a  French  privateer, 
were  thrown  overboard,  while  the  privateer  was  in  chase,  and 
while  she  chased  under  French  colors.' 

"The  deposition  of  Henry  Barker,  the  mate,  confirms  that 
of  the  captain,  and  states  that  Hhe  papers  thrown  overboard 
were  three  letters,  two  of  which  the  captain  informed  him 
{in  the  oabirij  on  the  morning  after  they  sailed  and  be/ore  they 
were  cha^ed)y  were  from  French  gentlemen  aristocrats,  who 
had  requested  that  they  might  be  destroyed  if  he  should  be  in 
danger  of  being  stopped  by  a  French  privateer;  that  the  three 
letters,  viz,  the  two  with  French  addresses  above  described 
and  one  from  the  captain  of  an  American  vessel  to  some  per- 
son in  New  London,  which  had  been  committed  to  his  care, 
were  brought  upon  deck  by  him,  the  mate,  wrapped  up  by  him 
in  a  bit  of  sheet  lead,  laid  by  him  upon  the  binnacle,  and  finally 
thrown  overboard  by  the  captain,  during  the  time  that  the  pri- 
vateer was  in  chase,  while  she  chased  under  French  national 
colors,  while  he  (after  carefully  viewing  her  with  the  glass) 
believed  her  to  be  a  French  cruiser,  and  at  least  an  hour  before 
she  hoisted  English  colors  and  hailed  in  English. 

"The  deposition  of  James  Holt,  who  was  at  the  helm  during 
the  whole  chase,  and  who  from  his  consequent  proximity  to 
the  binnacle  was  better  enabled  to  have  seen  and  known  cor- 
rectly the  facts  of  tying  up  and  throwing  overboard  the  pai)ers7 
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as  well  as  their  balk  and  number,  than  any  other  seaman  on 
board,  confirms  the  testimony  of  the  captain  and  mate^  both 
as  to  the  nnmber  and  size  of  the  papers  and  the  time  of  throw- 
ing them  overboard,  particularly  ^that  it  was  done  while  the 
privateer  was  in  chase  under  French  colors,  and,  to  his  best 
recollection,  an  hour  and  a  half  before  the  privateer  came  up 
and  hailed  in  English  under  English  colors.' 

^^  James  Cannery,  one  of  the  seamen  on  board  the  Diana, 
differs  from  the  three  foregoing  witnes&es  in  several  points,  and 
declares  ^that  there  were  three  or  four  packages  and  other 
letters  tied  up  by  the  mate  in  sheet  lead  and  lying  on  the  bin- 
nacle while  the  privateer  was  in  chase;  that  they  were  lying 
there  at  the  time  when  the  privateer  hailed  the  brig  in  French 
under  French  colors ;  that  she  afterwards  hoisted  English  colors 
and  hailed  in  hinglish;  that  he  was  then  ordered  forward  on 
duty  by  the  captain,  and  when  he  returned  aft  (which  was  not 
long)  does  not  know  what  became  of  them.' 

^^It  may  be  objected  that  Captain  Gardner  being  interested 
as  owner  of  part  of  this  cargo,  his  testimony  ought  to  be  re- 
ceived with  caution;  but  Barker,  the  mate,  and  Holt  do  not 
appear  to  have  had  any  interest  in  vessel  or  cargo,  and  their 
testimony,  corroborating  each  other  and  that  of  the  captain, 
must  unquestionably  be  allowed  to  outweigh  the  solitary  dec- 
laration of  one  man.  I  therefore  regard  the  fact  sufficiently 
proved  ^that  three  letters  were  thrown  overboard  by  Captain 
OardneTy  during  the  time  that  the  privateer  was  in  chase,  while 
she  was  under  French  national  colors,  and  while  she  was  believed 
by  the  captain  and  others  on  board  the  Diana  to  be  a  French 
cruiserJ 

<^The  question  remains  whether  the  law  of  nations  be  so 
severe  on  this  subject  as  that  this  act  under  these  cirrum- 
stances  is  sufficient  according  to  justice  and  equity  to  deprive 
the  claimant  of  his  right  to  costs  and  damages. 

^'  It  is  said  that  the  law  of  nations  is  absolute  on  this  point, 
and  that  the  act  of  throwing  overboard,  or  otherwise  destroy- 
ing, during  the  chase  any  paper  on  board  (no  matter  by  whom 
the  act  was  done  or  what  was  the  nature  of  the  paper)  is  in 
itself  sufficient  to  destroy  the  right  of  the  neutral  to  any  coat 
or  damage  which  may  result  from  his  being  seized  and  carried 
into  port  for  legal  examination. 

"That  this  general  rule  is  just  I  am  ready  to  admit,  but  I 
conceive  that  like  all  general  rules  it  must  have  its  exceptions. 
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This  board  is  expressly  bound  by  its  constitation  and  by  oath  to 
give  in  all  cases  such  awards  as  shall  be  consistent  with  equity 
and  justice,  as  well  as  with  the  law  of  nations;  and  if  in  any 
case  the  latter  shall  appear  to  lead  to  such  decisions  as  are 
inconsistent  with  the  former,  it  must  so  far  yield  of  its  severity 
as  to  recover  its  consistency  with  them. 

"  I  confess  it  does  not  clearly  appear  to  my  mind  to  be  con- 
sistent with  these  principles  to  admit  the  operation  of  the  rule 
in  all  its  extent  in  the  case  before  us.  It  is  easy  to  imagine  a 
case  where  collateral  circumstances  should  throw  so  clear  a 
light  on  the  cause  of  the  act,  a«  well  as  the  nature  of  the  papers 
destroyed,  that  the  captain  of  a  privateer,  a  prize  master  or 
officer  of  common  understanding,  would  cease  to  regard  the 
mere  act  as  affording  probable  cause  of  suspicion,  and  where, 
therefore,  it  coald  not  be  justifiable  in  equity  to  detain  the 
vessel  for  any  further  inquiry  than  what  could  be  immediately 
made  on  board  by  the  captor;  and  the  present  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  very  much  of  that  description.  In  other  cases 
attendant  circumstances  may  so  increase  the  general  suspicion 
created  by  the  act  as  to  justify  and  render  necessary  the  most 
severe  judicial  investigation.  Bat  in  all  cases  equity  and  jus- 
tice demand  that  equal  attention  and  respect  be  paid  to  the 
rights  of  the  neutral  as  to  those  of  the  belligerent  bringing 
him  in. 

"  In  the  case  before  us  the  preparatory  examination  of  the 
captain  was  had  on  the  6th  December.  It  then  became  known 
that  papers  had  been  thrown  overboard,  and  the  declaration 
of  the  fact  was  accompanied  with  an  explanation  of  the  reason 
as  well  as  of  the  nature  of  the  papers,  which,  if  not  perfectly 
satisfactory  while  resting  on  the  single  testimony  of  the  cap- 
tain, was  at  least  such  as  made  it  the  duty  of  the  captor  (feel- 
ing, as  he  ought,  a  due  respect  and  attention  for  the  rights  of 
the  neutral)  to  proceed  without  delay  to  a  full  investigation  by 
the  examination  of  other  persons  on  board.  I  also  understanu 
it  to  be  a  rule  of  admiralty  proceedings  that  *  the  captain  and 
other  principal  officers  of  the  captured  vessel  shall  be  exam- 
ined in  preparatorio,^  What  was  done  here ?  The  captor,  neg- 
lecting equally  the  respect  due  to  the  laws  of  his  own  country 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  neutral,  examined  no  other  x)er8on  in 
preparaiorio  except  James  Cannery,  a  private  seaman ;  and  that 
not  until  the  29th  of  December,  near  a  month  after  the  captain. 
The  'other  principal  officers  on  board'  were  never  examined  in 
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preparatorio.  At  the  request  of  the  claimant  the  depositioDS 
of  the  mate  and  the  helmsman  (the  two  persons  whose  testi- 
mony was  of  most  importance  from  the  nature  of  their  charac- 
ter and  situation  on  board)  were  admitted  by  the  vice- admiralty 
court,  and  are  before  us  and  form  the  most  material  part  of  the 
evidence. 

'<It  is  to  this  criminal  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  captors 
.that  the  losses  sustained  by  the  claimant  and  now  about  to  be 
borne  by  the  British  Government  may  be  traced.  For  it  ap- 
pears from  the  proceedings  and  final  sentence  of  the  vice- 
admiralty  court  that  the  ship's  papers  of  every  kind  were 
complete  and  genuine,  and  the  iiroperty  of  vessel  and  cargo 
clearly  neutral.  It  appears  that  the  papers  thrown  overboard 
had  no  relation  to  the  cargo.  That  tliey  were  thrown  over 
while  the  privateer  chased  under  French  colours,  and  was  be- 
lieved by  the  captain  and  people  on  board  the  Diana  to  be  a 
French  cruiser;  that  they  were  thrown  over  from  motives  of 
humanity,  at  the  request  of  those  who  wrote  them,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  guarding  against  the  violence  of  party  zeal;  in  fine 
it  appears  manifestly  that  they  were  thrown  overboard  for  the 
purpose  of  concealing  knowledge  from  a  French  cruiser,  and 
not  from  an  English  one.  All  this  appeared  in  explanation  of 
the  fik5t  at  the  time  of  its  disclosure  by  the  captain.  No  light 
was  ever  thrown  upon  the  subject,  nor  any  examination  made, 
other  than  was  manifestly  in  the  power  of  the  captor,  on  the 
day  the  fact  was  disclosed;  and  no  reason  exists  why  this  ex- 
planation, which  ultimately  was  satisfactory,  must  not  have 
been  equally  so  on  the  6th  of  December  as  at  any  subsequent 
day,  if  the  captor  had  then  done  his  duty,  by  proceeding  in 
the  examinations  in  preparatorio,  according  to  the  rules  of 
admiralty  proceedings  and  without  delay. 

**  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  detention  of  this  vessel 
and  cargo,  as  well  as  the  capture,  was  irregular  and  illegal; 
and  that  the  complainant  is  in  equity  and  justi(;e  as  well  as 
by  the  laws  of  nations  entitled,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
7th  article  of  the  treaty  under  which  we  act,  to  receive  from 
the  British  Government  full  and  adequate  compensation  for 
the  loss  and  damage  which  has  been  sustained  in  consequence 
of  such  capture  and  detention.'' 

Tmmball,  fifth  oommisBioner,  April  12,  1787,  case  of  the  Duma,  Gardner, 
Article  VU.  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  Novem- 
ber 19, 1794. 
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The  British  steamer  Peterhoff  was  captnred 
Caae  of  ^e^j'Peter-  pgi^ruary  25,  1863,  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  off 

the  island  of  St.  Thomas,  by  the  United  States 
steamer  Yanderhilt^  and  taken  into  the  port  of  New  York, 
where  both  the  Peterhoff  and  her  cargo  were  condemned  as 
prize.  (Blatchford's  Prize  Oases,  381 ,  463-550.)  The  Supreme 
Court  on  appeal  reversed  the  decree  of  the  district  court, 
except  as  to  a  small  part  of  the  cargo  found  to  be  contraband 
and  another  part  found  to  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  contra- 
band. (5  Wallace,  28.)  Subsequently  claims  against  the 
United  States  on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo  were  presented  to  the  commission  under  Article  XII.  of 
the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
of  May  8, 1871.» 

The  case  for  the  claimants,  as  summarized  by 
Position  ^toeciaim.  ^^^  agentof  the  British  Government  (Howard's 

Beport,  133),  was  as  follows: 

"On  the  20th  of  February  1863  while  proceeding  on  her  voy- 
age and  when  about  to  enter  the  harbour  ot  St.  Thomas  to 
procure  coals,  the  vessel  was  stopped  by  an  armed  vessel  of  the 
United  States,  and  her  papers  carefully  examined  and  passed 
upon  as  correct.  On  the  same  day  the  vessel  anchored  in  the 
harbour  of  St.  Thomas  and  there  remained  engaged  in  taking 
in  coal  until  the  25th  of  February.  During  the  time  of  her 
detention  at  St.  Thomas  there  arrived  there  the  United  States 
steamer  Massachusetts^  having  on  board  Admiral  Charles 
Wilkes.  At  noon  on  said  26th  day  of  February  the  Peterhoff 
proceeded  to  sea,  and  while  steaming  slowly  out  of  the  harbour 
of  St.  Thomas,  met  the  United  States  steamer  Vanderbilt  going 
in.  When  the  Vanderbilt  arrived  off  the  harbour  moutn  she 
was  observed  to  exchange  signals  with  the  admiral's  ship.  The 
Vanderbilt  then  turned  and  followed  the  Peterhoff  to  sea,  and 
when  both  vessels  were  some  four  or  five  miles  from  shore,  but 
within  sight  of  the  port,  the  capture  was  made.    •    •     • 

"After  the  capture,  and  while  the  proceedings  in  prize  were 
pending,  the  vessel  was  taken  for  the  use  of  the  United  States, 

^  The  steamer  Peterhoff:  Spence  &  Fleming,  No.  405,  claimants  for  the 
vessel:  James  Wetherell,  No.  406;  William  Almond,  No.  407;  Alfred  Wil- 
son and  others.  No.  408;  the  same,  No.  409;  Joseph  Spence,  No.  410;  Alfred 
Lafone,  No.  411 ;  CharloH  S.  Oshorne  and  others,  No.  412;  Anna  Loach,  No. 
413;  Frederick  D.  Frost  and  others.  No.  414;  Thomas  P.  Austin,  No.  415; 
James  Holf^ate,  No.  416;  Jarman  &  Smith,  No.  417;  Welch,  Margetson  &, 
Co.,  No.  422;  Wilson  <fe  Armstrong,  No.  423;  Grant,  Brodie  &  Co.,  No.  424; 
Hine,  Mundella  &  Co.,  No.  425;  Ernest  Ellsworth,  No.  426;  John  Ells- 
worth, No.  438;  Waiter  Ea«ton,  trustee.  No.  439;  Robert  Sinclair,  No.  440; 
Thomas  Edgley  &  Co.,  No.  441^1aimants  for  cargo. 
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and  the  sum  of  80,000  dollars  paid  into  the  registry  of  the  court 
as  her  appraised  valae.  It  was  claimed  that  the  proofs  showed 
that  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  capture  and  at  the  time  she 
was  taken  for  the  use  of  the  United  States  was  worth  128,000 
dollars.  That  in  April  1803  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  of  the 
United  States  had  consented  to  take  the  vessel  for  the  nse  of 
the  Navy  at  her  value,  then  estimated  to  be  110,000  dollars; 
and  that  subsequently,  in  August  1863,  tbe  United  States  took 
the  vessel.  By  order  of  the  district  court  an  appraisement  was 
made  by  three  persons,  one  representing  the  owners,  one  tbe 
captors,  and  one  the  United  States.  The  estimate  of  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  owners  was  120,000  dollars,  the  estimate  of 
the  representative  of  the  captors  was  100,000  dollars,  and  the 
estimate  of  the  representative  of  the  United  States  was  80,000 
dollars.  The  United  States  took  the  vessel  at  the  valuation 
fixed  by  their  own  officer.  The  cargo  was  sold  under  process 
issued  by  the  district  court  before  tbe  case  was  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court.  After  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  was 
rendered,  the  district  court,  in  the  execution  of  the  mandate, 
and,  as  it  was  claimed,  in  violation  of  the  directions  therein 
contained,  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  restored  cargo 
the  sum  of  32,968  dol.  64  c.  as  costs  and  expenses,  and  50,000 
dollars  as  fees  of  counsel  for  the  claimants. 

"On  behalf  of  all  the  claimants  it  was  argued : 

"I.  That  the  capture  of  the  Peterkoff  was  illegal,  because  of 
the  fact  disclosed  by  the  evidence  and  distinctly  stated  in  the 
diplomatic  correspondence,  that  the  vessel  was  followed  from 
a  neutral  port  and  captured  within  sight  ot  a  neutral  port 
which  she  had  just  left  by  a  belligerent  captor,  who  had  made 
use  of  the  neutral  port  as  a  position  from  which  to  watch,  fol- 
low, and  search  neutral  vessels.  The  evidence  made  it  unde- 
niable, it  was  said,  that  Admiral  Wilkes,  who  had  previously 
received  what  was  known  as  ^  the  black  list'  (a  list  of  suspected 
vessels,  in  which  the  Peterkoff  was  named),  was  awaiting  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel,  and  that  tbe  capture  was  effected  through 
communications  made  by  a  public  vessel  of  the  United  States 
lying  in  the  harbour  at  St.  Thomas;  and  that  under  the  settled 
doctrines  of  interrfational  law  it  is  a  violation  of  neutrality  for 
the  armed  vessel  of  a  belligerent  to  use  neutral  waters  for  the 
purpose  of  intercepting  the  merchant  vessels  of  the  same  or 
another  neutral  state  under  suspicion  of  having  contraband 
on  board,  or  for  any  other  purpose  which  might  make  them 
liable  to  the  belligerent  right  of  search. 

"II.  That  the  Peterkoff  was  a  neutral  vessel  consigned  to  a 
neutral  port,  there  to  enter  into  and  become  a  part  of  tbe  gen- 
eral stock  of  merchandize,  and  that  there  was  no  ground  for 
just  suspicion  that  she  was  intended  to  penetrate  the  blockade, 
or  that  her  cargo  was  destined  for  belligerent  use. 

"III.  That  the  conduct  of  tbecaptain  and  thealleged  destruc- 
tion of  papers  did  not  of  themselves  constitute  grounds  for 
capture  or  condemnation,  and  were  satisfactorily  explained. 
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'*IV.  That  the  articles  pronounced  contraband  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  were  really  common  and  innocent  articles  of  law- 
ful commerce;  and  that,  even  if  they  were  confraband,  there 
was  not  the  least  proof  that  they  were  intended  for  an  enemy's 
port  or  territory. 

"V.  That  the  capture  being  therefore  unjustifiable,  all  the 
claimants  were  entitled  to  costs  and  damages. 

"  VI.  That  even  if  it  were  admitted  that  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  was  justified  by  the  proofs  and  by  the  law 
applicable  thereto,  yet  the  owners  of  the  vessel  would  be 
justly  entitled  to  an  award  for  the  dilference  between  the  actual 
value  of  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  ca])ture  and  the  sum 
paid  by  the  United  States  on  the  appraisement  of  its  own 
officer,  and  in  the  exercise  of  arbitrary  power  as  to  the  amount 
to  be  paid. 

^^YU.  That  if  it  were  admitted  that  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  was  justified  by  the  proofs  and  by  the  law  appli- 
cable thereto,  the  owners  of  the  restored  cargo  had  a  right  to 
complain  that  said  decision  was  not  carried  into  effect;  that  in 
plain  violation  of  its  provisions  they  were  improperly  and  ille- 
gally compelled  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money  as  (x>stB,  expenses, 
and  counsel  fees,  and  that  in  any  aspect  of  the  case  they  were 
entitled  to  an  award  for  the  amount  so  paid  out,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  date  of  payment. 

"  VIII.  That  as  to  the  alleged  failure  of  these  owners  to  ap- 
peal from  the  decree  of -the  district  court  illegally  imposing 
said  costs  and  expenses,  they  did  not  hear  of  said  de<;ree  untU 
the  time  within  which  an  appeal  could  legally  be  taken  had 
expired." 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  as 
Porition^onheunited  ^^^^^.^^-^^^^  ^y  its  agent  (Hale's  Report,  136), 

was  as  follows : 

"Pending  the  proceedings  in  the  prize  courts  the  vessel  was 
taken  by  the  authorities  of  the  United  States  for  the  use  of 
the  Government,  under  the  statute  for  that  purpose.  •  •  • 
The  cargo  was  also  sold  by  order  of  the  diiy:rict  court,  pending 
the  proceedings.  On  the  remanding  of  the  cause  to  the  dis- 
trict court,  i)roofs  were  there  taken  as  to  the  portions  of  the 
cargo  condemned  as  contraband  and  its  value,  and  as  to  other 
portions  of  the  cargo  and  their  value  belonging  to  the  owners 
of  the  contraband  cargo,  as  to  the  costs  of  the  captors  charge- 
able against  the  vessel,  and  as  to  the  claimant's  costs  charge- 
able against  the  ship,  and  the  condemned  and  uncondemned 
cargo,  and  these  costs  were  duly  apportioned  ac^cordiugly.  The 
amount  of  the  appraised  value  at  which  the  ship  had  been 
taken,  less  the  costs  charged  against  her,  was  paid  over  to  her 
owners.  The  i)roceeds  of  the  uncondemned  cargo  were  also 
paid  over  to  their  respective  owners,  less  the  proportion  of 
claimant's  costs  against  same,  wbich  costs  were  paid  to  the 
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proctors  of  the  respective  claimants  to  whom  they  were  by  the 
final  decree  allowed.  No  complaint  appeared  to  have  been 
made  in  the  district  court  as  to  the  allowance  or  apportionment 
of  the  costs  and  charges,  or  in  respect  of  the  appraised  value 
at  which  the  United  States  had  talten  the  vessel;  and  no  ques- 
tion in  respect  of  either  of  these  matters  was  taken  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  on  appeal.  By  stipulation  of  the  counsel  for  the 
respective  parties,  all  the  papers  relating  to  the  appraisal  and 
taking  of  the  vessel  by  the  Tuited  States  were  omitted  from 
the  apostles  sent  up  to  the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal.  •  •  * 
"The  proofs  showed  that  the  Peterhoff  sailed  from  London 
for  the  mouth  of  the  Kio  Grande  in  Jauuary  1803,  the  bills  of 
lading  of  her  cargo  specifying  the  same  as  destined  for  Mata- 
moras,  and  to  be  taken  from  alongside  the  ship  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Bio  Grande.  lnclude<l  in  the  cargo  were  some  thirty-two 
cases  of  artillery  harness,  a  large  quantity  of  boots,  described 
in  the  invoice  as  *  artillery  boots,'  'men's  army  bluchers,'  etc.; 
and  eighty  bales  of  blankets  described  in  the  invoice  as  ^gov- 
ernment regulation  gray  blankets.'  Besides  these  iK)rtions, 
which  were  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  belonging  to  the 
class  of  articles  < manufactured  and  primarily  and  ordinarily 
used  for  military  purposes  in  tune  of  war,' and  so  contraband 
when  destined  to  the  use  of  a  belligerent,  the  cargo  included 
large  quantities  of  iron,  steel,  nails,  leather,  and  drugs,  includ- 
ing 1,000  pounds  of  calomel,  large  amounts  of  morphine,  2«)5 
pounds  of  chlorofoim,  and  2,640  ounces  of  quinine,  all  goods  m 
special  demand  for  the  use  of  the  Confederacy.  Much  of  the 
cargo  was  deliverable  to  order.  A  pac'kage  deposited  with  the 
captain  by  Mohl,  one  of  the  Texan  passengers,  and  which  the 
captain  testified  he  was  told  by  Mohl  contained  ^  white  powder,' 
but  which  the  mate  testified  appeared  to  be  a  package  of '  dis- 
patches,' was  thrown  overboard  by  order  of  the  captain  on  the 
boarding  of  the  vessel  by  the  captors.  Other  papers  were  at 
the  same  time  burned  by  the  fireman  by  order  of  the  captain. 
The  firm  of  James  I.  Bennett  &  Wake,  London,  were  the  agents 
of  the  Peterhoffy  and  the  cargo  was  mainly  secured  through 
them.  A  circular  of  this  firm  was  proved,  dated  24th  Novem- 
ber 1862,  in  which  they  notified  their  'friends  desirous  of  ship- 
ping to  America'  that  they  would  dispatch  a  vessel  to  the  Kio 
Grande  about  1st  December;  that  the  services  of  Mr.  Kedgate, 
Lloyd's  agent,  an  exi)ert  in  cotton,  who  had  been  a  resident 
nearly  forty  years  in  Texas  and  Mexico,  had  been  secured, 
whose  services  would  'be  of  great  vahie  to  shippers  in  respect 
to  his  local  knowledge  and  influence,  as  also  as  legards  agency 
of  the  inland  transit  and  landing  and  shipping  of  goods  and 
cotton.^  And  further,  that  *a  Mr.  Besbie,  of  the  Confederate 
States  of  America,  holds  a  contract  with  tiiat  government, 
whereby  he  is  to  receive  100  per  cent  on  invoice  cost,  payable 
in  cotton  •  •  •  for  any  goods  he  may  deliver  into  the  Con 
federate  States,'  the  benefits  of  which  contract  he  would  share 
to  the  extent  of  50  per  cent  with  any  houses  that  might  feel 
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inclined  to  ship.  The  Mr.  Eedgate  named  in  this  circular  was 
a  passenger  on  the  Peterhoff  at  the  time  of  her  capture,  and 
was  a  claimant  for  part  of  the  cargo  and  for  damages  by  occa- 
sion of  his  capture  and  detention  before  the  commission.  The 
Mr.  Besbie,  or  Begbie,  also  named  in  the  circular,  joined  the 
ship  at  Plymouth,  but  suddenly  left  it  at  Falmouth.  His  uame 
was  not  mentioned  by  the  master  in  his  deposition  inprepara- 
torio,  who  alluded  to  him  merely  as  ^another  passenger'  who 
<left  at  Falmouth.'  IS^either  of  the  firm  of  Bennett  &  Wake 
was  examined  as  a  witness  by  the  claimants  before  the  com- 
mission, though  notice  was  given  of  the  examination  of  Ben- 
nett, and  proof  was  made  that  he  was  within  reach  in  London 
at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  testimony  for  the  claimants 
there,  and  the  counsel  appearing  for  the  United  States  on  the 
examination  demanded  his  production  as  a  witness  for  the 
claimants  pursuant  to  the  notice.  Bennett  &  Wake  had  con- 
tracted on  the  27th  October  1862,  with  Pile,  Spence  &  Co.,  the 
owners  of  the  Peterhoff^  for  the  laying  on  of  a  first-class  screw 
steamer  to  proceed  to  the  Rio  Grande  on  freight;  under  which 
contract  the  Peterhoff  was  dispatched,  as  named  in  the  cir- 
cular of  Bennett  &  Wake  of  24th  November  1862,  above  re- 
ferred to. 

**The  counsel  for  the  United  States  referred  to  and  adopted 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  (5  Wall.  28)  as  part  of  his 
argument.  He  maintained  that  the  proofs  before  the  prize 
court,  especially  strengthened  as  they  were  by  the  proofs  taken 
before  tbe  commission,  tuUy  sustained  the  condemnation  of  the 
portion  of  the  cargo  co?i(lemned  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  con- 
traband, and  in  fact  sufficiently  showed  the  pretended  destina- 
tion of  the  vessel  and  cargo  to  Matamoras  to  be  colorable.  That 
if  all  the  proofs  now  appearing  before  the  commission  had  been 
before  the  prize  court  they  would  have  fully  justified  the  con- 
demnation of  the  vessel  and  the  entire  cargo.  That  in  any 
event  the  capture  of  the  vessel  and  taking  her  into  port  was 
justified  by  the  presence  of  the  contraband  on  board,  which 
was  in  fact  liable  to  condemnation  as  well  as  by  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  fully  establishing  probable  cause.  That  the 
evasions  and  falsehood  of  the  master,  Jarmin,  on  his  examina- 
tion in  preparatorio  and  the  spoliation  of  papers  shown  of 
themselves  debarred  the  claimants  from  any  award  for  costa  or 
damages.  That  as  to  the  taking  of  the  vessel  by  the  United 
States  at  an  appraisement  below  her  alleged  actual  value,  and 
as  to  the  alleged  errors  of  the  district  court  in  the  apportion- 
ment of  claimants'  costs  upon  that  part  of  the  cargo  not  con- 
demned in  captor's  costs,  those  were  matters  as  to  which  no 
question  was  raised  in  the  prize  courts,  and  for  which  those 
courts  aft'orded  an  ample  remedy  if  any  injustice  was  done  in 
respect  of  them  to  the  claimants,  or  any  of  them,  and  that  the 
claimants  could  not  be  heard  here  for  the  first  time  to  question 
the  legality  of  the  proceedings  in  those  respects.    That  as  to  the 
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apportionment  of  the  claimants'  costs,  this  appeared  to  faaye 
been  done  not  only  without  objection  of  the  claimants  in  the 
prize  court,  but  on  the  application  of  their  own  proctors  and 
counsel.  And  as  to  the  appraisement  and  taking  by  the  United 
States,  everything  in  relation  to  these  matters  had  been  by 
stipulation  withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  thus  clearly  implying  the  consent  of  the  owners  to  the 
taking  at  the  valuation  named." 

The  commission  unanimously  disallowed  all  the  claims  hav- 
ing their  origin  in  the  capture  of  the  Peterhoff. 

2.  Contraband. 

Certain  vessels  were  seized  under  an  order 
^^*A  riLiW  ^^  council  issued  by  the  British  Government 
in  April  1795.  The  order  was  not  published, 
but,  from  the  evidence  in  certain  cases,  it  appeared  to  be 
substantially  the  same,  with  perhaps  some  extension  of  the 
list  of  articles  subject  to  seizure,  as  the  additional  instruc- 
tions of  June  8, 1793,  by  which  the  commanders  of  His  Ma- 
jesty's ships  of  war  and  privateers  were  directed  "to  stop  and 
detain  all  vessels  loaded  wholly  or  in  part  with  corn,  flour,  or 
meal,  bound  to  any  port  in  France,  or  any  port  occupied  by 
the  armies  of  France,  and  to  send  them  to  such  portsas  shall 
be  most  convenient,  in  order  that  such  corn,  meal,  or  flour 
may  be  purchased  on  behalf  of  His  Majesty's  government, 
and  the  ships  be  released  after  such  purchase,  and  after  a  due 
allowance  for  freight,  or  that  the  masters  of  such  ships,  on 
giving  due  security,  to  be  approved  by  the  court  of  admiralty, 
be  permitted  to  proceed  to  dispose  of  their  cargoes  of  corn, 
meal,  or  flour  in  the  ports  of  any  country  in  amity  with  His 
Majesty.'' 

Among  the  vessels  captured  under  the  or 
^^""J^*,,"^*^  der  of  April  1795  was  the  Xeptune,  which 
was  seized  on  a  voyage  from  Charleston  to 
Bordeaux,  whither  she  was  bound  partly  laden  with  rice. 
The  vessel  was  brought  by  the  captor  to  London,  where  pro- 
ceedings were  begun  against  her  in  the  high  court  of  ad- 
miralty.   By  this  tribunal  the  cargo  was  ordered  to  be  sold 
to  the  British  Government  and  the  proceeds  paid  into  court; 
and,  on  a  claim  duly  preferred,  restitution  was  decreed  of  the 
cargo  or  its  value,  and  of  the  ship,  with  freight,  demurrage, 
and  expenses.    The  question  of  the  value  of  the  cargo  was  then 
duly  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  before  whom 
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the  claimaat  demanded  what  the  cargo  would  have  brought  at 
Bordeaux  at  the  time  it  probably  would  have  arrived  there  if 
it  had  not  been  seized.  The  registrar  and  merchants,  how- 
ever, acting  on  the  rule  prescribed  to  them  by  the  British 
Government,  allowed  only  the  invoice  price,  together  with  a 
mercantile  profit  of  10  per  cent.  For  compensation  for  the 
loss  occasioned  by  this  allowance  the  claimant  applied  to  the 
board  of  commissioners  under  Article  VII.  of  the  Jay  Treaty, 
estimating  his  loss  as  the  difference  between  what  he  was 
allowed  and  what  would  have  been  the  net  value  of  the  cargo 
at  Bordeaux.  This  claim  was  resisted  on  the  part  of  the 
British  Government  on  the  ground  that  the  capture  was  law- 
ful, provisions  being,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
liable  to  be  treated  as  contraband  of  war,  at  l^ast  to  the  extent 
to  which  they  were  so  treated  in  the  order  under  which  the 
seizure  was  made ;  and  that  the  British  Government  at  any 
rate  had  the  right  to  seize  provisions  and  preempt  them  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  board,  by  a  majority  vote, 
.  held  otherwise,  and  allowed  the  comi)eusation  demanded. 
The  opinions  of  the  majority  of  the  commissioners  are  given 
below.  Formal  opinions  by  the  minority  were  not  filed.  The 
opinions  discuss  both  questions,  viz,  (1)  Under  what  circum- 
stances provisions  may  be  treated  as  contraband;  (2)  Under 
what  circumstances  may  a  nation  claim  a  right  of  preemption 
in  respect  of  provisions. 

"Mr.  Gostling  says  provisions  are  not  gen- 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Gore,  erally  contraband,  but  under  possible  circum- 
stances tliey  may  become  so.    Both  these  i)osi- 
tions  are  undoubtedly  true.     What  these  circumstances  are 
which  render  provisions  contraband  deserve  inquiry. 

''A  neutral  has  an  unquestionable  right  to  carry  on  com- 
merce with  either  of  the  parties  at  war,  except  in  those  things 
which  are  contraband. 

"  'Jure  Gentium  licere  unicuique  merces  portare  ac  vendere 
ad  quos  voluerit.'    (Grotius  de  I.  B.  &  P.  3  L.  16. 5n.) 

"Whoever  will  derive  to  himself  advantage  by  the  exception 
to  a  general  rule,  or  by  an  interference  with  the  generally 
acknowledged  rights  of  another,  is  bound  to  prove  that  his 
case  is  completely  within  the  exception. 

"Certain  articles  particularly  necessary  to  war,  and  bound 
to  any  port  of  the  enemy's  territory  after  the  war  is  known  to 
exist,  are  contraband.  All  articles  become  so  when  bound  to 
a  place  besieged  or  blockaded,  if  the  importation  is  attempted 
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after  it  is  known  that  the  same  is  in  a  state  of  siege.  He  then 
who  claims  goods  as  contraband  in  their  own  natare,  or  from 
the  pecaliar  situation  of  the  place  to  which  they  are  bound, 
ought  to  show  them  to  be  of  the  quality  or  the  place  of  their 
destination  to  be  in  such  a  state  as  by  the  law  of  nations 
entitled  him  to  seize  and  appropriate  them  to  his  own  use. 

^<If  cases  exist  other  than  these,  and  which,  being  within 
the  reason  of  the  law,  are  also  within  its  penalty,  i  t  is  the  duty 
of  those  who  found  a  right  on  a  parity  of  reason  to  describe 
the  circumstances  in  which  they  are  similar,  and  whereby  the 
reason  applies  equally  to  such  as  to  those  in  a  state  of  siege 
or  blockade. 

<<In  the  present  case  it  is  said  that  sach  circumstances  of 
distress  did  exist  in  France  as  rendered  provisions,  bound  to 
any  port  of  that  extensive  country,  contraband  of  war. 

<<The  circumstances,  then,  ought  at  least  to  have  been  stated, 
that  those  whose  duty  it  is  might  examine  and  decide  whether 
there  be  any  rule  of  the  law  of  nations  to  justify  the  assertion. 

'^No  circumstances  or  facts  are  mentioned  on  which  we  can 
judge;  and  it  is  not  on  the  vague  assertions  of  either  party 
that  any  court  can  be  expected  to  found  its  decisions. 

^<It  is  not  pretended  that  all  the  coast  of  France  was  block- 
aded, and  there  is  strong  evidence  that  no  distress  was  expe- 
rienced  in  that  country  very  superior  to  what  was  felt  in  Great 
Britain,  inasmuch  as  the  agent  for  the  claimant  offered  security 
that  he  would  sell  the  property  in  England  and  indemnify  the 
government  against  them,  provided  he  might  be  permitted  to 
dispose  of  the  cargo  himself.  The  price,  therefore,  can  not  be 
supposed  to  have  been  very  different,  and  it  is  this  which  dis- 
tinctly marks  the  degree  of  want  and  distress  in  both  countries. 
It  is  also  in  evidence  that  the  great,  if  not  sole,  reason  of  the 
government  in  issuing  the  orders  which  authorized  this  cap- 
ture was  to  provide  against  an  expected  scarcity  in  England. 
This  is  confirmed  by  many  public  documents,  and  also  by  cap- 
tures under  the  orders,  extending  to  vessels  bound  to  ports  in 
alliance  with  His  Majesty. 

'*The  acknowledged  right  in  a  neutral  generally  to  carry 
provisions  to  the  country  of  an  enemy;  the  not  proving,  or 
even  stating,  any  peculiar  circumstances  which  rendered  this 
case  an  exception  to  that  right;  the  judgment  of  the  admiralty 
court,  with  the  consent  of  His  Majesty's  officers,  that  the  ves- 
sel and  cargo  did  belong  as  claimed  and  should  be  restored, 
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with  costs  and  damages,  etc.,  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Mullet, 
containing  the  information  he  received  from  the  various  officers 
of  the  crown,  incontestably  conclude  in  favor  of  the  assertion 
of  the  memorialist  'that  the  stoppage  of  this  cargo  was  an 
infringement  of  the  rights  of  a  neutral  state,'  and  against  that 
of  the  agents  of  the  British  crown,  'that  this  capture  was 
made  under  such  circumstances  of  distress  as  rendered  the  act 
lawful  against  the  neutral.' 

^'  In  those  books  on  the  law  of  nations,  which  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  of  examining  I  find  no  cases  mentioned  wherein 
provisions  are  contraband  unless  bound  to  a  place  besieged 
or  blockaded.  If  there  are  others,  they  must  be  such  as  where, 
under  similar  circumstances,  like  relief  is  attempted  to  be 
afforded  to  one  party  and  equal  injury  to  the  other. 

''  In  the  present  war  a  right  has  been  assumed,  as  in  the  case 
before  the  board,  to  stop  provisions  under  circumstances  where 
no  siege  or  blockade  exists. 

''The  only  authority  that  I  have  seen  quoted  in  support  of 
such  right  is  in  2d  Vattel,  sec.  112,  viz:  ' Commodities  partic- 
ularly used  in  war,  and  the  importation  of  which  to  an  enemy 
is  prohibited,  are  called  contraband  goods — such  are  arms, 
military  and  naval  stores,  timber,  and  even  provisions  in  cer- 
tain junctures,  where  there  are  hopes  of  reducing  the  enemy 
by  famine.' 

"  What  these  certain  junctures  are  the  writer  does  not  say, 
but  characterizes  them  by  this  description, '  where  there  are 
hopes  of  reducing  the  enemy  by  famine.'  What  is  the  natural 
import  of  these  words!  What  are  those  junctures  wherein 
hopes  may  be  justly  entertained  of  reducing  an  enemy  by 
famine? 

"  The  hope  of  reducing  an  enemy  by  famine  can  not  exist 
without  supposing  the  immediate  operation  of  a  force  capable 
of  attaining  that  end  and  of  preventing  relief. 

"The  reducing  an  enemy  by  famine  is  placing  him  in  such  a 
state  that  he  must  either  submit  to  the  terms  proposed  or  die 
of  hunger. 

"These  hopes  may  be  entertained  in  certain  cases  where 
you  can  besiege  or  blockade  a  place.  To  constitute  a  siege  or 
blockade  the  place  must  be  surrounded.  It  must  also  be  inca- 
pable of  providing  within  itself  the  mjBans  of  subsistence  to 
supi)ort  the  hopes  of  r^educing  it  by  famine.  When,  therefore, 
we  reflect  on  the  force  necessary  to  form  a  perfect  siege  or 


PRIZE   CASES.  3847 

blockade,  and  that  there  must  also  exist  a  disparity  betvreeii 
its  capacity  to  produce  subsistence  and  the  numbers  to  be  sup- 
ported to  justify  such  hopes,  it  is  evident  that  these  can  be 
eutertained  only  in  respect  to  some  small  tract  of  territory  or 
island. 

^< There  can  hardly  be  ima^ned  such  a  juncture,  in  the 
affairs  of  a  great  nation  consisting  of  more  than  twenty 
millions  of  people,  and  extended  over  a  large  tract  of  territory, 
that  would  raise  hopes  of  reducing  it  to  such  an  unconditional 
surrender  as  is  supposed  in  the  case  of  famine,  viz,  a  reduc- 
tion to  such  terms  as  the  conqueror  may  choose  to  impose. 

"  The  supplies  of  provisions,  furnished  to  such  a  nation  from 
foreign  countries,  must,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be  so  trifling, 
compared  to  their  actual  consumption,  as  to  be  of  no  important 
consequence  to  the  nation  who  receives  or  to  that  which  inter- 
cepts them. 

^^It  is  hardly  within  possibility  that  the  admission  or  pre- 
vention of  all  provisions  firom  other  countiies  could  of  itself 
prevent  or  effect  a  famine. 

"  If  the  ic^ea  could  ever  be  seriously  entertained  of  surround- 
ing such  a  country  as  France,  and  the  inhabitants  be  supposed 
in  such  a  state  as  in  absolute  danger  of  perishing  by  famine,  is 
it  not  infinitely  more  probable  that,  impelled  by  hunger,  such 
a  body  of  people  would  break  through  all  the  feeble  restraints 
that  could  be  imposed  upon  them  and  find  their  way  into  a 
country  of  plenty,  rather  than  submit  unconditionally  to  the 
terms  of  the  besiegers? 

"  To  avoid  perishing  by  famine,  an  enemy  surrei>ders,  and 
is  relieved  from  that  evil. 

^^  If  a  nation,  populous  as  the  one  mentioned,  be  in  such  a 
state,  it  may  well  be  doubted  if  any  effectual  relief  could  be 
obtained  by  a  surrender,  for  a  little  reflection  on  tlie  immense 
quantity  of  food  necessary  for  the  support  of  so  many  people 
will  convince  any  man  that  it  could  not  be  easily  spared  from 
the  rest  of  the  world,  or,  if  it  could,  that  there  would  be  no 
means  of  transporting  it  to  them  in  season  to  prevent  their 
destruction. 

"  If  all  supplies  could  be  prevented  from  without  to  such  an 
extended  country,  fertile  in  its  soil  and  varied  in  its  climate, 
and  capable  in  ordinary  times  of  raising  a  sufficiency  of  pro- 
visions for  the  support  of  all  its  inhabitants  and  a  surplus  for 
exportation,  hopes  could  not  be  derived  from  thence  of  reduc- 
ing that  nation  by  famine.    There  may  be  a  scarcity  of  certain 
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articles  of  provisions  in  such  a  country  that  may  be  incon- 
venient, bat  it  is  hardly  possible  there  should  be  a  famine  in 
the  common  acceptance  of  the  term — that  is,  such  a  scarcity 
of  all  food  as  to  produce  death  generally  among  the  people. 

^'  Such  a  nation  has  within  itself  all  the  means  of  subsistence. 
Suppose  that  by  misfortune  or  neglect  to  cultivate  the  land  not 
more  than  three-quarters  of  their  usual  quantity  of  provisions 
is  obtained.  An  economy  in  the  expenditure  of  this  quantity 
will  suflBce  for  the  support  of  life  without  hazard  of  starving. 
Yet  no  one  will  believe  that  it  is  possible  for  any  part  of  the 
world  to  supply  this  deflcieiicy. 

"  When,  therefore,  we  consider  the  impracticability  of  guard- 
ing and  surrounding  a  territory  extensive  like  that  of  France, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  importation  of  provisions;  that  the  quan- 
tity of  foreign  supply  can  in  no  case  be  material  to  prevent 
famine;  that  such  a  nation  does  not  depend  on  others  for  sus- 
tenance, but  has  within  itself  all  the  means  of  subsistence,  and 
can  supply  any  deficiency  in  their  ordinary  quantity  of  food, 
by  economy  in  their  expenditure,  more  effectually  than  from 
any  foreign  aid,  we  may  safely  conclude  that  the  junctures,  in 
which  hopes  are  entertained  of  reducing  an  enemy  by  famine, 
can  not  be  predicated  of  such  a  nation,  and  that  therefore  the 
seizure  of  provisions,  bound  generally  to  their  ports,  not  in  a 
state  of  siege  or  blockade,  can  not  be  justified  on  the  before- 
cited  passage  of  Vattel. 

'« This  appears  to  me  the  natural  construction  of  the  words  of 
this  author,  taken  distinctly  and  by  themselves.  By  referring 
to  other  parts  of  his  treatise,  and  to  other  eminent  writers  on 
the  law  of  nations,  this  interpretation  will  be  confirmed,  and 
It  will  be  evident  that  provisions  are  not  contraband,  except 
in  case  of  being  bound  to  a  place  besieged  or  blockaded. 

"Vattel,  in  the  one  hundred  and  seventeenth  section,  speaks 
of  the  punishment  that  King  Demetrius  inflicted  upon-  the 
master  and  pilot  of  a  vessel  carrying  provisions  to  Athens 
when  he  had  almost  reduced  that  city  by  famine.  Athens  was 
at  that  time  closely  besieged. 

"This  case  then  marks  the  juncture  when  provisions  become 
(contraband,  and  defines  those  grounds  of  hope  of  reducing  the 
enemy  by  famine,  the  existence  of  which  is  necessary  to  justify 
their  seizure.  As  this  author  mentions  no  other  case  where 
the  hopes  of  reduction  by  famine  render  provisions  contraband, 
we  must  construe  this  indefinite  declaration  by  the  example 
which  he  afterwards  gives,  and  especially  when  he  makes  use 
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of  nearly  the  same  expressions  in  both  sections  to  describe 
that  sitnation  of  an  enemy  which  renders  it  just  to  prohibit 
the  importation  of  provisions. 

^^Zonch  quotes  the  instance  of  Demetrius  to  support  a  doc- 
trine expressed  in  terms  of  like  extent  with  those  of  Vattel: 

'<  ^  Hue  spectat  quod  Demetrius  cum  Atticam  teneretexercitu, 
Athenis  famem  facturus  gubernatorem  cum  nave  frnmeutum 
inferre  parantem  cepit;  et  Garthaginieuses  Romauosqni  hosti- 
bus  commeatum  attulerunt,  ceperunt  eosdem  vero  repetentibus 
reddiderunt.  Distinguendum  censet  Qrotius  de  rebus  quae 
deferuntur  quarum  aliae  in  bello  multum  usum  habent,  ut 
quae  voluptati  inserviunt,  quod  genus  querelain  non  habet; 
alia  in  bello  tantuin  usum  habent,  ut  arma  quae  qui  hostibus 
subministrant  in  hostium  partibus  habentur;  alia  sunt  quae  in 
bello  vel  extra  bellum  usum  habent,  ut  iiecunia,  commeatus, 
naves,  quas  etiam,  si  earum  subvectio  deditionem,  quae  expec- 
tatur  impedire  poterit  intercipere  licebit.'  (De  Judicio  inter 
Gentes,  Pars.  2,  sect.  8.) 

"  By  all  rules  of  sound  construction  it  is  prohibited  to  extend 
a  principle  beyond  what  the  circumstances  of  the  case  from 
which  it  is  deduced  will  fairly  warrant.  It  will  be  seen  also 
hereafter  that  Grotius,  whose  language  he  adopts,  instead  of 
extending  the  case  wherein  provisions  are  contraband  beyond 
those  of  siege  and  blockade  limits  them  within  a  narrower 
compass. 

<<  Bynkershoek  makes  use  of  expressions  of  greater  latitude 
in  treating  generally  on  this  subject,  viz:  'Excepta  sape  et 
cibaria,  quando  ab  amicis  nostris  obsidioue  premuntur  hostes, 
aut  alias  fame  labor  ant,  Optimo  Jure  interdictum  est,  ne  quid 
eorum  hostibus  subministremus,  quia  his  rebus  nos  ipsi  quo- 
dammodo  videremur  amicis  nostris  bellum  facere.'  (Quest. 
I.  P.  1  B.  page  70.) 

"Yet  in  the  eleventh  chapter  he  gives  his  opinion  in  the 
most  explicit  manner  that  provisions  may  be  carried  to  all 
places,  even  to  camps,  if  not  besieged. 

"  In  this  last  cited  chapter  he  adduces  many  arguments  to 
prove  that  camps  as  well  as  cities  may  be  surrounded  and 
besieged  and  ports  blockaded  by  fleets,  from  whence  he  con- 
cludes that  provisions  bound  to  ports  and  armies  thus  situated 
become  contraband.  The  words,  then,  alias  fame  laborant, 
which  are  more  latitudinary  than  those  of  Vattel,  can  be  con- 
strued to  extend  only  to  cases  where  provisions  are  bound  to 
places  blockaded  by  fleets  and  to  camps  besieged. 
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^<A  construction  that  should  embrace  cases  other  than  these 
would  be  totally  irreconcilable  with  what  the  author  afterwards 
declares  in  the  most  positive  language,  for,  on  much  considera- 
tion of  the  subject,  and  of  several  ordinances  of  Spain  and 
Holland,  prohibiting  the  importation  of  provisions  into  each 
other's  territory,  he  proves  them  to  have  been  unjustly  made 
in  the  heat  of  war,  or  in  retaliation  for  such  as  were  so  made, 
and  that  the  ordinances,  so  far  as  they  prohibit  provisions,  can 
only  be  considered  just  when  the  place  to  which  they  are  bound 
is  besieged,  for  on  that  state  alone,  says  he,  does  their  justice 
depend.    (1  Lib.  11  chap.  p.  87.) 

<^This  intelligent  writer  examines  very  particularly  the  doc- 
trine that  attempts  to  include  among  contraband  of  war  pro- 
visions and  other  things  which  are  of  use  both  in  peace  and 
war,  under  circumstances  other  than  those  of  siege  or  block- 
ade, and,  after  considering  the  arguments  in  favor  of  it,  ex- 
plodes the  principle  as  dangerous  and  unjust,  and  contrary  to 
the  law  and  custom  of  nations.  His  concluding  remarks  are 
in  the  following  words,  viz:  'In  tertio  genere  distinguit  Gro- 
tius,  et  permittit  res  promiscui  usus  intercipere  sed  in  casu 
necessitatis,  si  aliter  me,  meaque  tueri  non  possim,  et  quidem 
sub  onere  restitutionis,  verum  ut  alia  praeteream,  quis  arbiter 
crit  ejus  necessitatis,  nam  facilimum  est  earn  praetexere.  An 
ipse  ego.qui  intercipi?  Sic  puto,  ei  sedet,  sed  in  causa  mea  me 
sedere  jtidicem  omnes  leges,  omniaque  Jura  prohibent,  nisi 
quod  usus  tyrannorum  omnium  princeps  admittat,  ubi  foedera 
inter  principes  explicanda  sunt.  Nee  etiam  potui  animadver- 
tere  mores  Gentium  hanc  Grotii  distinctionem  probasse,  magis 
probarunt,  quod  deinde  ait,  neque  obsessis  licere  res  promiscui 
usus  advertere,  sic  enim  alteri  prodessim  in  necem  alterius.' 
(Q.  L  P.  10  chap.,  page  76.) 

"  He  afterwards,  in  chap.  11,  says:  'Ex  ratione  commuui,  et 
Gentium  usu  Urbibus  obsessis  nihil  quicquam  licet  advertere 
ut  alia  occasione  supra  dicebain,  id  ipsum  quoque  dixit  Grotius 
de  Jure  B.  et  P.  improbat  enim  subvertioneni,  si  Juris  mei 
exsecutionem  rerum  subvertio  iuipedierit,  idque  scire  potueret 
qui  advexit,  nt  si  oppidum  obsessum  tenebam  si  portos  clauses, 
et  jam  deditio,  aut  Pax  exspectabatur:  Sola  obsidio  in  causa 
est  cui  nihil  obsessis  subvertere  liceat,  sive  contrabandum  sit 
sive  non  sit  nam  obsessi  non  tantum  vi  coguntur  ad  dedi- 
tionem,  sed  et  fame,  et  alia  aliarum  rerum  penuria.' 
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"We  see  here,  according  to  Grotias,  provisions  were  not 
contraband  going  to  a  place  besieged,  unless  peace  or  a  sur- 
render was  expected  from  the  siege,  and  that  quickly;  and  his 
commentator,  Barbeyrac,  agrees  with  Goccejus  in  opinion,  that 
a  neuter  may  carry  provisions  to  one  of  two  enemies  who  is 
besieged  and  pressed  by  the  other,  provided  he  does  not  do  it 
with  a  design  to  deliver  him  from  this  grievous  extremity,  and 
that  he  is  also  ready  to  sell  the  same  provisions  to  the  other 
enemy;  the  state  of  neutrality  and  the  freedom  of  commerce, 
he  remarks,  take  from  the  besieging  all  cause  of  complaint. 
Although  this  opinion  of  Grotius  is  very  justly  combatted  by 
Bjmkershoek  as  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  nations,  yet  it 
serves  to  show  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  writer  himself,  the 
terms  made  use  of,  in  giving  a  general  description  of  the  cases 
in  which  provisions  may  be  seized,  instead  of  being  extended 
beyond  the  case  of  siege  or  blockade,  are  confined  within  nar- 
rower limits  than  even  those  of  mere  siege  or  blockade — for  he 
requires  not  only  that  the  place  should  be  besieged,  but  that, 
in  addition  thereto,  peace  or  surrender  be  soon  expected  to 
take  place. 

"And  although  the  opinions  of  Barbeyrac  and  Goccejus  are 
not  allowed  to  be  conformable  to  tlie  law  and  usage  of  nations, 
yet  they  are  of  importance  to  show  that  the  general  and  indefi- 
nite expressions  of  Grotius  on  this  subject  can  not  be  construed 
to  embrace  cases  other  than  those  of  siege  or  blockade. 

"The  description  of  cases  by  Vattel,  wherein  provisions 
belonging  to  a  neuter  may  be  seized,  is  <  in  certain  junctures, 
where  there  are  hopes  of  reducing  the  enemy  by  famine.' 

"That  by  Grotius  (leaving  out  the  terms  that  relate  to  siege, 
and  thus  render  it  definite),  where  peace  or  surrender  is  soon 
expected. 

"  It  is  therefore  highly  probable  that  the  words  of  the  former 
are  adapted  from  the  latter  in  his  general  description,  and  if 
so  they  are  selected  for  the  purpose  of  confining  the  right  of 
the  belligerent  within  a  narrow  circle  rather  than  extending 
it  beyond  the  cases  of  siege  or  blockade.  They  are,  however, 
certainly  of  no  greater  latitude  than  those  of  Grotius,  and  by 
no  means  so  indefinite  as  those  of  By nkershoek,  viz :  '  Quando 
ab  amicis  nobis  obsidione  premuntur  hostes,  aut  alias  fame 
lahoranV  Yet,  as  we  have  the  construction  of  these  celebrated 
men  of  their  own  language,  wherein  they  expressly  confine 
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tbeir  meaning  to  cases  of  siege  or  blockade,  and  as  Vattel 
does  not  suggest  any  alteration  in  the  law  of  nations  on  this 
subject  and  quotes  no  other  case  than  that  of  a  close  and  per- 
fect siege  to  show  what  is  the  usage  of  nations  as  to  the  seizure 
of  neutral  proi)erty,  it  follows  conclusively  that  the  construc- 
tion I  have  given  of  this  passage  is  confirmed  by  himself  as 
well  as  by  those  other  eminent  writers  on  public  law. 

'*Valin  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Ordinances  of  Louis 
XIY.  examines  in  what  cases  provisions  are  contraband.  The 
following  quotation  will  show  his  opinion  on  this  subject. 
Speaking  of  the  prohibition  to  carry  articles  contraband  of 
war  to  the  country  of  an  enemy,  he  says :  '  Et  tel  a  ^te  de  tout 
temps  les  droit  des  gens  relatif  i\  la  guerre.  Loccenius  de 
jure  maritimo^  <^tend  meme  la  prohibition  aux  vivres  et  muni- 
tions de  bouche,  de  meme  que  I'article  5  du  r^glement  du  Boi 
de  Dannemark,  en  date  du  5  avril  1710:  mais  par  nos  loix  et 
le  droit  commun,  elle  n'a  lieu  en  cette  partie  que  par  rapport 
aux  places  assiegees  ou  bloqu^es;'  and  afterwards  he  says: 
'Ces  objets  except^s^  (referring  to  contrabands  in  their  own 
nature)  Hes  sujets  des  puissances  amies  ou  neutres  peuvent 
douc  commercer  librement  avec  nos  ennemis,  leur  porter  leurs 
denrees  et  marchandises,  et  prendre  en  ^change  ou  paiement 
des  effets  du  pays  ennemi.'    (3  L.  9  tit.  11  art.  p.  264, 5.) 

"  Mr.  Gostling  says  the  law  of  nations  warrants  the  seizure 
of  goods  as  contraband  in  certain  cases,  for  the  purpose  of 
compulsory  preemption. 

"  Goods  are  contraband  from  some  fault  in  the  person  send- 
ing them ;  a  knowledge  of  war,  in  the  case  of  articles  necessary 
to  war,  or  of  the  siege  or  blockade,  in  that  of  other  articles,  is 
requisite  to  render  them  liable  to  capture. 

<<  It  is,  however,  probable  that  he  grounds  himself  ou  the 
words  of  Grotius  before  quoted,  in  the  distinction  which  he 
makes  of  the  different  sorts  of  goods,  and  the  rights  which  he 
attributes  to  a  belligerent  from  his  own  necessities.  In  my 
opinion  the  answer  given  to  this  by  Bynkershoek  is  conclusive 
against  such  doctrine;  although,  if  Grotius  himself  is  exam- 
ined as  to  the  necessity  which  should  exist  to  support  a  right 
of  seizure,  it  will  be  very  clear  that  this  case  is  not  within  the 
necessity  there  prescribed : 

"•Nam  si  tueri  me  non  possum  nisi  quae  mittuntur intercip- 
iam,  necessitas,  ut  alibi  exposuimus,  jus  dabit,  sed  sub  onere 
restitutionis,  nisi  causa  alia  accedat.'    (3  L.  1  C.  6  S.) 
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*'The  necessity  here  spoken  of  in  a  necessity  on  the  part  of 
the  captor.  Articles  can  never  be  deemed  contraband  merely 
becansethe  belligerent  who  seizes  is  in  want  of  them. 

"  This  comes  not  within  any  description  of  contraband  that 
I  have  ever  seen.  Orotius  explains  himself  as  to  the  neces- 
sity here  intended  by  referring  to  the  6th  sec.  of  the  2d  chap. 
2d  book.  It  is  a  necessity  which  may  take  place  in  peace  as 
well  as  war.  It  must  be,  says  he,  a  necessity  so  absolute  as 
to  absolve  a  man  from  all  hnman  laws  that  regard  the  rights 
of  property,  as  in  case  of  one  man  at  sea  having  reserved  in 
store  a  quantity  of  provisions  when  there  was  great  scarcity; 
here  necessity  admits  of  a  distribution  in  common  among  the 
rest;  or,  in  case  of  fire,  to  pull  down  my  neighbour's  house,  if 
I  have  no  other  means  of  preserving  mine.  In  the  7th  sec. 
he  says  precautions  are  to  be  used  lest  this  liberty  derived  from 
necessity  should  go  too  far;  ^ first,  that  all  possible  means 
should  be  used  by  which  such  a  necessity  may  be  avoided,  by 
entreating  the  owner  to  supply  us  with  what  we  stand  in  need 
of,^  &c. 

"  In  case  of  war  necessity  may  justify  a  belligerent,  as  he 
states  in  the  tenth  section  of  the  same  chapter,  in  possessing 
himself  of  any  fort  in  a  neutral  country,  provided  there  be  not 
an  imaginary  but  a  certain  danger  of  the  enemy  getting  it 
into  his  hands,  and  of  his  being  thereby  capable  of  doing  irrep- 
arable injuries.  The  necessity  must  be  absolute,  continues  he, 
because  whatever  does  but  deviate  the  least  from  necessity  is 
injustice. 

"There  is  no  pretense  that  there  existed  any  such  state  of 
things  in  Great  Britain  at  the  time  of  this  capture,  or  of  issuing 
the  orders  which  authorized  it,  as  would  justify  the  seizure  of 
provisions  belonging  to  neutrals  on  the  ground  of  a  necessity 
thus  defined  by  Grotius. 

"  By  the  authorities  which  I  have  quoted,  and  these  are  con- 
firmed by  Kutherforth  and  Lee,  it  is  manifest  that  provisions 
are  not  contraband,  except  in  cases  where  they  are  bound  to 
places  besieged  or  blockaded ;  and  that  the  seizure  of  them  is 
not  justifiable  by  the  law  or  usage  of  nations  in  any  other  cases. 
I  have  seen  no  writers  on  public  law  that  give  the  least  color 
to  the  opposite  doctrine  except  Heineccius,  on  the  Law  of  Na- 
ture and  Nations,  by  TurnbuU  (2  book,  9  chap.  201  sec),  who 
cites  Grotius,  L.  3  C.  17,  sec.  3,  and  Bynkershoek,  Quaest.  Jur. 
P.  cap.  9,  and  sec.  9,  in  support  of  his  assertions;  and  whoever 
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will  take  the  trouble  to  turn  to  the  passages  quoted  will  find 
that  they  have  not  the  smallest  relation  to  the  subject,  or  are 
directly  repugnant  to  the  purpose  for  which  they  are  adduced. 

^'The  limitation  of  Grotius,  in  rendering  it  necessary  to  the 
seizure  of  provisions,  in  case  of  siege  or  blockade,  that  peace 
or  surrender  should  be  speedily  expected,  has  been  very  justly 
exploded,  not  so  much  on  account  of  its  unreasonableness,  as 
on  account  of  its  uncertainty,  and  the  endless  disputes  which 
placing  a  right  on  such  vague  grounds  would  certainly  engen- 
der between  the  nations  at  war  and  those  at  peace.  The 
extending  a  right  to  seize  the  property  of  neutrals  in  cases 
other  than  those  of  siege  or  blockade  is  liable  to  the  same 
objections  in  much  greater  degree. 

*'In  one  case  there  is  a  public  and  obvious  fact,  by  which 
the  neutral  and  belligerent  may  know  and  determine  their  re- 
spective rights.  In  the  other  there  is  nothing  to  which  the 
neutral  can  refer  to  ascertain  whether  the  trade  is  lawful  or. 
otherwise,  or,  in  case  of  dispute,  to  which  both  parties  can  ap- 
peal for  settling  the  question.  Happily  for  mankind,  in  this 
eventful  age,  in  which  surely  there  is  no  reason  for  multiplying 
the  occasions  of  dispute  and  the  pretenses  or  causes  of  war," 
this  point  does  not  remain  unsettled.  If  it  did,  the  foregoing 
reflection  would  be  sufficient  to  refute  a  doctrine  which  would 
provide  the  certain  means  of  extending  the  war  of  two  peoples 
to  all  the  mercantile  nations  on  earth. 

"Mr.  Gostling  has  chosen  to  remark  that  the  eighteenth 
article  of  the  subsisting  treaty  expressly  recognizes  a  right  in 
the  belligerent  to  stop  provisions  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case. 

"It  is  hardly  possible  to  believe  that  this  article  of  the 
treaty  has  ever  been  read  by  those  who  adduce  it  in  8upi)ort 
of  such  a  doctrine.    The  words  are: 

"'Whenever  any  such  articles  (referring  to  provisions  and 
other  articles  not  generally  contraband),  so  becoming  contra- 
band according  to  the  existing  law  of  nations,  shall  for  tfuit 
reason  be  seized,  the  same  shall  not  be  confiscated,  but  the 
owners  thereof  shall  be  speedily  and  completely  indemnified.* 

"  The  article  grants  to  the  belligerent  no  new  rights.  It  does 
not  extend  the  list  of  contraband  in  the  smallest  degree,  nor 
does  it  make  any  new  cases  wherein  articles  not  generally  con- 
traband shall  become  so.  By  the  just  and  unavoidable  con- 
struction of  these  words  it  impairs  the  rights  of  the  belligerents 
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and  grants  to  the  neatral  a  benefit  not  before  enjoyed.  It  re- 
strains the  former  from  confiscating  articles  in  certain  cases 
where  by  law  they  are  contraband,  and  assures  to  the  latter 
complete  indemnification  for  their  seizure  in  cases  where  by 
law  a  forfeiture  is  incurred. 

^<If  goods  are  contraband  by  the  existing  law  of  nations 
the  belligerent  has  a  right  to  seize  them,  but  no  right  derives 
from  the  treaty.  If  they  are  not  so  contraband,  there  exists 
no  right  to  seize  them.  It  appears  incontestably  that  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case  the  cargo  was  not  contraband 
according  to  the  existing  law  of  nations.  It  follows,  then,  con- 
clusively that  the  belligerent  had  no  right  to  make  this  seizure 
by  virtue  of  any  doctrine  recognized  in  this  treaty.  Whence 
a  different  conclusion  could  have  been  drawn  it  is  not  possible 
for  me  to  conceive. 

^<The  United  States  have  constantly  resisted,  by  all  the 
means  in  their  power,  a  doctrine  that  attempted  to  embrace 
within  the  list  of  contraband  provisions  in  cases  other  than 
those  of  siege  or  blockade.  And  in  my  judgment  this  clause 
was  introduced  in  the  article  merely  to  avoid  disputes  which 
often  arise  as  to  the  fact  of  blockade — that  is,  whether  or  not 
the  place  was  so  invested  as  in  construction  of  law  amounts 
to  a  blockade. 

^^And  although  Great  Britain  has  issued  orders  at  different 
periods  during  the  war  to  seize  provisions  belonging  to  neu- 
trals if  bound  to  ports  of  France,  though  not  in  a  state  of 
blockade,  yet  she  has  always  engaged  to  pay  for  the  same. 
If  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were  seized  rendered 
them  contraband,  she  was  under  no  obligation  to  make  any 
compensation  for  the  seizure. 

"  If  by  the  law  of  nations  they  were  justly  seizable  as  con- 
traband, the  condemnation  of  them  would  have  been  equally 
just  and  would  have  followed  of  course.  Her  engaging  then 
to  make  payment  affords  strong  proof  that  the  right  was  not 
perfectly  clear  even  to  those  who  adopted  the  practice. 

"On  the  supposition  that  a  necessity  existed  on  the  part  of 
Great  Britain  which  justified  the  capture  and  detention  of  this 
cargo,  a  question  arises  *  What  obligations  the  laws  of  justice 
and  of  nations  imposed  on  the  belligerent!'  The  answer  will 
be  found  in  the  same  author  who  speaks  of  the  necessity,  and 
is  in  the  following  words,  viz:  '  It  may  seem  needless  for  us  to 
treat  of  those  that  are  not. engaged,  in  the  war,  when  it  is 
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manifeBt  the  right  of  war  can  not  affect  thein ;  but  becaase, 
upon  occasion  of  war,  many  things  are  put  upon  thein  on  pre- 
tense, it  may  be  proper  here,  first,  briefly  to  repeat,  what  we 
have  mentioned  before,  that  the  necessity  must  be  really 
extreme  to  give  any  right  to  another's  goods;  second,  that  it 
should  be  requisite  that  there  should  not  be  the  like  necessity 
in  the  owner;  third,  when  absolute  necessity  urges  us  to  take, 
we  should  then  take  no  more  than  it  requires.  That  is,  if  the 
bare  securing  of  it  be  enough,  we  ought  not  to  make  use  of  it, 
and,  if  we  can  not  help  abusing  it,  we  ought  to  return  the  full 
value  of  it.'''    (3  Grotius,  17  chap.  1  sec.) 

Gore,  commissioner,  Jane  30,  1797,  case  of  the  Neptune;  Article  VII., 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November  19, 1794. 

"The  majority  of  the  board  were  for  apply- 

Fi^e  ^     *^^  *^^  ^^^^  adopted  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey ^ 

Furlong,  i.  e.,  ^  the  net  value  of  the  cargo  at  its 

port  of  destination  at  such  time  as  the  vessel  would  probably 

have  arrived  there.' 

"One  of  the  British  commissioners  objected  to  the  applica- 
tion of  that  rule,  not  only  upon  the  general  grounds  mentioned 
in  his  written  opinion  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey^  Furlong,  which 
I  have  elsewhere  fully  considered,  but  upon  grounds  peculiar 
to  cases  arising  under  the  provision  order  of  1795. 

"The  objections  peculiar  to  this  class  of  cases  were  chiefly 
founded  upon  the  following  positions: 

"1st.  That  the  order  of  council  was  made  when  there  was 
a  prospect  of  reducing  or  bringing  the  enemy  to  terms  by 
famine,  and  that  in  such  a  state  of  things  provisions  bound  to 
the  ports  of  the  enemy  became  so  far  contraband  as  to  justify 
Great  Britain  in  seizing  them  upon  the  terms  of  paying  there- 
for the  invoice  price  with  a  reasonable  mercantile  j^rofit  thereon^ 
together  with  the  freight,  demurrage,  etc. 

"2d.  That  the  order  of  council  was  justified  by  necessity ^  the 
British  nation  being  at  that  time  threatened  with  a  scarcity  of 
those  articles  directed  to  be  seized. 

"The  first  of  these  positions  has  been  rested,  not  only  upon 
the  general  laws  of  nations,  but  upon  the  eighteenth  article  of 
the  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  America. 

"The  evidence  of  this  supposed  law  of  nations  is  principally 
the  following  loose  i)assage  of  Vattel :  *  Commodities  particu- 
larly used  in  war,  and  the  imi)ortation  of  which  to  an  enemy 
is  prohibited,  and  called  contraband  goods.    Such  are  military 
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end  naval  stores,  timber,  horses,  and  even  provisions  in  certain 
junctures  when  there  are  hopes  of  reducing  the  enemy  by  famine.^ 
(Vattel,  B.  3,  ch.  7,  sec".  112.) 

^<It  might  be  sufficient  to  say,  in  answer  to  this  authority, 
that  it  is  at  best  equivocal  and  indefinite,  as  it  does  not  desig- 
nate what  the  junctures  are  in  which  it  shall  be  allowable  to 
hold  <that  there  are  hopes  of  reducing  the  enemy  by  famine;' 
that  it  is  entirely  consistent  with  it  to  affirm  that  these  hopes 
must  be  built  upon  an  obvious  and  palpable  chance  of  efifect- 
ing  the  enemy's  reduction  by  this  obnoxious  mode  of  warfare, 
and  that  no  such  chance  is  by  the  law  of  nations  admitted  to 
exist  except  in  certain  defined  cases,  such  as  the  actual  siege, 
blockade,  or  investiture  of  particular  places.  This  answer, 
satisfactory  enough  in  itself,  would  be  rendered  still  more  so 
by  comparing  what  is  contained  in  the  foregoing  quotations 
with  the  more  precise  opinions  of  other  i  espectable  writers  on 
the  law  of  nations,  by  which  we  might  be  enabled  to  discover 
that  which  Vattel  does  not  in  this  quotation  profess  to  explain — 
the  combination  of  circumstances  to  which  his  principle  is 
applicable  or  intended  by  him  to  be  applied. 

^<But  there  is  no  necessity  for  relying  wholly  on  this  answer, 
since  Vattel  will  himself  furnish  us  with  a  pretty  accurate 
commentary  on  the  vague  text  he  has  given  us. 

"  The  only  instance  put  by  this  writer  which  comes  within 
the  range  of  his  general  principle  is  that  which  he,  as  well  as 
Grotius,  has  taken  from  Plutarch.  Demetrius  (as  Grotius 
expresses  it)  held  Attica  by  the  sword.  He  had  taken  the 
adjoining  towns  of  Eleusine  and  Bhamnus,  designing  a  famine 
in  AthenSy  and  had  almost  accomplished  his  design,  when  a 
vessel  loaded  with  provisions  attempted  to  relieve  the  city. 
Vattel  speaks  of  this  as  a  case  in  which  the  provisions  were 
contraband  (sec.  117) ;  and  although  he  does  not  make  use  of  this 
example  for  the  declared  purpose  of  rendering  more  specific 
the  passage  above  cited,  yet  as  he  mentions  none  other  to 
which  it  can  relate,  it  is  strong  evidence  to  show  that  he  did 
not  mean  to  carry  the  doctrine  of  special  contraband  further 
than  the  example  will  warrant. 

<^  It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  in  section  113  he  states  ex- 
pressly that  all  contraband  goods  (including,  of  course,  those 
becoming  so  by  reason  of  the  junctures  of  which  he  has  been 
speaking  at  the  end  of  section  112)  are  to  be  confiscated.  But 
nobody  pretends,  and  it  would  be  monstrous  to  preten<l,  that 
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Great  Britain  could  rightfully  have  confiscated  the  cargoes 
taken  under  the  order  of  1795.  And  yet  if  the  seizures  made 
under  the  virtue  of  that  order  fell  within  Vattel's  opinion,  the 
confiscation  of  the  cargoes  seized  would  have  been  justifiable 
according  to  the  same  opinion. 

^<It  has  long  been  settled  that  all  contraband  goods  are 
subject  to  forfeiture  by  the  law  of  nations,  whether  they  are 
so  in  their  own  nature  or  become  so  by  existing  circumstances^ 
and  even  in  early  times^  when  this  rule  was  not  so  well  estab- 
lished, we  find  that  those  nations  which  sought  an  exemption 
from  forfeiture  never  claimed  it  upon  grounds  peculiar  to  any 
description  of  contraband,  but  upon  general  reasons  embracing 
all  cases  of  contraband  whatsoever. 

"As  it  is  admitted,  then,  not  only  by  the  order  itself  but  by 
the  agent  of  the  crown  and  every  member  of  this  board,  that 
the  cargoes  in  question  were  not  subject  to  forfeiture  as  con- 
traband, it  is  manifest  that  the  juncture  which  gave  birth  to 
that  order  is  admitted  not  to  have  been  such  a  one  as  Vattel 
had  in  view,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  cargoes  did  not 
become  contraband  at  all,  within  the  true  meaning  of  his 
principle  or  within  any  principle  known  to  the  general  law  of 
nations. 

"  In  confirmation  of  the  above  observations  upon  Vattel,  it 
may  not  be  unimportant  to  add  that  Zouch,^  who  speaks  upon 
this  subject  almost  in  the  very  words  used  by  Yattel  in  the 
foregoing  quotations,  illustrates  and  fixes  the  extent  of  his 
general  doctrine  by  the  case  of  the  investment  of  Athens  by 
Demetrius. 

"I  have  understood  it  to  be  supposed  that  Grotius  also 
countenances  the  position  I  am  now  arguing  against. 

"He  divides  goods  into  three  classes,  the  first  of  which  he 
declares  to  be  plainly  contraband,  the  second  plainly  not  so, 
and  as  to  the  third  he  says,  <  In  tertio  illo  genere  usus  ancipitis, 
distinguendus  erit  belli  status.  ]^am  si  ttieri  me  non  possum 
nisi  quae  mitUmtur  intercipimn,  necessitas^  ut  alibi  exposiumus^ 
jus  dabitj  sed  sub  onere  restitutionis,  nisi  causa  alia  accedat.' 
(Lib.  3,  ch.  1,  sec.  5,  etc.)  This  'causa  alia'  is  afterward  ex- 
plained by  <ut  si  oppidum  obsessum  tenebam,  si  portus  clausos, 
et  jam  deditio  aut  pax  expectabatur.' 

^  "  Bynkershoek,  too,  who  lays  down  his  general  principle  even  in  larger 
terms  than  Vattel,  evidently  contines  its  application  to  cases  of  siege  and 
blockade.'' 
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<<Tliis  opinion  of  Grotias  as  to  the  third  class  of  goods  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  proceed  at  all  upon  the  notion  of  contra- 
band, but  simply  upon  that  of  a  pure  necessity  on  the  part  of 
the  capturing  belligerent.  He  does  not  consider  the  right 
of  seizure  as  a  means  of  effecting  the  reduction  of  the  enemy ^  but 
a«  the  indispensable  means  of  our  defense. 

^'  He  does  not  authorize  the  seizure  upon  any  supposed  ille- 
gal conduct  in  the  neutral  in  attempting  to  carry  articles  of 
the  third  class  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy  or  upon  any  supposed 
character  of  contraband  attached  to  those  articles.  He  author- 
izes it  upon  the  footing  of  that  sort  of  absolute  necessity  on 
the  part  of  the  belligerent  making  the  seizure  which  by  the 
law  of  nature  suspends  in  his  favor  sub  modo  the  rights  of 
others.  This  necessity  he  explains  at  large  in  lib.  2,  ch.  2, 
sec.  6,  etc.  And  in  the  above-recited  passage  he  refers  ex- 
pressly to  that  explanation. 

"  Lib.  2,  ch.  2,  sec.  6.  <  1.  Yideamus  i)orro,  ecquod  jus  com- 
muniter  hominibus  competat  in  eas  res,  quae  jam  propria^  ali- 
quorum  factsB  sunt:  quod  quseri  mirum  forte  aliquis  pntet, 
cum  proprietas  videatur  absorpsisse  jus  illud  omne,  quod  ex 
rerum  communi  statu  nascebatur.  Bed  uon  ita  est.  Spectan- 
dum  enim  est,  quae  mens  eorum  fuerit,  qui  primi  dominia  sin- 
gularia  introduxerunt:  qute  credenda  est  talis  fuisse,  ut  quam 
minimum  ab  sequitate  naturali  recesserit.  Nam  si  scriptae 
etiam  leges  in  eum  censum  trahendae  sunt  quatenus  fieri  potest, 
multo  magis  mores,  qui  scriptorum  vinculis  non  teuentur. 

"  *  2.  Hinc  primo  sequitur,  in  gravissima  necessitate  revivis- 
cere  jus  illud  pristinum  rebus  utendi,  tanquam  si  communes 
mansissent:  quia  in  omnibus  legibus  humanis,  ac  proinde  et 
in  lege  dominii,  summa  ilia  necessitas  videtur  excepta. 

<*  ^  3.  Hinc  illud,  ut  in  navigatione,  si  quando  defecerint  ciba- 
ria,  quod  quisque  habet,  in  commune  couferri  debeat.  Sic  et 
defendendi  mei  causa  vicini  aedificium  orto  incendio  dissipare 
possum:  et  funes  aut  retia  discindere,  in  quae  navis  mea  im- 
pulsaest,  si  aliter  explicari  nequit.  Quse  omnia  lege  civili  non 
introducta,  sed  exposita  sunt.' 

<<  In  sections  7,  8,  and  9  Grotius  lays  down  the  conditions 
annexed  to  the  exercise  of  this  right  of  necessity.  As,  first,  it 
shall  not  be  exercised  until  all  other  x>ossible  means  have  been 
used;  second,  nor  if  the  right  owner  is  under  a  like  necessity; 
and  thirdly,  restitution  shall  be  made  as  soon  as  practicable. 
(Vide  also  Lib.  3,  ch.  17,  sec.  1.) 
6627— VOL.  4 40 
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^^Grotias  exemplifies  what  be  has  said  in  the  foregoing  pas- 
sages thus:  Sec.  X.  ^  Hinc  colligere  est,  quomodo  ei,  qui  bellum 
pium  gerit,  liceat  locum  occupare,  qui  situs  sit  in  solo  pacato: 
nimirum  si  non  imaginarium,  sed  certum  sit  periculum,  ne  hos- 
tis  eum  locum  invadat,  et inde  irreparabilia  damna  det:  deinde, 
si  nihil  sumatur,quod  non  ad  cautiouem  sitnecessarium,put>a, 
nuda  loci  custodia,  relicta  domino  vero  jurisdictione  et  fructi- 
bus :  postremo,  si  id  fiat  animo  reddendae  custodiae  simulatque 
necessitas  ilia  cessaverit.  ^^  Enna  aut  malo,  aut  necessario  fac- 
inore  retenta,"  ait  Livius :  quia  malum  hioj  quicquid  vel  mini- 
mum  ahit  a  necessitate,  etc,^ 

"  From  these  quotations  it  must  be  evident  that  Grotius  in 
the  first-mentioned  passage  does  not  rely  upon  any  principle 
similar  to  that  which  is  attributed  to  Yattel;  and  that  he  does 
not  hold  the  seizure  of  articles  of  the  third  class  (among  which 
provisions  are  included)  not  bound  to  a  port  beseiged  or  block- 
aded to  be  lawful,  when  made  with  the  mere  view  of  annoying 
or  redvMng  the  enemy;  but  solely  when  made  with  a  view  to  our 
own  preservation  or  defense  under  the  pressure  of  that  imperi- 
ous and  unequivocal  necessity  which  breaks  down  the  distinc- 
tions of  property,  and,  upon  certain  conditions,  revives  the 
original  right  of  using  things  as  if  they  were  in  common. 

"  In  book  3,  ch.  17,  sec.  1  (of  neuters  in  war),  this  author,  re- 
capitulating what  he  had  said  before  on  this  subject,  further 
explains  this  doctrine  of  necessity,  and  most  explicitly  confirms 
the  construction  I  have  placed  upon  ch.  1,  sec.  5. 

<<  Butherforth,  in  commenting  on  lib.  2,  ch.  1,  sec.  5,  also  ex- 
plains what  Grotius  there  says  of  the  right  of  seizing  provisions 
upon  the  footing  of  necessity,  and  supposes  his  meaning  to  be 
that  the  seizure  will  not  be  justifiable  in  that  view,  <  unless  the 
exigency  of  affairs  is  such  that  ice  can  not  possibly  do  without 
them.^  (2  Euth.  p.  585.)  And  in  commenting  on  lib.  3,  ch.  17, 
sec.  1,  he  says  the  necessity  must  be  absolute  and  utuivoidahle, 
(Vid.  2  Ruth.  p.  ^Q.) 

"  So  far  as  Grotius  considers  the  capture  of  articles  of  the 
third  class  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  enemy,  he  confines  the 
right  within  very  narrow  limits;  for  he  supposes  the  trade  of 
neutrals  in  these  articles  to  be  lawful  even  to  a  beseiged  or 
blockaded  port,  '  unless  a  surrender  or  a  peace  is  quickly  ex- 
pected.' 

^'  Instead  of  stating  provisions  to  be  contraband  in  any  case 
other  than  those  of  siege  or  blockade,  he  declares  it  to  be  the 
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duty  of  neatrals  to  supply  both  parties  to  the  waFwith  provi- 
sions (lib.  3,  ch.  17,  sec.  3),  aud  places  no  other  restriction  apon 
this  daty  than  that  they  are  not  to  relieve  the  besieged. 

^<I  think  that  it  may  be  confidently  concluded  that  this 
writer,  in  place  of  countenancing  the  Orders  of  1795  upon  any 
idea  of  contraband,  may  be  relied  upon  in  that  view  as  a 
strong  authority  against  them.^ 

<<  Every  other  writer  on  the  law  of  nations,  so  far  as  has 
come  within  my  observation,  in  tre;iting  upon  the  subject  of 
contraband  limits  the  right  of  seizing  goods  not  generally 
contraband  of  war  (and  provisions  among  tbe  rest)  to  sucli 
cases  as  I  have  stated  above. 

^^Butherforth,  in  a  work  of  great  merit,  speaking  particularly 
of  the  article  of  provisions,  so  confines  this  right.  (2  vol. 
Inst.  Nat.  Law,  p.  583.) 

^^Bynkershoek  (whom  I  forbear  to  quote  at  large,  since  Mr. 
Gore  has  already  done  so)  also  so  confines  it. 

<<Lee  on  Captures,  Gh.  XL  and  XXL,  following  Bynkershoek, 
upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  practice  of  nations,  also  so 
confines  it,  aud  he  concludes  his  XIL  chapter  in  these  words: 
^From  what  has  been  said,  it  appears  that  the  whole  matter 
turns  upon  the  place  being  besieged  or  noty  as  the  goods  which 
are  not  contraband  (among  which  he  reckons  provisions)  or 
prohibited  by  treaty,  those  which  are  so  being  at  all  times 
during  the  war  lawful  prize,  etc.'  Postell,  specim.  Jur.  Marit. 
sec.  11  has  the  same  limitation. 


1  '<£yen  if  it  were  proved  that  the  opinion  of  Grotius,  lib.  3,  ch.  1,  sec. 
5,  applied  to  the  Orders  of  1795,  the  rule  of  compensation  established  by 
tlie  minority  of  the  board  would  stiU  be  proper.  For  this  writer  tells  vlb, 
in  the  sections  before  quoted,  as  well  as  in  the  section  which  contains  the 
opinion  relied  upon,  in  favor  of  these  orders,  that  when  under  the  pressure 
and  plea  of  necessity  we  appropriate  that  which  belongs  to  others,  we  must 
make  restitution  or  compensation  to  the  owner ;  aud  of  course  we  come 
again  to  the  question  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey,  Furlong,  '  Ought  not  the 
compensation  to  be  equal  to  the  damage  sustained  f '  Vattel,  speaking  of 
this  same  right  of  necessity  and  putting  the  same  case  with  Grotius,  has 
this  passage  (Vattel,  B.  3,  ch.  7,  sec.  112) :  *  Extreme  necessity  may  even 
authorize  the  temporary  seizure  of  a  place  and  the  putting  a  garrison 
therein  for  defending  itself  against  the  enemy  or  preventing  him  in  his 
designs  of  seizing  this  place  when  the  sovereign  is  not  able  to  defend  it. 
But  when  the  danger  is  over,  it  must  be  immediately  restored,  paying  all 
the  charges,  inconveniences,  and  damages  caused  by  seizing  the  place.' 
(Burlamaqui,  Principles  of  Nat.  and  Politic.  Law,  vol.  — ,  p.  — ,  1  Ruth, 
p.  85,  and  Lee  on  Captures  to  the  same  eflfect;  see  also  2  Biith.  587  and 
Grotius,  lib.  3,  ch.  17,  sec.  1.)" 
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<<See  also  Zonch,  andValin's  commrs.  on  the  ordonnances  of 
Louis  XIV.,  the  same  limitation. 

'^ It  appears,  then,  that  so  far  as  the  authority  of  writers  on 
the  law  of  nations  can  influence  this  question,  the  Orders  of 
1795  can  not  be  rested  upon  any  just  notion  of  contraband. 
Nor  can  they  in  that  view  be  justified  by  the  reasons  of  the 
thing  or  the  approved  usage  of  nations.^ 

"  If  the  mere  hope  (however  apparently  well  founded)  of  an- 
noying or  reducing  an  enemy  by  interrupting  the  commerce  of 
neutrals  in  articles  of  provision  (which  are  no  more  contraband 
in  themselves  than  common  merchandise)  to  ports  not  besieged 
or  blockaded  will  authorize  that  interruption,  I  think  it  will 
follow  that  a  belligerent  may  at  any  time  prevent  (without  a 
siege  or  blockade)  all  trade  whatsoever  with  its  enemy,  since 
there  is  at  all  times  reason  to  believe  that  a  nation  having  lit- 
tle or  no  shipping  of  its  own  may  be  so  materially  distressed, 
by  preventing  all  other  nations  ft*om  trading  with  it,  that  such 
prevention  may  be  a  powerful  instrument  in  bringing  it  to 
terms.  The  principle  is  so  wide  in  its  nature  that  it  is,  in  this 
respect,  incapable  of  any  boundary.  One  may  reason  upon  it 
to  the  total  annihilation  of  neutral  commerce,  or  rather  it  inevi- 
tably leads  to  that  inadmissible  result.  There  is  no  solid  dis- 
tinction in  the  view  of  this  principle  between  provisions  and  a 
thousand  other  articles.  Men  must  be  clothed  as  well  as  fed, 
and  even  the  privation  of  the  conveniences  of  life  is  severely 
felt  by  those  to  whom  habit  has  rendered  them  necessary. 
Besides  a  nation  at  war,  in  proportion  as  it  can  be  debarred  of 
its  accustomed  commercial  intercourse  with  other  states,  must 
be  enfeebled  and  impoverished.  And  if  it  is  allowable  to  a 
belligerent  to  violate  the  freedom  of  neutral  commerce  in  re- 
spect to  any  one  article  of  trade  notoriously  not  contraband  in 
86  upon  the  expectation  or  imagined  practicability  of  annoying 
the  enemy  or  bringing  him  to  terms  by  a  seizure  of  that  article 
and  preventing  it  from  reaching  his  ports,  why  not  upon  the 

1  "Mr.  Hammond's  justification  of  the  provision  Orders  of  1793  to  the 
American  Government  seems  to  carry  this  principle  to  a  stiU  greater 
extent,  for  he  says  in  his  letter  to  Mr.  .JeilerBon  of  the  12th  September 
1793  (covering  a  copy  of  those  Orders),  *  that  by  the  law  of  nations,  as  laid 
down  by  the  most  modern  writers,  it  is  expressly  stated  that  all  provisious 
are  to  be  considered  as  contraband,  and  ns  such  liable  to  confiscation  in 
the  case  where  the  depriving  the  enemy  of  those  supplies  is  one  of  the 
means  intended  to  be  employed  for  reducing  him  to  reasonable  ti*rms  of 
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same  expectation  of  annoyance  (equally  rational,  and  indeed 
more  so)  cat  off  as  far  as  possible  by  capture  all  communication 
with  the  enemy,  and  thus  strike  at  once  at  his  power  and  re- 
sources in  a  way  which  would  not  often  fail  of  being  effectual. 

<<  We  know  that  in  the  case  of  siege  or  blockade  there  is  no 
distinction  between  provisions  and  other  articles  of  merchan- 
dise. The  besieger  may  stop  all  commodities  bound  to  the 
place  besieged.  And  if  this  barbarous  mode  of  hostility  is 
admitted  to  extend  itself  beyond  its  ancient  limits,  I  know  not 
where  it  is  to  find  others  which,  while  they  leave  provisions 
liable  to  seizure,  shall  exempt  other  commodities  not  contra- 
band in  themselves  from  a  similar  fate. 

"The  principle  in  question,  into  whatever  form  it  may  be 
moulded,  will  not  allow  of  such  a  restriction.  It  stands  simply 
upon  the  possibility  of  injuring  or  bringing  an  enemy  to  terms  by 
intercepting  provisions  on  their  way  to  his  ports,  or,  as  we  find 
it  in  a  letter  which  I  have  just  mentioned  in  a  note,  ^  Upon  the 
intention  of  employing  the  seizure  of  provisions  on  their  tcay  to 
the  ports  of  an  enemy  a«  the  means  of  reducing  him  to  reasonable 
terms  of  peace?  Surely  if  such  a  foundation  be  sufficient  for 
this  principle,  it  will  always  be  lawful  for  a  belligerent  to  do 
any  act  whatsoever  or  commit  depredations  upon  any  trade 
whatsoever,  provided  it  shall  appear  to  be  possible  by  doing  so 
to  annoy  or  bring  the  enemy  to  terms — or  provided  he  shall  only 
intend  by  doing  so  to  reduce  the  enemy  to  reasonable  terms  oj- 
peace. 

"Hence  this  new  rule  of  the  law  of  nations  would  furnish  a 
complete  ai)ology  for  the  Dutch  Placart  of  1030,  by  which  they 
prohibited  all  commerce  with  Flanders  (doubtless  with  a  pros- 
pect and  certainly  with  an  intention  of  injuring  and  bringing 
the  enemy  to  terms  by  enforcing  such  a  prohibition),  and  for  the 
convention  between  England  and  Holland  in  the  treaty  of 
Whitehall,  by  which  they  agreed  to  prohibit  all  commerce  with 
France  (unquestionably  with  the  same  prospect  and  intention). 
Yet  these  attempts  have  been  reprobated  as  lawless  and  op- 
pressive by  all  the  world,  and  in  the  last  instance,  upon  a 
counter  treaty  being  entered  into  between  Sweden  and  Den- 
mark in  1693,  for  maintaining  their  rights  and  procuring  just 
satisfaction,  the  parties  to  the  convention  (says  Vattel),  per- 
ceiving that  the  complaints  of  the  two  crowns  were  well 
grounded,  did  them  justice. 

"  It  is  true  indeed  that  these  attempts  were  not  made  with 
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any  reference  to  the  new-found  principle,  for  it  was  not  then 
supposed  to  exist. 

"  Those  who  struck  so  deeply  at  the  commerce  of  Europe  in 
1630  and  1689.  seemed  to  have  believed  that  they  could  only 
lend  a  color  to  their  enterprise  by  pretending  that  they  had 
blockaded  or  intended  to  blockade  the  ports  of  their  enemies. 
The  pretense  was  manifestly  frivolous,  but  it  would  appear  to 
be  at  least  as  well  founded  as  the  vague  allegation  of  a  hope 
or  prospect  or  intention  of  reducing  such  a  country  as  France  by 
famine, 

«^  In  a  word,  if  a  belligerent  is  empowered  by  the  law  of 
nations  to  seize  the  property  of  neutrals  upon  its  own  terms 
whensoever  that  belligerent  shall  believe  or  affect  to  believe 
that  by  such  means  its  enemy  may  be  annoyed  or  reduced,  few 
nations  would  choose  to  remain  neuter.  A  state  of  war  would 
be  infinitely  preferable  to  such  a  state  of  neutrality.  I  say 
*  affect  to  believe,'  because  the  principle  now  contended  for  is 
liable  to  be  thus  abused.  Who  is  to  be  the  judge  when  there 
exists  a  prospect  of  reducing  the  enemy  by  violating  the  ac- 
knowledged liberty  of  commerce!  If  the  belligerent  is  not  to 
be  himself  the  judge,  at  least  in  the  first  instance,  the  prin- 
ciple is  an  idle  one  and  means  nothing;  and  if  he  is  to  be  the 
judge,  it  follows  that  the  principle  is  more  than  an  idle  one, 
and  will  be  applied  in  practice  upon  false  as  well  as  mistaken 
grounds. 

<^  What  standard  have  neutral  nations  to  refer  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  abuse  of  this  limitless  discretion? 
The  standard  of  siege  or  blockaded  is  deserted,  and  what  can 
we  substitute  in  its  place  but  speculative  calculations  upon 
probabilities  which  will  be  as  various  as  the  interests,  the 
hopes,  and  the  inclinations  of  those  who  make  them,  and  never 
can  present  a  certain  result  until  after  they  have  been  acted 
upon?  It  is  upon  this  ground,  among  others,  that  modem 
writers  on  the  law  of  nations  reject  the  idea  of  Grotius  that 
all  trade  to  places  besieged  or  blockaded  is  lawful  unless  a 
surrender  or  a  peace  is  quickly  expected. 

"  Without  professing  to  enter  into  much  detail  upon  this 
occasion,  the  foregoing  considerations  appear  to  me  to  prove 
satisfactorily  that  the  Orders  of  1795  can  not,  in  the  light  in 
which  I  am  now  considering  them,  be  justified  or  excused.' 


>  ''Even  if  tbe  general  position  stated  by  Vattel  be  admitted  in  the  utmost 
possible  latitnde,  still  it  would  not  follow  that  provisions  belonging  to 
neutrals  and  bound  to  France  could  rightfully  be  seized  as  the  Orders  of 
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"It  is  now  to  be  seen  whether  the  eighteenth  article  of  the 
treaty  gives  any  sanction  to  those  orders. 

"  IJpon  this  part  of  the  case  I  shall  content  myself  with 
transcribing  the  observations  of  a  writer  of  the  first  eminence 


1795  directed.  Before  articles  not  contraband  in  se  can  be  seized,  even 
when  bound  to  a  besieged  or  blockaded  port,  the  person  attempting  to 
carry  them  mnst  be  apprised  of  such  siege  or  blockade.  And  it  is  only 
upon  his  persisting  in  his  efforts  to  supply  the  place  after  such  knowledge 
that  his  cargo  becomea  liable  to  seizure.  In  what  way  a  neutral  is  to  be 
informed  of  the  hope  or  prospects  of  one  belligerent  of  reducing  the  other  by 
famine  or  of  its  intentions  of  resorting  to  the  stoppage  and  seizure  of  all 
provisions  bound  to  the  enemy  as  a  means  of  reducing  him  to  terms,  I  know 
not,  unless  it  be  from  the  declarations  of  that  belligerent ;  but  we  may,  I 
think,  safely  assume  that  it  is  indispensable  that  he  should  have  this  in- 
formation before  his  cargo  of  provisions  on  its  way  to  the  ports  ef  the 
enemy  not  besieged  or  blockaded  can  be  taken  upon  any  terms  of  contra- 
band. In  cases  of  seizure  under  the  Orders  of  1795  the  American  traders 
had  no  information  of  this  sort.  Great  Britain  had  made  no  declaration 
amounting  to  a  notice  of  its  hopes,  prospects,  or  intentions  in  this  particu- 
lar, and  how  otherwise  a  neutral  could  obtain  a  knowledge  of  them  it  is  not 
easy  to  conjecture.  The  Orders  themselves  were  not  made  public.  They 
were  mere  secret  instructions  to'  commanders  of  armed  vessels,  and  were 
not  even  sent  to  the  court  of  admiralty,  as  is  usual.  Even  now  it  is  found 
to  be  impracticable  to  procure  a  copy  of  them,  although  of  every  other 
order  issued  during  the  war  copies  have  been  easily  procured.  The  pro- 
vision order  of  1793  (which  was  made  public)  contained  an  alternative  that 
the  vessel  stopped  might,  upon  giving  security,  proceed  upon  her  voyage 
to  the  ports  of  any  country  in  amity  with  His  Majesty.  This,  to  be  sure, 
was  little  more  than  a  nominal  alternative ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
Orders  of  1795  contained  any  alternative  at  all.  How  can  it  be  imagined 
that  the  absolute  and  unconditional  seizure  of  those  provision  cargoes 
could  be  lawful  upon  the  footing  of  contraband,  when  those  who  were 
conveying  those  c^goes  to  France  had  not  and  could  not  have  the  least 
information  of  the  hopes,  etc.,  of  Great  Britain  of  reducing  that  country  by 
famine  f  They  could  not  collect  such  hopes,  etc.,  from  any  facts  known 
to  them,  for  in  truth  there  was  not  any  stat-e  of  things  to  produce  a  rational 
prospect  of  that  sort,  and,  indeed,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  there 
can  be  such  a  stat«  of  things  in  a  country  like  France.  To  starve  a  single 
town  or  fortress  into  terms  is  practicable,  because  it  can  not  raise  provisions 
to  supply  itself  and  because  it  may  be  sufficiently  prevented  from  receiv- 
ing supplies  from  without.  But  the  fertile  soil,  the  extensive  territories, 
and  seacoasts  of  France  would  seem  to  tix  upon  an  attempt  to  treat  it  like 
a  town  or  garrison  the  character  of  wild  and  chimerical. 

''At  any  rate  there  mnst  be  a  concurrence  of  circumstances  which  have 
not  happened  in  that  country  during  the  present  war  to  authorize  the  pros- 
pect in  question. 

"If  the  Orders  of  1795  are  to  be  considered  as  an  experiment  on  this 
subject  (and  we  are  told  that  they  are),  that  experiment  has  proved  the 
rashness  of  the  hope.    But  in  fact  these  orders  made  no  experiment  which 
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in  America,  published  while  the  treaty  was  under  discussion 
there.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  subjoin  more  than  a  few 
reflections  of  my  own,  because  it  happens  that  the  topics  now 
urged  at  the  board  in  reference  to  this  article  are  in  substance 
the  same  with  those  which  occurred  to  the  enemies  to  the 
treaty  in  the  United  States,  and  are  consequently  considered 
(and  in  my  judgment  satisfactorily  refuted)  in  the  number  of 
that  publication  which  I  am  about  to  quote. 

<<  Indeed,  it  may  safely  be  asserted  that  if  those  objections 
had  not  been  believed  in  America  to  be  totally  groundless,  we 
should  not  now  be  sitting  here  in  the  character  of  commis- 
sioners. 

'« <  No.  XXXn  of  Oamillus : 

"<  The  eighteenth  article  of  the  treaty  which  regulates  the 
subject  of  contraband  has  been  grievously  misrepresented; 
the  objections  used  against  it  with  most  acrimony  are  dis- 
ingenuous and  unfounded,  etc. 

"'The  most  labored,  and  at  the  same  time  false,  of  the 
charges  against  the  eighteenth  article  is,  that  it  allows  provi- 
sions to  he  contraband  in  cases  not  heretofore  warranted  by  the 
laics  of  nations^  and  refers  to  the  belligerent  party  the  decision  of 
what  those  cases  are.  This  is  the  general  form  of  the  charge. 
The  draft  of  a  petition  to  the  legislature  of  Virginia  reduces 
it  to  this  shape :  "  The  treaty  expressly  admits  that  provisions 
are  to  be  held  contraband  in  cases  other  than  when  bound  to 
an  invested  place,  and  impliedly  admits  that  such  cases  exist 
at  present." 

"*  The  first  is  a  palpable  untruth  which  may  be  detected  by 
a  bare  perusal  of  the  article.  The  last  is  an  untrue  inference 
impregnated  with  the  malignant  insinuation  that  there  was  a 
design  to  sanction  the  unwarrantable  pretension  of  a  right  to 
inflict  famine  on  a  tchole  nation. 

"*  Before  we  proceed  to  an  analysis  of  the  article,  let  us 
review  the  prior  situation  of  the  parties. 

"  <  Oreat  Britain,  it  is  known,  had  taken  and  acted  upon  the 
ground  that  she  had  a  right  to  stop  and  detain,  on  payment  for 
them,  provisions  belonging  to  neutrals  going  to  the  dominions 


bad  not  been  already  made  by  tbose  of  1793  under  circumstances  equally 
if  not  more  favorable  to  sucb  an  enterprise.  I  believe  the  truth  to  be  that 
Great  Britain  intended  by  the  Orders  of  1795  to  supply  its  own  wants  and 
had  no  expectation  of  making  them  instrumental  in  the  reduction  of  the 
enemy." 
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of  France.  For  this  violent  and  unpolitic  measure,  which  the 
final  opinion  of  mankind  will  certainly  condemn,  she  found 
color  in  the  sayings  of  some  writers  of  reputation  on  public 
laws. 

"«A  passage  of  this  kind,  from  Vattel,  has  been  more  than 
once  quoted  in  these  terms :  "  Commodities,  etc."  Heineccius ' 
couhtenances  the  same  opinion,  and  even  Grotius  seems  to 
lean  toward  it. 

"<The  United  States  with  reason  disputed  this  construction 
of  the  law  of  nations,  restraining  the  general  propositions  which 
appear  to  favor  it  to  those  cases  in  which  the  chance  of  reduc- 
ing the  enemy  by  famine  was  manifested  and  probable,  such 
as  the  cases  of  particular  places  bona  fide  besieged,  blockaded, 
or  invested.  The  government  accordingly  remonstrated 
against  the  proceeding  of  Great  Britain  and  made  every  effort 
against  it  which  prudence,  in  the  then  jwsture  of  affairs,  would 
permit.  The  order  for  seizing  provisions  was,  after  a  time, 
revoked. 

"*In  this  state  our  envoy  found  the  business.  Pending  the 
very  war  in  which  Great  Britain  had  exercised  the  pretension, 
with  the  same  administration  which  had  done  it,  was  it  to  be 
expected  that  she  would  in  a  treaty  with  us  even  virtually  or 
impliedly  have  acknowledged  the  injustice  or  impropriety  of 
her  conduct,  etc.? 

"*On  our  side  to  admit  the  pretension  of  Great  Britain 
was  still  more  impossible.  We  have  had  every  inducement  of 
character,  right,  and  interest  against  it.  What  was  the  natural 
and  only  issue  out  of  this  embarrassment?  Plainly  to  leave 
the  point  unsettled;  to  get  rid  of  it;  to  let  it  remain  substan- 
tially where  it  was  before  the  treaty — this  I  have  good  ground 
to  believe  was  the  real  understanding  of  the  two  negotiators, 
and  the  article  has  fulfilled  that  view. 

"*After  enumerating  specifically  what  articles  shall  be 
deemed  contraband,  it  proceeds  thus:  ^^And  whereas  the 
difficulty  of  agreeing  on  the  jpreme  cases  in  which  alone  provi- 
sions and  other  articles^  not  generally  contraband,  may  be 


^ "  I  have  examined  HeinecciuB  and  Hnd  tbat  he  ranks  provisions  among 
the  articles  generally  contraband  of  war  for  which  be  citeH  Bynkershoek, 
ch.  9y  and  Grotius,  lib.  3,  ch.  17,  sec.  3.  It  need  not  be  stated  that  those 
writers  prove  the  reverse  of  this  and  that  the  reverse  of  it  is  nniversally 
admitted.  Indeed,  the  eighteenth  article  expressly  admits  the  reverse 
of  it.'' 
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regarded  as  such,  renders  it  expedient  to  provide  against  the 
inconveniences  and  misunderstandings  which  might  thence 
arise:  It  is  further  agreed  that  whenever  any  such  articles, 
so  becoming  contraband  according  to  the  laws  of  nations^  shall 
for  that  reason  be  seized,  the  same  shall  not  be  confiscated,  but 
the  owners  thereof  shall  be  speedily  and  completely  indemni- 
fied, and  the  captors,  or,  in  their  default,  the  government 
under  whose  authority  they  act  shall  pay  to  the  masters  or 
owners  of  such  vessels  the  full  value  of  all  articles,  with  a 
reasonable  mercantile  profit  thereon,  together  with  the  freight 
and  also  the  demurrage  incident  to  such  detention.'' 

*'*The  difficulty  of  agreeing  on  the  precise  cases  in  which 
articles  not  generally  contraband  become. so  from  particular 
circumstances,  is  expressly  assigned  as  the  motive  to  the  stip- 
ulation which  follows. 

**«This  excludes  the  supposition  that  any  cases  whatever 
were  intended  to  be  admitted  or  agreed.  But  this  difficulty 
rendered  it  expedient  to  provide  against  the  inconveniences 
and  misunderstandings  which  might  thence  arise.  A  provi- 
sion with  this  view  is  therefore  made,  which  is  that  of  a  liberal 
compensation  for  the  articles  taken.  The  evident  intent  of 
this  provision  is,  that  in  doubtful  cases,  the  inconveniences  of 
the  neutral  party  being  obviated  or  lessened  by  compensation, 
there  may  be  the  less  cause  or  temptation  to  controversy  and 
rupture  and  the  aflfair  may  be  the  more  susceptible  of  negotia- 
tion and  accommodation.  More  than  this  can  not  be  pretended, 
because  the  agreement  is  '^that  whenever  any  such  articles  so 
become  contraband  according  to  the  existing  laws  of  nations 
shall  for  that  reason  be  seized,  the  same  shall  not  be  confis- 
cated, but  the  owners,  etc." 

"  *  Thus  the  criterion  of  the  cases  in  which  articles  not  gen- 
erally contraband  may,  from  particular  circumstances,  become 
so,  is  expressly  the  existing  lato  of  nations;  in  other  words, 
the  law  of  nations  at  the  time  the  transaction  happens.  When 
these  laws  pronounce  them  contraband,  they  may  for  that  rea- 
son be  seized;  when  otherwise,  they  may  not  be  seized.  Each 
party  is  as  free  as  the  other  to  decide  whether  the  laws  of 
nations  do,  in  the  given  case,  pronounce  them  contraband  or  not, 
and  neither  is  obliged  to  be  governed  by  the  opinion  of  the 
other.  If  one  party,  on  a  false  pretext  of  being  authorized  by 
the  laws  of  nations,  makes  a  seizure,  the  other  is  at  full  liberty 
to  contest  it,  to  appeal  to  those  laws,  and,  if  it  thinks  fit,  to 
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oppose,  even  to  reprisals  and  war.  This  is  the  express  tenor 
of  the  provision.  There  is  nothing  to  the  contrary;  nothing 
that  narrows  the  ground;  nothing  that  warrants  either  party 
in  making  a  seizure,  which  the  laws  of  nations,  independent  of 
the  treaty,  do  not  permit,  nothing  which  obliges  either  party 
to  submit  to  one,  when  it  is  of  opinion  the  law  of  nations  has 
been  violated  by  it. 

<<  ^  But  as  liberal  compensation  is  to  be  made,  in  every  case 
of  seizure,  whereof  difference  of  opinions  happens,  it  will  be- 
come a  question  of  prudence  and  expediency  whether  to  be 
satisfied  with  the  compensation  or  to  seek  further  redress. 
The  provision  will,  in  doubtful  cases,  render  an  accommodation 
of  opinion  the  more  easy  and,  as  a  circumstance  conducing  to 
the  preservation  of  peace,  is  a  valuable  ingredient  in  the 
treaty.  A  very  different  phraseology  was  to  have  been  expected, 
if  the  intention  had  been  to  leave  each  party  at  liberty  to  seize 
agreeably  to  its  own  opinion  of  the  law  of  nations^  upon  the 
condition  of  making  compensation.  The  stipulation  would 
not  then  have  been,  "  It  is  agreed  that  whenever  either  of  the 
contracting  parties  shall  seize  any  such  articles  so  becoming 
contraband."  This  makes,  not  the  opinion  of  either  party,  but 
the  fact  of  the  articles  having  become  contraband  by  the  laws 
of  nations,  the  condition  of  the  seizure. 

*<  'A  cavil  has  arisen  on  the  term  ^^  existing,^  as  if  it  had  the 
effect  of  enabling  oue  of  the  parties  to  make  a  law  of  nations 
for  the  occasion.^  But  this  is  mere  cavil.  No  one  nation  can 
make  a  law  of  nations;  no  positive  regulations  of  one  state, 
or  of  a  partial  combination  of  states  can  pretend  to  this  char- 
acter. A  law  of  nations  is  a  law  which  nature,  agreement,  or 
usage  has  established  between  nations;  as  this  may  vary  from 
one  x>eriod  to  another  by  agreement  or  usage,  the  article  very 
properly  uses  the  term  "  existing,"  to  denote  that  law  which, 
at  the  time  the  transaction  may  happen,  shall  be  then  the  law 
of  nations.  This  is  a  plain  and  obvious  use  of  the  term,  which 
nothing  but  a  spirit  of  misrepresentation  could  have  per- 
verted to  a  different  meaning. 

''The  argument  against  the  foregoing  construction  is  in  sub- 
stance this  (viz):  It  is  now  a  settled  doctrine  of  the  law  of 
nations  that  provisions  and  other  articles  not  generally  con- 


^  ''This  has  not  been  nrged  at  the  board  on  this  occasion ;  but  in  the  case 
of  the  Beiseiff  Farlooff,  Mr.  Gostling's  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
amounts  to  it.'^ 
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traband  can  only  become  so  when  going  to  a  place  besieged, 
blockaded,  or  invested;  cases  of  this  kind  are  fully  provided 
for  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  article;  the  implication,  there- 
fore, is  that  something  more  was  intended  to  be  embraced  in 
the  antecedent  part.* 

"<Let  us  first  examine  the  fact  whether  all  cases  of  that 
kind  are  comprehended  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  article. 
I  say  they  are  not.  The  remaining  clause  of  the  article  divides 
itself  into  two  parts.  The  first  describes  the  case  of  a  vessel 
sailing  for  a  port  or  place  belonging  to  an  enemy  without 
knowledge  that  the  same  is  either  besieged,  blockaded,  or  in- 
vested, and  provides  that,  in  such  case,  the  vessel  may  be 
turned  away  but  not  detained,  nor  her  cargo,  if  not  contra- 
band, confiscated,  unless  after  notice  she  shall  again  attempt 
to  enter.  The  second  describes  the  case  of  a  vessel  or  goods 
which  had  entered  into  such  port  or  place  before  it  was  be- 
sieged, blockaded,  or  invested,  and  declares  that  neither  the 
one  nor  the  other  shall  be  liable  to  confiscation,  but  shall  be 
restored  to  the  owners  thereof.  These  are  the  only  cases  de- 
scribed or  provided  for.  A  third,  which  o<;curs  on  the  slightest 
reflection,  is  not  mentioned.  The  case  of  a  vessel  going  to  a 
port  or  place  which  is  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested,  with 
notice  of  its  being  in  that  state  when  she  commences  her  voy- 
age, or  previous  to  her  receiving  notice  from  the  besieging, 
blockading,  or  investing  party.  This  is  left  to  the  operation 
of  the  general  law  of  nations,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be 
affected  in  respect  to  compensation  by  the  antecedent  clause. 
Thus  the  fact,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  argument,  fails, 
and  with  it,  of  course,  the  argument  itself. 

" « But  hail  this  been  otherwise  the  conclusion  would  still 
have  been  erroneous;  the  two  clauses  are  entirely  independ- 
ent of  each  other,  and  though  they  might  both  contemplate 
the  same  cases,  in  whole  or  in  part,  they  do  it  with  an  eye  to 
very  different  purposes. 

"  <  The  object  of  the  first  is  to  lessen  the  danger  of  misun- 
derstanding by  establishing  this  general  rule — that  whenever 
articles  not  commonly  contraband  become  so  from  particular 
circumstances,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  they  shall  still 


^''Thts  argament  at  the  board  stood  thus:  Cases  relative  to  a  siege, 
etc.,  are  faUy  provided  for  in  the  latter  part  of  the  article,  and  therefore 
the  former  part  intended  to  embrace  something  more." 
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not.  be  confiscated,  but,  when  seized,  the  owners  of  them  shall 
be  indemnified. 

''  *  The  object  of  the  last  is  to  regulate  some  special  conse- 
quences with  regard  to  vessels  and  goods  going  to  or  which 
had  previously  gone  to  places  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested, 
and  in  respect  to  which  the  dispositions  of  the  law  of  nations 
may  have  been  deemed  doubtful  or  too  rigorous.  Thus  it  is 
held  that  the  laws  of  nations  permit  the  confiscation  of  ships 
and  goods  going  to  places  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested. 
But  this  clause  decides  that  if  going  without  notice,  so  far 
firom  being  confiscated,  they  shall  not  even  be  detained,  but 
shall  be  permitted  to  go  whithersoever  they  please.  If  they 
X>er8i8t,  after  notice,  then  the  contumacy  shall  be  punished 
with  confiscation.  In  both  instances  the  consequence  is  en- 
tirely difierent  from  anything  in  the  antecedent  clause. 

*> '  There,  there  is  seizure,  with  compensation.  Here,  in  one 
instance,  seizure  is  forbidden  and  permission  to  go  elsewhere 
is  enjoined.  In  the  other  instances  the  offending  things  are 
confiscated,  which  excludes  the  idea  of  compensation.  Again, 
the  last  part  of  the  clause  stipulates,  in  the  case  which  it 
supposes,  the  restoration  of  the  property  to  its  owners,  and  so 
excludes  both  seizure  and  compensation.  Hence  it  is  appar- 
ent the  objects  of  the  two  clauses  are  entirely  foreign  to  each 
other,  and  that  no  argument  nor  inference  whatsoever  can  be 
drawn  from  the  one  to  the  other. 

^<  <  If  it  be  asked,  what  other  cases  there  can  be  except  those 
of  places  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested  ?  And  if  none  other, 
what  difficulty  in  defining  them  f  Why  leave  the  poin  t  so  vague 
and  indeterminate?  One  answer,  which  indeed  has  already 
been  given  in  substance,  is  that  the  situation  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties  prevented  an  agreement  at  the  time;  that  not  being  able 
to  agree,  they  could  not  define,  and  the  alternative  was  to  avoid 
definition.  The  want  of  definition  only  argues  want  of  agree- 
ment. It  is  strange  logic  to  assert  that  this  or  that  is  admitted 
because  nothing  is  defined. 

"'Another  answer  is  that  even  if  the  parties  had  been  agreed 
that  there  were  no  other  cases  than  those  of  beseiged,  block- 
aded, or  invested  places,  still  there  would  have  remained  much 
room  for  dispute  about  the  precise  cases,  owing  to  the  impnic- 
ticability  of  defining  what  is  a  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested 
place.  About  this  there  has  been  frequent  controversy;  and 
the  fact  is  so  complicated,  and  puts  on  such  a  variety  of  shapes, 
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that  no  definition  can  well  be  devised  which  will  suit  all. 
Thence  nations,  in  their  compacts  with  each  other,  frequently 
do  not  attempt  one,  and  where  the  attempt  has  been  made  it 
has  left  almost  as  much  room  for  dispute  about  the  definition 
as  there  was  about  the  thing. 

^^<  Moreover,  is  it  impossible  to  conceive  other  cases  than 
those  mentioned  above,  in  which  provisions  and  other  arti- 
cles not  generally  contraband  might,  on  rational  grounds,  be 
deemed  sot  What  if  they  were  going  expressly,  and  with 
notice,  to  a  besieging  army,  whereby  it  might  obtain  a  supply 
essential  to  the  success  of  its  oi>erationst  Is  there  no  doubt 
that  it  would  be  jutisfiable  in  such  case  to  seize  themt  Can 
the  liberty  of  trade  be  said  to  apply  to  any  instance  of  direct 
and  immediate  aid  to  a  military  expedition?  It  would  be  at  least 
a  singular  effect  of  the  rule  if  provisions  could  be  carried  with- 
out interruption  for  the  supply  of  a  Spanish  army  besieging 
Gibraltar,  when,  if  destined  for  the  supply  of  the  garrison  in 
that  place,  they  might  of  right  be  seized  by  a  Spanish  fleet. 

^<  <  The  caluminators  of  the  article  have  not  had  the  candor  to 
notice  that  it  is  not  confined  to  provisions^  but  sx)eaks  of  provi- 
sions and  other  articles.  Even  this  is  an  ingredient  which  com- 
bats the  supposition  that  countenance  was  intended  to  be  given 
to  the  pretension  of  Great  Britain  with  regard  to  provisions 
which,  depending  on  a  reason  peculiar  to  itself,  can  not  be 
deemed  to  be  supported  by  a  clause  including  other  articles, 
to  which  that  reason  is  entirely  inapplicable. 

<<^  There  is  one  more  observation  which  has  been  made 
against  this  part  of  the  article  which  may  deserve  a  moment's 
attention.  It  is  this,  that  though  the  true  meaning  of  the 
clause  be  such  as  I  contend  for,  still  the  existence  of  it  affords 
to  Great  Britain  a  pretext  for  abuse  which  she  may  improve 
to  our  disadvantage.  I  answer,  it  is  difficult  to  guard  against 
all  the  perversions  of  a  contract  which  ill  faith  may  suggest. 
But  we  have  the  same  security  against  abuses  of  this  sort 
which  we  have  against  those  of  other  kinds,  naoiely,  the  right 
of  judging  for  ourselves,  and  the  power  of  causing  our  rights 
to  be  respected.  We  have  this  plain  and  decisive  reply  to 
make  to  any  uncandid  construction  which  Great  Britain  may 
at  any  time  endeavor  to  raise:  "The  article  pointedly  and  ex- 
plicitly makes  the  existing  law  of  nations  the  standard  of  the 
cases  in  which  you  may  rightfully  seize  provisions  and  other 
articles  not  generally  contraband.    This  law  does  not  author- 
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ize  the  seizure  in  the  instance  in  question.  You  have,  conse- 
quently, no  warrant  under  the  treaty  for  what  you  do." 

<^  'The  same  disingenuous  spirit  which  tinctures  all  the  con- 
duct of  the  adversaries  of  the  treaty  has  been  hardy  enough 
to  impute  to  it  the  last  order  of  Oreat  Britain  to  seize  pro- 
visions going  to  the  dominions  of  France. 

'^  'Strange  that  an  order  issued  before  the  treaty  had  ever 
been  considered  in  this  country,  and  embracing  the  other 
neutral  powers  besides  the  United  States,  should  be  repre- 
sented as  the  fruit  of  that  instrument!  The  appearances  are 
that  a  motive  no  less  imperious  than  that  of  impending  scar- 
city has  great  share  in  dictating  the  measure,  and  time,  I  am 
persuaded,  will  prove  that  it  will  not  ever  be  pretended  to  justify 
it  by  anything  in  the  treaty,^ 

''In  this  last  persuasion  it  appears  that  this  writer  has  been 
mistaken,  but  his  inducements  to  adopt  it  will  hardly  fail  to 
convince  those  who  shall  be  disposed  to  examine  them  with 
candor  that,  although  the  persuasion  has  not  been  coun- 
tenanced by  the  event,  it  will  not  be  brought  into  discredit 
by  it.    •    •    • 

"2nd.  We  are  next  to  enquire  whether  these  orders  are 
justified  by  necessity;  Great  Britain  being,  as  alleged,  at  the 
time  of  issuing  them  threatened  with  a  scarcity  of  those  arti- 
cles directed  to  be  seized. 

"  I  shall  not  deny  that  extreme  necessity  may  justify  such  a 
measure.  It  is  only  important  to  ascertain  whether  that  ex- 
treme necessity  existed  on  this  occasion  and  upon  what  terms 
the  right  it  communicated  might  be  carried  into  exercise. 

"  We  are  told  by  Grotius  that  the  necessity  must  not  be  im- 
aginary, that  it  must  be  real  and  pressing,  and  that  even  then 
it  does  not  give  a  right  of  appropriating  the  goods  of  others 
until  all  other  means  of  relief  consistent  with  the  necessity 
have  been  tried  and  found  inadequate.  Butherforth,  Bur- 
lamaqui,  and  every  other  writer  who  considers  this  subject  at 
all  will  be  found  to  concur  in  this  opinion. 

"  No  facts  are  stated  to  us  by  the  agent  of  the  crown  from 
which  we  might  be  justified  in  inferring  that  Great  Britain 
was  pressed  by  a  necessity  like  this,  or  that  previous  to  her 
resorting  to  the  orders  of  council  other  practicable  means  were 
tried  for  averting  the  calamity  she  feared.  It  is  not  to  be 
doubted  that  there  were  other  means.  The  ofier  of  an  advan- 
tageous market  in  the  difi'erent  ports  of  the  kingdom  was  an 
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obvious  expedient  for  drawing  into  tbem  the  produce  of  other 
nations.  Merchants  do  not  require  to  be  forced  into  a  profita- 
ble commerce.  They  will  send  their  cargoes  where  interest 
invites  J  and  if  this  inducement  is  held  out  to  them  in  time  it 
will  always  produce  the  effect  intended. 

<^  But  so  long  as  Great  Britain  offered  less  for  the  necessaries 
of  life  than  could  have  been  obtained  from  her  enemy,  was  it 
not  to  be  expected  that  neutral  vessels  should  seek  the  ports 
of  that  enemy  and  pass  by  her  own!  Can  it  be  said  that 
under  the  apprehension  (not  under  the  actual  experience)  of 
scarcity  she  was  authorized  to  have  recourse  to  the  forcible 
seizure  of  provisions  belonging  to  neutrals  without  attempting 
those  means  of  supply  which  were  consistent  with  the  rights 
of  others  and  which  were  not  incompatible  with  the  exigency! 

"After  these  orders  had  been  issued  and  carried  into  execu- 
tion the  British  Government  did  what  it  should  have  done 
before;  it  offered  a  bounty  upon  the  importation  of  the  arti- 
cles of  which  it  was  in  want.  The  consequence  was  that  neu- 
trals came  with  these  articles  until  at  length  the  market  was 
found  to  be  overstocked.  The  same  arrangement,  had  it  been 
made  at  an  earlier  period,  would  have  rendered  wholly  useless 
the  orders  of  1795. 

"I  do  not  undertake  to  judge,  for  I  have  no  sufficient  data 
upon  which  to  judge,  whether  at  the  time  of  issuing  these 
orders  there  was  or  was  not  reasonable  ground  for  apprehend- 
ing that  sort  of  scarcity  which  produces  severe  national  dis- 
tress or  national  despondency  unless  extraordinary  measures 
were  taken  for  preventing  it. 

"  But  it  will  not  admit  of  a  question  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  apprehending  that  such  a  calamity  would  happen  unless  the 
government  resorted  to  depredations  npon  neutral  trade  and 
seized  by  violence  the  property  of  its  friends, 

<<  That  such  a  recourse  should  not  be  placed  in  the  front  of 
the  expedients  for  warding  off  an  evil  like  this,  seen  only  in 
perspective,  is  too  plain  for  argument. 

<*  I  do  not  desire  on  this  occasion  to  determine  more  than  is 
necessary  to  the  formation  of  a  correct  judgment  upon  the  case 
before  us,  and  hence  it  is  that  I  content  myself  with  the  limited 
view  I  have  here  taken  of  tliis  part  of  the  subject. 

*<  Let  it  now  be  supposed  that  the  alleged  necessity  was  such 
as  warranted  the  orders  of  1795  and  the  seizure  under  them. 
How  does  this  vary  the  rule  of  compensation  f     Upon  this  sup- 
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position  no  more  will  be  proved  than  that  Great  Britain  might 
by  force  assume  the  preemption  of  the  articles  in  question. 
But  can  it  be  imagined  that  she  could  assume  this  preemption 
upon  any  other  terms  than  giving  to  the  neutral  as  much  as 
he  could  have  obtained  from  those  to  whom  he  was  carrying 
themt 

'^  Great  Britain  might  be  able  to  say  to  neutrals  <  Ton  shall 
sell  to  us,'  but  it  does  not  follow  that  she  could  also  say  <  You 
shall  sell  to  us  upon  worse  terms  than  you  would  have  pro- 
cured elsewhere  in  the  lawful  prosecution  of  your  commerce.' 

"  The  authorities  already  cited  in  a  note  will  answer  these 
questions  satisfactorily.  (Grotius,  lib.  2,  ch.  2,  sec.  6,  etc. ;  lib. 
3,  ch.  1,  sec.  5,  ch.  17,  sec.  1,  etc;  1  Buth.  S5,  and  Burlamaqui; 
Vattel,  B.  3,  ch.  7,  sec.  122j  1  Kuth.  405;  2  Ruth.  586,  687.) 

^'  But  upon  such  a  subject  neither  authorities  nor  arguments 
can  be  required." 

Pinkney,  commiBsioner,  Jane  25, 1797,  case  of  the  Neptune;  Article  VII., 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  June  19,  1797. 

Opinion    given    in    the    case   of    the   Nep- 

^^ISi^     *^^'    ^^^^'^^^    master-Question    of    the 
right  of  blockade,  and  to  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  provisions. 

"This  was  an  American  vessel,  bound  to  a  port  in  Prance, 
with  a  cargo  consisting  of  rice,  tobacco,  indigo,  etc.,  American 
property,  captured  in  June  1795,  by  one  of  His  Britannic  M^- 
esty's  frigates,  acting  under  the  general  order  of  April  1796, 
which  directed  the  bringing  into  British  ports  of  all  neutral 
vessels  laden  in  whole  or  in  part  with  provisions,  and  bound 
to  ports  of  the  enemies  of  Great  Britain. 

"Proceedings  were  had  in  this  case,  in  the  form  which  was 
adapted  to  the  occasion,  and  which  commenced  with  an  order 
of  the  judge  of  the  high  court  of  admiralty,  that  the  cargo 
should  be  sold  to  His  Majesty's  government,  and  resulted  in 
a  decree  of  tlie  same  court,  that  both  vessel  and  cargo  be- 
longed as  claimed  to  neutrals — an  order  of  the  court  to  restore 
the  vessel,  with  freight,  demurrage,  and  expenses — costs,  both 
of  captor  and  claimant,  to  be  paid  by  His  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, and  the  value  of  the  cargo  to  be  paid  by  the  same  to 
the  neutral  owner. 

"  The  vessel  was,  of  course,  restored  as  ordered,  and  the 
value  of  the  cargo  ascertained  in  the  manner  following,  viz: 
The  registrar  and  merchants  proceeded,  under  an  order  of  the 
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court,  to  make  tbeir  report  in  the  usual  form,  in  which  they 
stated  the  invoice  price,  and  ten  per  cent  thereon  as  the  value 
of  the  cargo,  to  be  paid  by  His  Majesty's  government  to  the 
neutral  owners.  Against  this  ex  parte  mode  of  sale,  as  well 
as  against  the  measure  of  value,  the  claimant,  by  his  agent, 
remonstrated  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  while  making  up 
their  report,  as  inadequate  and  unjust,  inasmuch  as  the  sum 
resulting  from  thfs  mode  of  estimation  was  much  below  what 
would  be  the  result  at  the  current  market  price  at  the  x)ort  of 
destination,  or  even  at  the  port  of  London,  requesting  at  tbe 
same  time  permission  to  sell  the  cargo  himself  under  bonds 
that  it  should  be  sold  and  delivered  in  England.  To  this  ap- 
plication and  remonstrance  he  received  for  answer  irom  the 
registrar  and  merchants,  Hhat,  although  his  case  was  doubt- 
less a  hard  one,  yet,  as  they  acted  by  the  express  order  of  gov- 
ernment, they  could  give  no  more,  being  bound  by  instructions 
officially  received,  to  give  in  all  such  cases  ten  per  cent  on  the 
invoice  price,  as  a  fair  mercantile  pi'oflt.'  The  agent  for  the 
claimant,  however,  not  satisfied  with  this  answer  pursued  his 
inquiries  further  until  he  received  from  a  high  official  character 
(as  stated  to  us  in  his  affidavit)  the  same  answer,  and  an  ab- 
solute refusal  of  his  request  for  permission  to  sell  the  property 
himself  under  bonds  that  it  should  be  sold  in  England.  Con- 
cluding, then,  as  it  was  natural  for  one  of  His  Majesty's  sub- 
jects to  do,  that  information  so  obtained  was  true  and  correct, 
and  perceiving  it  to  be  useless  and  presumptuous  for  an  in- 
dividual to  struggle  further  against  an  order  of  His  Majesty's 
government,  he  abandoned  any  further  attempt  to  obtain  a 
remedy  in  the  ordinary  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  and  be- 
ing pressed  by  the  necessity  of  meeting  bills  which  had  been 
drawn  in  America  on  the  expected  proceeds  of  this  cargo,  and 
which  otherwise  must  have  gone  back,  subject  to  such  heavy 
damages  as  might  prove  ruinous  to  his  correspondent  there — 
but  protesting  at  the  same  time  against  the  injustice  of  the 
mode  of  sale  and  the  inadequacy  of  the  sum  ordered  to  be 
paid,  according  to  the  report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants — 
he  received  the  same,  and  now  comes  before  this  board,  claim- 
ing such  further  sum  as  shall  appear  to  the  board  a  full  and 
adequate  compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  which  he  has 
sustained. 

^<A  memorial,  in  the  usual  form,  has  been  preferre<l  to  the 
board  in  this  case,  accompanied  by  sundry  papers.    Copies  of 
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this  memorial,  and  of  these  papers,  have  been  submitted  to 
the  agent  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  in  the  usnal  manner,  and 
the  usual  time  has  been  allowed  to  him  to  lay  before  the  board 
his  objections  in  writing  to  the  prayer  of  the  memorial.  Those 
objections  have  been  received,  and  without  offering  any  rea- 
sons exclusively  applicable  to  this  particular  case,  or  arising 
out  of  any  particular  circumstances  attending  it,  we  find  them 
to  be  general  against  the  powers  of  the  commissioners  as  ex- 
tending to  cases  of  this  description;  and  they  appear  to  rest, 
for  much  of  their  force,  on  the  cons4;ruction  of  the  eighteenth 
article  of  the  existing  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and 
America.  On  the  correctness  of  this  general  objection  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  exists  at  the  board,  which  leaves  the  deci- 
sion of  the  question  to  me. 

^'A  just  sense  of  the  very  high  responsibility  which  devolves 
upon  me,  under  such  circumstances,  induced  me  to  form  an 
early  determination  to  give  my  opinion  in  writing  on  all.  such 
occasions — and  that  determination  is  strengthened  by  the 
painful  and  unfortunate  frequency  with  which  such  occasions 
have  hitherto  recurred— in  order  that,  in  discharging  this  ardu- 
ous and  unpleasant  part  of  my  duty,  I  might  impartially  give 
their  just  weight  to  the  arguments  of  each  of  the  commission- 
ers (all  of  whom,  from  the  nature  of  their  education  and  stud- 
ies, unquestionably  possess  a  degree  of  knowledge  far  superior 
to  what  I  can  pretend  on  subjects  of  this  nature.)  It  was 
further -my  wish  to  have  been  indulged,  on  all  such  occasions, 
with  the  sight  of  the  written  opinion  of  each  member  of  the 
board  previous  to  giving  my  own.  I  should  then  have  seen 
the  precise  and  meditated  arguments  of  learned  men  reduced 
to  point,  and  divested  of  that  looseness  and  inaccuracy  of 
expression  which  too  generally  accompany  verbal  discussions; 
and  those  arguments  thus  correctly  and  visibly  before  me, 
would  neither  have  been  subject  to  be  weakened  by  the  incor- 
rectness of  memory,  nor  to  be  distorted  by  any  misunder- 
standing arising  from  the  rapidity  of  conversation.  I  have 
requested  this  indulgence  in  the  present  case;  and  if  it  should 
seem  from  my  decision,  tliat  I  have  been  less  influenced  by 
any  of  the  arguments  which  I  have  heard,  than  those  gentle- 
men who  have  made  use  of  them  may  feel  that  they  deserved, 
I  hope  to  be  forgiven. 

"The  numerous  and  concurring  authorities  which  the  gen- 
tlemen with  whom  I  agree  in  opinion  have  in  the  coarse 
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their  written  arguments  on  this  case  quoted  from  the  writings 
of  the  most  eminent  men  appear  to  me  so  clear  and  conclusive 
as  to  render  it  equally  unnecessary,  as  it  would  be  presumptu- 
ous in  me,  to  follow  them  in  that  mode  of  examining  the  sub- 
ject. I  shall  therefore  couflue  myself  to  such  views  of  it  as 
might  naturally  offer  themselves  to  men  of  no  extensive  read- 
ing or  profound  reflection,  and  such  as  may  appear,  perhaps, 
more  particularly  to  affect  the  equity  than  the  law  of  the  case. 

"The  subject  obviously  divides  itself  into  two  leading 
questions: 

"First.  Has  the  neutral  claimant  in  this  case  sustained  loss 
or  damage  by  reason  of  an  irregular  or  illegal  capture  or  con- 
demnation of  his  property! 

"  Second.  Could  the  neutral  claimant  actually  have  obtained, 
had,  and  received,  full  and  adequate  compensation  for  such 
loss  and  damage,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  judicial  proceedings! 

"If  the  ship  had  been  taken  in  the  act  of  entering  or  at- 
tempting to  enter  a  port  or  place  actually  besieged,  blockaded, 
or  invested,  and  known  to  the  neutral  master  to  be  so,  I  believe 
there  is  little  doubt  but  the  capture,  considered  under  the 
existing  law  of  nations,  would  be  regular  and  legal. 

"But  if  with  His  Majesty's  agent  we  admit  that  the  exist- 
ing treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  America  was  in  opera- 
tion at  the  time  of  this  seizure  (although  not  then  ratified),  it 
will  then  follow  undeniably  that  even  if  the  ship  had  been 
stopped  in  the  act  of  entering,  or  attempting  to  enter,  a  port 
or  place  actually  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested,  yet  if  the 
neutral  master  was  ignoraut  of  that  fact  he  could  not  regu- 
larly and  legally  have  been  seized  as  prize,  nor  even  detained. 
His  case  would  have  fallen  uuder  the  provision  of  the  third 
section  of  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  treaty,  and  it  would 
have  been  the  duty  of  the  captor  to  have  notified  to  the  neutral 
the  state  of  the  place,  and  (having  prevented  his  entering  such 
port)  to  have  permitted  him  to  proceed  to  any  other  port  or  place 
without  interruption.  If  then,  even  in  attempting  to  enter  a 
port  or  place  actually  besieged,  blockaded,  or  invested  (the  neu- 
tral master  not  knowing  it  to.be  so)  it  was  inconsistent  with  this 
eighteenth  article  to  seize  or  even  to  detain  the  ship,  much 
less  must  such  seizure  or  detention  appear  to  be  justifiable 
under  that  article,  the  ship  being  bound  to  a  port  not  besieged, 
blockaded,  or  invested,  for  it  is  not  pretended  that  Bordeaux 
(the  port  of  destination  in  this  case),  or  even  any  particular 
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port  ill  France,  much  less  the  whole  country,  was  at  the  i)eriod 
in  question  in  such  a  state. 

<*  Bat  it  is  held  that  cases  other  than  those  of  actual  siege, 
blockade,  or  investiture,  are  evidently  alluded  to  in  the  eight- 
eenth article  of  the  existing  treaty,  as  justifying  <the  seizure 
of  provisions,  or  other  articles  going  to  the  enemy,  in  certain 
cases.'  This,  however,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  correct. 
There  is,  indeed,  an  evident  allusion  to,  or  rather  declaration 
of,  a  difference  of  opinion  on  this  subject,  on  which  the  two 
negotiators  finding  it  <  difficult  to  agree.'  All  decision  appears 
to  have  been  therefore  intentionally  waived;  and  in  order  that 
'  this  difQculty  of  agreeing  on  the  precise  cases  in  which  alone 
provisions,  and  other  articles,  not  generally  contraband,  may 
be  regarded  as  such,'  might  not  become  a  source  of  future  con- 
tention between  the  two  nations,  in  consequence  of  the  possible 
continuation  of  contrary  opinions  on  this  subject  of  special 
contraband,  it  was  wisely  stipulated  ^  that  when  provisions,  or 
any  such  articles,  so  becoming  contraband,  according  to  the 
existing  law  of  nations,  shall  for  that  reason  be  seized,  the 
same  shall  not  be  confiscated,  but  the  owners  thereof  shall  be 
speedily  and  completely  indemnified.'  The  stipulation  extends 
only  to  cases  where  provisions,  etc.,  shall  become  contraband, 
<  according  to  the  existing  law  of  nations.'  Those  appear  to 
be  limited  in  all  the  books  to  cases  of  actual  siege,  blockade, 
or  investiture.  It  is  however  further  alleged  that  ^  every  case 
where  there  exists  a  reasonable  hope  of  reducing  the  enemy  to 
terms  of  peace  by  famine,'  is  also  within  <  the  spirit  of  the 
law.'  But  such  a  description  must  necessarily  remain  vague 
and  indefinite,  because  it  may  always  be  questioned  by  the  one 
party  whether  the  hope  entertained  by  the  other  was  reasona- 
ble or  not.  No  new  cases  or  descriptions  of  contraband  are 
either  established  or  admitted  by  this  eighteenth  article, 
which,  on  the  contrary,  instead  of  increasing  the  restrictions 
and  inconveniences  of  neutral  commerce,  and  thus  opening 
new  sources  of  dispute  and  misunderstanding,  I  do  conceive 
to  have  been  intended  (as  several  other  articles  of  this  treaty 
evidently  were)  to  remove  the  grounds  and  lessen  the  proba- 
bilities of  future  mutual  complaints,-  to  extend,  rather  than  to 
narrow,  the  benefits  of  the  state  of  neutrality,  and  thus  to 
diminish  to  mankind  in  general  those  inconveniences  which 
are  necessarily  and  unavoidably  consequent  upon  every  exten- 
sive war  between  great  maritime  nations.    This  article  pro- 
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vided  only  for  cases  'where  provisions,  or  other  article  not 
generally  contraband,  may  become  so,  according  to  the  exist- 
ing law  of  nations.'    What  is  the  nniversally  acknowledged 
consequence  of  an  attempt  to  carry  contraband  goods  to  an 
enemy,  according  to  those  existing  laws f  An  uneqaiyocal  right 
not  merely  to  seize,  but  to  confiscate  without  reserve.    But  this 
eighteenth  articles  stipulates  that  provisions,  etc.,  *  so  becoming 
contraband,^  shall  not  be  confiscated.     How,  then,  does  this 
article  vary  the  law!    Not  by  enlarging  the  description  of 
contraband  beyond  what  shall  be  consistent  with  the  existing 
law  of  nations,  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  state  of  neutrality, 
but  by  stipulating,  to  the  benefit  of  neutral  commerce  and  of 
mankind  at  large,  that  even  '  in  certain  cases  where  provisions 
and  other  articles  not  generally  contraband,  may  become  so^ 
according  to  the  existing  law  of  nations,  and  for  that  reason  be 
seized,'  yet  *  the  same  shall  not  be  confiscated,  but'  (on  the  con- 
trary) '  the  owners  thereof  shall  be  speedily  and  completely 
indemnified.' 

*'  The  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  appears  to  have  been  sug- 
gested by  the  same  principle,  which  I  believe  to  have  animated 
the  two  eminent  negotiators  on  other  occasions — a  sincere 
desire  to  diminish  rather  than  to  extend  those  evils  which 
inevitably  accompany  the  state  of  war;  and  this  article,  which 
is  here,  I  believe,  for  the  first  time  made  part  of  a  solemn 
engagement  between  two  nations,  will  do  honor  to  those  who 
have  here  introduced  it,  in  proportion  as  the  long  neglect  of  a 
stipulation  so  obviously  just  is  unworthy  of  praise  in  the 
negotiations  of  past  ages.  Let  me  suppose  that  some  meta- 
physical head  should  undertake  to  derive  a  right,  under  that 
article,  to  confiscate  property  in  the  public  funds  or  debts  due 
from  individuals  in  the  event  of  peace  and  good  understand- 
ing, because  such  confiscation  is  prohibited  only  «in  any  event 
of  war  or  national  difference.'  The  odd  ingenuity  of  such  an 
argument  would  excite  our  surprise,  and  perhaps  call  up  a 
smile;  yet  would  not  this  logic  be  nearly  as  sound  as  that 
which,  from  a  stipulation  to  pay  for  goods  *  become  contra- 
band in  certain  cases,  according  to  the  existing  law  of  nations,' 
would  infer  a  right  to  seize  as  contraband  provisions,  &c.,  in 
cases  where  they  are  manifestly  not  so  according  to  that  law! 

"  The  argument  in  justification  of  the  present  seizure  is  then 
reduced  to  this,  'that  the  right  of  the  belligerent  to  seize  as 
contraband  provisions  going  to  the  enemy  extends  to  all  cases 
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where  there  exists  a  reasoDable  hope  or  expectation  of  reduc- 
ing aa  eueiny  to  terms  of  peace  by  famine.'  I  willingly  waive 
all  those  objections  to  this  vague  and  indefinite  principle,  which 
arise  in  general  from  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  what  are 
cases  in  which  a  hope  of  this  nature  may  reasonably  be  enter- 
tained, because  I  do  not  think  it  difficult  to  demonstrate  that 
the  case  before  us  was  not  of  that  description. 

•'In  Coxe's  View  of  America,  published  in  1793,  will  be 
found  a  correct  and  official  statement  of  the  exports  of  the 
United  States  for  the  preceding  year,  1792,  from  which  we  learn 
that  the  whole  quantity  of  breadstuff  exported  from  that 
country  during  that  year  was  as  follows,  viz: 

Pounds. 

"Of  flour, 824,464  barrels,  at  190  Iba.  each,  is 156,648, 160 

••  Of  wheat,  863,790  bushels,  at  60  lbs,  each,  is 61, 227, 400 

"  Of  maize,  1,964,973  bushels,  at  60  lbs.  each,  is 117, 898, 380 

"Of  rice,  141,762  tierces, at  300 lbs.  each,  is 42,628,600 

''And  in  all  other  articles  of  a  nature  convertible  into  bread, 

including  ship-bread  and  biscuit 31,697,460 

''Total  of  exports,  pounds 400,000,000 

"To  this  add  for  increase  of  weight  by  making  into  bread, 

one-fourth 100,000,000 

"And  we  shall  have,  pounds  of  bread 600,000,000 

"being  all  that  could  be  made  firom  the  whole  exports  of  America  for  the 
year  1792. 

<'In  a  work  published  in  France  in  1776,  *8ur  la  Legislation 
et  le  commerce  de  Grains,'  regarded  as  one  of  the  most  estima- 
ble and  correct  works  of  the  kind  extant,  may  be  found  a  note, 
at  page  fifty-nine  of  the  first  Paris  edition,  Chap.  XIII.,  in 
which  the  author  states  his  opinion  of  the  quantity  of  corn  or 
bread  annually  and  daily  consumed  by  the  inhabitants  of 
France  and  a  very  correct  detail  of  the  principles  and  induc- 
tions on  which  this  opinion  is  grounded,  from  which  it  appears 
that  the  inhabitants  of  France  were  then  estimated  at  twenty- 
four  millions  and  that  each  inhabitant  was  estimated  to  require 
for  food  about  two  septiers  or  eight  and  two-thirds  Winchester 
bushels  of  corn  each  year,  equal  to  one  and  a  half  pounds  of 
bread  daily.  In  his  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  bread  this 
author  has  been  followed  by  Neckar  and  others,  but  almost  all 
agree  that  the  actual  number  of  inhabitants  in  France  exceeds 
his  estimate.  I  will,  however,  follow  him  entirely,  and  by  his 
estimate  we  shall  have  thirty-six  millions  of  pounds  of  bread 
as  the  daily  consumption  of  the  French  nation. 
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"We  have  before  seen  that  all  the  corn,  etc.,  exported  from 
the  United  States  of  America  in  the  year  1792  would  have 
produced  five  hundred  million  pounds  of  bread.  Dividing  this 
sum  by  thirty-six  million  pounds,  the  amount  of  the  daily  con- 
sumption of  France,  we  have  as  the  result  nearly  fourteen 
days'  bread  for  the  people  of  that  country.  Fourteen  days  are 
the  twenty-sixth  part  of  a  year.  Supposing,  then,  that  each 
person  in  France  should  prudently  economize  each  day  one 
twenty-sixth  part  of  his  customary  allowance  of  bread,  and 
instead  of  twenty-four  ounces,  eat  somewhat  more  than  twenty- 
tliree,  and  the  same  effect  would  be  produced  as  by  the  impor- 
tation of  all  that  America  could  export. 

"  I  am  well  aware  that  in  a  case  of  sudden  alarm  or  appre- 
liension  of  scarcity  in  a  country  habituated  to  ease  and  plenty, 
where  the  actual  evil  is  magnified  tenfold  by  the  united  opera- 
tion of  fear  and  avarice,  the  importation  of  sudh  a  proportion 
of  foreign  corn  would  be  of  vast  importance  by  dispelling  the 
fears  of  the  timid  and  by  opposing  the  dread«of  a  falling  mar- 
ket to  a  disposition  to  monopolize.  Such  was  lately  the  state 
of  England.  The  alarm  (which  is  now  known  to  have  had  lit- 
tle true  foundation)  was  too  sudden  and  universal  to  be  rem- 
edied by  the  slow  but  certain  operation  of  a  system  of  economy 
only,  and  government  wisely  had  recourse  to  the  same  passion 
which  was  the  principal  cause  of  the  evil.  A  bounty  on  foreign 
corn  was  offered,  and  the  importation  of  a  quantity,  compara- 
tively very  trifling,  produced  the  most  salutary  and  important 
effects.  The  public  sale  of  this  small  quantity  in  the  London 
market  produced  a  reduction  of  price,  and,  of  course,  from 
every  part  of  the  country  corn  was  hurried  to  market  by  those 
who  before  had  been  busily  employed  in  hoarding  and  with- 
holding it.  But  such  was  not  the  state  of  France  at  the  period 
in  question.  There  the  peox>le  had  long  apprehended  and 
sometimes  felt  a  real  degree  of  scarcity.  The  attempt  to  re- 
duce them  to  terms  of  peace  by  famine  had  already  been  made 
in  1793  without  success,  although  under  circumstances  much 
more  favorable  to  the  hopes  of  her  enemies.  The  people  had, 
of  course,  been  trained  to  habits  of  economy,  and  had  learned 
to  rely  on  that  resource  whose  operation,  when  once  generally 
ailopted,  is  infinitely  more  effectual  than  any  aid  which  may 
be  hoped  for  from  foreign  supplies.  I  must  be  permitted  to 
observe  that  in  the  ioregoing  statement  I  have  given  the  most 
unlnuited  extent  to  the  argument  against  me,  for  in  truth 
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almost  all  the  wheat  which  is  exported  from  the  United  States 
goes  to  Portugal,  where,  for  the  benetit  of  the  maniifactares, 
the  importation  of  flour  is  prohibited,  and  almost  all  the  maize 
or  Indian  com  is  sent  to  the  West  Indies,  and  there  forms  a 
principal  part  of  the  food  of  the  blacks,  so  that,  deducting 
these  two  great  articles  from  the  account,  it  can  scarcely  be 
possible  that  even  on  extraordinary  occasions  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  exports  of  America  can  find  their  way  to  France. 
Thus,  in  fact,  this  hope  of  reducing  the  French  nation  to  terms 
of  i>eace  by  famine  (so  far  as  the  interruption  of  American 
commerce  would  influence)  is  founded  on  the  supposition  that 
the  people  of  Fran*:e  may  be  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  eat- 
ing one  fifty-second  part  less  than  their  usual  allowance  of 
bread. 

^'  But  it  may  fairly  be  objected  to  the  whole  of  this  argument 
that  it  is  altogether  hypothetical,  and  that  I  have  considered 
only  the  resources  drawn  from  America,  whereas  I  ought  to 
consider  that  all  supplies  from  abroad  were  intended  to  be 
intercepted  by  the  entire  interruption  of  neutral  commerce.  I 
am  happy  to  have  it  in  my  power  to  give  more  correctness  to 
this  part  of  my  argument,  and  to  state  from  of&cial  documents 
what  real  eflect  was  produced  both  by  the  orders  of  1793  and 
by  those  of  1796. 

^^An  important  paper  (No.  23  of  the  appendix  to  the  third 
report  of  the  committee  of  secrecy,  printed  in  April  1797), 
showing  the  amount  in  value  of  the  corn  imported  into  and 
exported  from  Great  Britain  in  the  years  1793, 1794, 1795, 1796, 
and  1797,  gives  us  correct  and  unquestionable  information  on 
this  subject.  It  is  there  stated  that  the  corn  of  all  nations, 
either  detained  or  brought  into  ports  of  Great  Britain  as  prize, 
amounted  to  the  following  value,  viz: 

"In  1793  and  1794  to £232,771  129.  5d. 

*'lnl795to 129,063    38.  7d. 

''Inl796to 20,384  138.  8d. 

"I  will  suppose  this  entire  quantity  to  have  consisted  in 
wheat,  which,  in  the  pai)er  referred  to  (No.  23)  is  stated  to  be 
valued  at  32s.  the  quarter  or  4s.  the  bushel.  At  that  rate  of 
value  the  above  several  sums  will  give  us  the  following  quan- 
tities of  wheat,  viz : 

"1793  and  1794,  bushels,  1,163,860,  at  60  lbs.  each,  is 
69,831,600  lbs. 

"1795,  bushels,  645,316,  at  60  lbs.  each,  is  38,718,960  lbs. 
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"1796,  bushels,  101,923,  at  60  lbs.  each,  is  6,115,380  lbs. 

**  Let  it  next  be  understood  that  the  whole  of  this  corn  so 
captured  or  detained,  at  those  several  periods,  was  destined  to 
ports  of  France,  then  we  shall  find  that  by  their  capture  the 
French  nation  was  actually  deprived  of  the  following  part  of 
their  bread,  viz: 

"In  1793  and  1794,  of  almost  two  days'  bread;  in  1795,  of 
something  more  than  one  day's  bread,  and  that  in  1796  they 
did  not  lose  one  breakfast. 

"Such  was  the  real  effect  produced  by  the  operation  of  the 
orders  of  1793  and  1795. 

"At  the  time  of  the  transaction  which  gave  rise  to  the  pres- 
ent discussion  the  trivial  effect  of  the  order  of  1793  must  have 
been  known,  and  it  is  palpable,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  1795 
could  not  have  been  founded  in  any  reasonable  hope  or  exi)ec- 
tation  of  thereby  reducing  the  French  nation  to  terms  of 
peace  by  famine.  An  ardent  and  enthusiastic  enemy  can  not 
reasonably  be  expected  to  make  any  considerable  sacrifice  of 
his  animosities,  his  prejudices,  or  his  pursuits  in  consequence 
of  such  very  trifling  inconveniences  as  we  see  were  the  conse- 
quence of  the  orders  in  question. 

"From  the  foregoing  observations  I  trust  it  sufficiently 
appears  that  the  capture  in  question  can  not  be  justified  by 
the  law  of  nations,  under  the  description  of  goods  attempted 
to  be  carried  to  a  place  actually  besieged,  blockaded,  or 
invested;  nor  yet  under  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  existing 
treaty;  nor  yet  under  the  broad  idea  of  a  reasonable  hox>e  of 
reducing  the  enemy  by  famine.  It  only  remains  to  inquire 
whether  there  existed  at  the  time  any  necessity  on  the  part  of 
the  captor  so  pressing  as  to  justify  the  act. 

"  The  necessity  which  can  be  admitted  to  supersede  all  laws 
and  to  dissolve  the  distinctions  of  property  and  right  must  be 
absolute  and  irresistible,  and  we  can  not,  until  all  other  means 
of  self-preservation  shall  have  been  exhausted,  justify  by  the 
plea  of  necessity  the  seizure  and  application  to  our  own  use 
of  that  which  belongs  to  others.  Did  any  such  state  of  things 
exist  in  Great  Britain  in  April  1795!  Were  any  means  em- 
ployed to  guard  against  an  apprehended,  rather  than  an  exist- 
ing, necessity  before  the  measure  in  question  was  adopted! 
And  when  a  degree  of  scarcity  was  felt  a  few  months  later  in 
the  year  was  not  the  obvious  and  inoffensive  measure  of  offer- 
ing a  bounty  on  corn  imported  effectual,  and  that  speedily! 
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It  can  not,  then,  be  presumed  that  the  capture  in  qnestion  is 
any  more  to  be  jastifled  by  the  plea  of  necessity  than  it  is  by 
that  of  right,  and  I  must,  therefore,  conclude  that  the  neutral 
claimant  has  in  this  case  suffered  loss  and  damage  by  reason 
of  an  irregular  and  illegal  capture." 

Tmmbun,  fifth  commissioner,  July  26, 1797,  case  of  the  Neptune;  Article 
VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November  19, 
1794. 

<<  In  the  case  of  Tomas  Gonzales  and  Jesus 
Case  of  GoniaiM.  S.  de  los  Santos  V.  The  United  States,  No.  032, 
the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  suffi- 
ciently proved  that  the  claimants  were  Mexican  citizens  at  the 
time  of  the  origin  of  the  claim,  nor  that  the  2,700  pounds  of 
lead,  of  which  they  claim  the  value,  really  belonged  to  them. 
Further,  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  claimants  first 
sent  the  lead  to  Las  Piedras,  but  not  having  succeeded  in 
selling  it  there  they  dispatched  it  on  the  5th  of  May  1865  to 
San  Antonio,  in  Texas.  It  must  therefore  have  entered  the 
territory  of  Texas  very  soon  after  that  date,  and  at  that  time 
lead  was  certainly  contraband  of  war  and  was  liable  to  seizure. 
The  proclamation  of  the  President  removing  restrictions  on 
commercial  intercourse  with  the  States  lately  in  rebellion  was 
not  issued  till  the  22nd  of  May,  and  the  farther  proclamation 
declaring  that  the  insurrection  which  theretofore  existed  in 
the  State  of  Texas  was  at  an  end  bears  the  date  of  August 
20th,  1866.  The  opinion  of  the  umpire  is  that  the  original 
importation  into  Texas  of  the  lead  in  question  was  a  violation 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  that  it  was  still  contraband 
of  war  on  the  16th  of  March  1866,  when  it  was  seized  by  the 
authorities  of  the  United  States,  and  that  consequently  its 
seizure  and  confiscation  were  justifiable." 

Thornton,  ampire,  February  18,  1876,  Convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS. 
Op.  VI.  316. 

3.  Blockade. 

"The  schooner  Susan,  an  American  regis- 
Caseof  tiLe<'Biuan.''tered  vcssel,  owned  by  the  claimant,  sailed 
from  Baltimore  for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  on  the 
10th  November  1824.  On  the  20th  December  following  she 
was  captured  off  the  Mexican  coast,  and  near  the  castle  of 
San  Juan  de  Ulloa,*by  the  Mexican  national  schooner  Ana- 
huac.    The  claimant  alleges  in  his  memorial  that  the  schooner 
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'  was  carried  into  Sacrifices  and  thence  to  Alvar«do,  where, 
as  is  understood,  both  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  condemned/ 
He  avers  a  total  loss  of  both  vessel  and  cargo,  and  claims  in- 
demnity from  the  Government  of  Mexico. 

'^  In  order  to  determine  whether  the  claim  preferred  is  valid, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  examine  the  cause  of  the  capture  and 
subsequent  condemnation.  The  claimant  alleges  that  the 
schooner  was  captured  'on  the  allegation  of  intention  to  trade 
with  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa,  then  in  possession  of 
the  Spaniards.'  An  original  letter  from  Taylor,  Sicard  &  Co., 
dated  Vera  Cruz,  9th  January  1825,  addressed  to  the  claimant 
and  filed  by  him  as  a  part  of  his  evidence  in  this  case,  states: 
*  On  the  3rd  instant  the  schooner  Susatij  Captain  Newman, 
was  brought  in  here  as  a  prize,  charged  with  the  intention  of 
being  bound  to  the  castle.'  The  United  States  consul  at  Vera 
Cruz,  in  a  letter  to  the  State  Department,  dated  5th  January 
1825,  said,  ^  The  day  before  yesterday  an  American  schooner, 
the  Susan,  Captain  Newman,  was  sent  in  here  as  a  prize,  hav- 
ing been  captured  oflF  the  castle  with  provisions,  by  one  of  the 
Mexican  vessels  of  war.'  These  statements  constitute  all  the 
evidence  before  the  board  which  explains  the  cause  of  the  cap- 
ture. The  subsequent  condemnation  and  sale  of  the  vessel 
and  cargo  by  the  Mexican  authorities  is  admitted  by  the 
claimant,  and  is  also  stated  in  letters  which  he  has  filed  as  a 
portion  of  his  evidence. 

"No  record  of  the  proceedings  and  judgment  of  the  prize 
court  in  Mexico  has  been  presented  to  the  board.  We  are  there- 
fore left  to  infer  the  grounds  of  the  condemnation  from  the 
general  statements  of  the  cause  of  the  capture  above  referred  to. 
The  claimant's  counsel  urges  that  'the  claim  for  the  schooner 
8u8a7i  and  her  cargo  is  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  they 
were  not  regularly  condemned  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction.' The  board  can  not  presume  this  in  the  absence  of 
testimony  to  prove  it.  It  is  a  material  fact,  the  burden  of 
proving  which  lies  upon  the  claimant.  It  being  admitted  that 
the  vessel  and  cargo  were  condemned  by  a  prize  court  in 
Mexico,  the  board  must  presume  that  it  was  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction,  and  that  its  proceedings  were  regular.  If 
the  record  of  the  court  was  before  us  it  might  disprove  both  of 
these  presumptions  and  sustain  the  ground  assumed  by  the 
claimant. 

''The  fact  alleged  by  the  claimant  that  he  has  been  unable 
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to  procure  a  copy  of  the  record  does  not  change  the  presump- 
tion. Whether  the  absence  of  the  testimony  is  caused  by  the 
unwillingness  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  furnish  it,  or  by 
the  laches  of  the  claimant,  the  duty  of  the  board  to  regard  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  sufficient  and  its  proceedings 
regular  irutil  the  contrary  is  shown,  remains  unchanged. 

'^It  remains,  then,  to  inquire  whether  the  cause  of  the  cap- 
ture and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  as  they 
are  to  be  adduced  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  would, 
under  the  law  of  nations,  have  justified  a  condemnation  before 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  and  whose  proceedings  were 
regular.  At  the  time  the  capture  was  made  Mexico  and  Spain 
were  at  war.  The  Spanish  forces,  after  having  been  expelled 
from  every  other  portion  of  the  Mexican  territory,  at  that  time 
held  possession  of  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa.  The 
United  States,  as  a  neutral  nation,  could  claim  for  its  citizens 
only  the  rights  which  by  the  laws  of  nations  neutrals  hold  in 
relation  to  belligerents.  The  Spanish  forces  in  the  castle 
could  only  obtain  their  supplies  from  the  land  by  the  per- 
mission of  the  Mexicans,  who  had  possession  of  the  city  of 
Vera  Cruz  and  of  all  the  country  around. 

**  It  was  an  important  object  to  Mexico  to  cut  off  the  sup- 
plies of  her  enemies  in  the  castle  and  thus  compel  them  to  sur- 
render. She  had  an  undoubted  right  by  the  law  of  nations  to 
besiege  the  castle  as  well  by  sea  as  by  land,  and  to  treat  as  an 
enemy  whoever  might  attempt  to  enter  it  or  carry  anything  to 
the  besieged.  This  doctrine  is  laid  down  by  Yattel,  B.  3,  sec. 
117,  a«  follows:  ^AU  commerce  is  entirely  prohibited  with  a 
besieged  town.  If  I  lay  siege  to  a  town  or  only  form  a  block- 
ade I  have  a  right  to  hinder  anyone  from  entering  and  to  treat 
as  an  enemy  whoever  attempts  to  ent«r  the  place  or  carry  any- 
thing to  the  besieged  without  my  leave.'  Mexico  asserted  this 
right,  and  by  a  decree  of  8th  October  1823  <  the  fortress  of  San 
Juan  de  Ulloa  is  (was)  declared  to  be  in  a  state  of  blockade/ 
and  all  communication  with  the  garrison  and  vicinity  was  de- 
clared to  be  absolutely  cut  off.  On  the  20th  December  1824 
another  decree  was  published  by  which  the  strict  blockade  of 
the  castle  was  continued  and  the  provisions  of  the  previous 
decree  were  declared  to  be  in  full  force.  More  than  a  year  had 
elapsed  from  the  publication  of  the  first  decree  when  the  Siisan 
was  captured  '  off  the  castle.'  The  evidence  filed  by  the  claim- 
ant proves  beyond  a  doubt  that  she  sailed  from  the  United 
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States  for  the  paq^ose  of  disposing  of  her  cargo  at  the  castle. 
Her  manifest  specified  her  destination  to  be  ^  the  Gnlf  of  Mex- 
ico,' and  not  any  particular  port.  The  protest  of  the  master, 
made  before  the  United  States  cousal  immediately  after  the 
capture,  states  that  the  vessel  was  ^  boand  on  a  voyage  from 
Baltimore  to  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa.'  The  same  fact 
was  again  asserted  by  the  master  in  an  affidavit  which  he  made 
at  New  Oilcaue  in  March  1825. 

^^  The  claimant's  counsel  insists  that  the  capture  of  the  Su^an 
was  illegal,  because,  as  he  alleges,  <  she  was  captured  out  at 
sea,'  and  not  in  the  vicinity  of  the  castle.  This  assumption  is 
not  sustained  by  the  testimony.  Not  one  of  the  papers  filed 
in  the  case  contains  such  an  allegation.  The  protest  of  the 
master  does  not  specify  the  distance  of  the  vessel  from  the 
castle  when  she  was  captured.  If  the  vessel  had  been  cap- 
tured ^  out  at  sea,'  it  is  hardly  to  be  presumed  that  the  state- 
ment of  so  important  a  fact  would  have  been  omitted  in  the 
master's  protest.  But,  besides  this  strong  negative  testimony, 
the  assumprion  is  disproved  by  the  letter  of  the  consul  above 
referred  to,  in  which  he  says  the  Susan  was  captured  '  off  the 
castle  with  provisions.' 

"There  fan, then, be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  Susan 
sailed  from.  Baltimore  with  a  cargo  of  provisions  for  the  castle 
of  San  Juaii  de  Ulloa,  which  was  then  in  a  state  of  blockade, 
and  that  she  was  captured  by  a  Mexican  vessel  of- war  while  off 
the  castle  and  attempting  to  violate  the  blockade. 

"  It  is  urged  that,  notwithstanding  the  decrees  of  blockade 
before  referred  to,  there  was  no  actual  blockade  of  the  castle, 
because  there  was  not  kept  in  the  vicinity  a  sufficient  maritime 
force  to  enforce  it.  It  is  true  the  law  of  nations  requires  a 
blockading  power  to  keep  a  force  sufficiently  near  the  blockaded 
port '  to  occasion  an  evident  danger  in  entering.'  The  evidence 
in  this  case  does  not  disclose  the  extent  of  the  maritime  force 
which  Mexico  kept  in  the  vicinity  of  the  castle.  The  board 
has  no  right  to  presume,  in  the  absence  of  testimony,  that  a 
sufficient  force  to  sustain  the  blockade  was  not  kept  there. 
The  claimant  who  seeks  to  invalidate  the  decision  of  the  prize 
court  in  Mexico  upon  this  ground,  should  prove  it.  This  he 
has  wholly  failed  to  do.  That  the  force  which  Mexico  kept 
there  was  sufficient  to  < occasion  an  evident  danger'  to  the 
Susan  in  entering,  is  sufficiently  proved  by  the  fact  of  her  cap- 
ture.   It  is  also  in  evidence  before  the  board  that  about  that 
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time  several  captures  of  neutral  vessels  were  made,  on  the 
allegation  that  they  were  attempting  to  violate  the  blockade. 
So  far  as  the  evidence  upon  this  point  goes,  there  is  a  decided 
preponderance  in  favor  of  the  position  that  Mexico  kept  as 
large  a  maritime  force  in  the  vicinity  of  the  castle  as  was  nec- 
essary under  the  law  of  nations  to  give  eflfect  to  the  blockade. 
Besides,  it  is  in  evidence  before  the  board  that  the  Mexican 
land  batteries  at  Vera  Cruz  commanded  the  approach  to  the 
castle,  and  that  one  vessel  was  sunk  by  them  while  discharg- 
ing her  cargo  at  the  castle.  Although  the  investment  of  a  be- 
sieged post  or  fortress  by  a  land  force  may  not  be,  technically, 
a  blockade,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  principle  that  the  be- 
sieging force  has  the  same  right  under  the  law  of  nations  to 
cut  off  supplies  and  to  prohibit  a  trade  with  neutrals  which  is 
possessed  by  a  blockading  squadron.  The  object  in  both  cases 
is  the  same — to  force  a  surrender  of  the  enemy  by  depriving 
him  of  the  facilities  to  prolong  the  contest  which  a  trade  with 
neutrals  might  afford  him;  and  the  right  to  capture  the  prop- 
erty of  neutrals  trading  with  the  enemy  under  such  circum- 
stances, is  undoubted  in  either  case. 

<<It  is  also  insisted  that  the  capture  of  the  Susan  was  illegal 
because  she  was  not  warned  off'.  The  claimant  has  filed  among 
his  papers  an  affidavit  made  in  New  Orleans  in  March  1825,  by 
the  master  and  supercargo  of  the  Siisan,  in  which  they  state 
that  'on  their  passage  from  Baltimore  to  the  castle  of  San 
Juan  de  Ulloa  said  vessel  was  not  warned  or  ordered  off  by  any 
Mexican  cruiser  previous  to  being  captured  by  the  Anahuac.^ 
It  is  not  essential  to  give  validity  to  the  capture  of  a  neutral 
vessel  entering  a  blockaded  port  that  she  shall  be  warned  off. 
The  fact  of  her  being  warned  off  is  but  an  evidence  of  notice 
of  the  blockade,  and  the  notice  being  proved  aliunde  is  equally 
effective.  The  facts  developed  by  the  evidence  in  this  case 
are  sufficient  to  justify  the  presumption  that  the  fact  of  the 
blockade  was  well  known  both  to  the  owner  and  the  master. 
The  blockade  had  then  been  proclaimed  more  than  a  year.  The 
proximity  of  New  Orleans  (where  the  owner  resided)  to  Vera 
Cruz,  the  frequent  communication  between  the  two  places,  and 
the  fact  that  the  owner  was  extensively  engaged  in  trade  with 
that  port,  forbid  the  conclusion  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the 
blockade.  Ue  does  not  aver  a  want  of  notice  in  his  memorial, 
nor  is  it  shown  by  the  testimony.  The  affidavit  of  the  master 
and  supercargo  before  referred  to  does  not  allege  that  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  blockade. 
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"The  Eiifjiisb  courts  of  admiralty  have  decided  that  sailiug 
for  a  blockaded  port,  knowing  it  to  be  blockaded,  is  a  breach 
of  the  blockade  from  the  departare  of  the  vessel,  and  that  she 
may  be  legally  captured  wherever  found.  From  a  careful 
examination  of  all  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  claimant,  the 
board  is  satisfied  that  nothing  is  proved  which  would  justify 
a  decision  that  the  judgment  of  the  prize  court  in  Mexico  was 
in  violation  of  the  law  of  nations." 

Memorial  of  J,  W.  Zacharie:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and 
Paine,  commissioners,  February  3,  1851,  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

^^This  claim  is  similar  in  its  essential  fea- 
Case  of  the  <*Soott.''  tures  to  that  growing  out  of  the  capture  of  the 
schooner  SusaUj  which  has  already  been  de- 
cided by  this  board  not  to  be  valid,  and  must  be  disposed  of 
upon  the  principles  which  governed  the  decision  of  that  case. 
Upon  the  application  of  the  counsel  for  the  claimant,  the  l>oard 
has  very  carefully  reexamined  the  grounds  upon  which  that 
decision  took  place,  and  finds  no  occasion  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment to  which  it  was  then  conducted. 

"The  injury  for  which  the  indemnity  is  sought  in  the  pres- 
ent case  was  occasioned  by  the  firing  of  the  Mexican  batteries 
in  the  harbor  of  Vera  Oruz  upon  the  schooner  [Scott],  then  ly- 
ing at  anchor  near  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa.  This 
occurrence  took  place  in  January  1825,  when  the  castle  was  in 
possession  of  some  of  the  military  forces  of  Spain,  with  which 
nation  Mexico  was  then  waging  her  war  of  independence. 
Spain  had  been  before  that  trme  driven  from  all  her  posses- 
sions in  Mexico,  except  this  strong  fortress,  of  which  a  small 
body  of  her  troops  had  retained  possession  for  a  period  of  more 
than  three  years  against  the  most  strenuous  efforts  of  Mexico 
to  expel  them.  During  a  portion  of  that  time  very  active 
hostilities  were  kept  up  between  the  castle  and  the  Mexican 
batteries  and  forces  on  shore,  and  during  other  portions  there 
was  to  h  considerable  extent  a  cessation  of  active  operations 
and  some  degree  of  intercourse  appears  to  have  been  carried 
on  between  the  castle  and  the  city.  Peace  was  however  by  no 
means  concluded  between  the  two  countries,  and  Spain  had 
not  yet  relinquished  her  purpose  of  attempting  the  reconquest 
of  Mexico.  During  the  same  year  she  made  an  unsuccessful 
effort  to  relieve  the  castle  and  to  invade  the  Mexican  terri- 
tory. It  was  not  until  late  in  the  autumn  of  that  year  that  the 
Spanish  troops  in  the  fortress,  having  b^en  reduced  to  the  last 
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extremity,  were  compelled  to  surrender.  N ilea's  Kegister  of 
December  31, 1825,  says:  ^General  Goppinger,  late  of  Florida, 
commanded  at  San  Joan  de  Ulloa  at  the  time  of  its  surrender, 
and  certainly  held  out  as  long  as  he  could.  Gats  and  rats  had 
been  eaten  to  prevent  starvation,  and  so  reduced  were  the 
means  of  subsistence  that  sentinels  died  at  their  posts  while 
under  arms.  More  than  four  fifths  of  the  garrison  perished 
from  the  scurvy.'  This  extract  shows  with  what  degree  of  vigi- 
lance and  ability  Mexico  had  carried  on  hostilities  against  the 
castle.  Of  the  means  which  she  employed  to  effect  its  reduc- 
tion, some  account  is  given  by  Mr.  Ward  in  his  book  on  Mexico, 
vol.  2,  p.  69.  On  the  11th  of  March  1825,  after  an  absence  of 
about  one  year,  Mr.  Ward  returned  to  Mexico,  and  says: 

"  <  From  the  moment  that  we  approached  the  shores  of  Vera 
Gruz  an  astonishing  difference  became  visible  in  the  state  and 
api)earance  of  every  thing  around  us.  The  castle  was,  indeed, 
held  by  a  Spauish  garrison  and  the  harbor  closed  in  conse- 
quence to  foreign  vessels,  but  the  firing  had  long  ceased, 
the  siege  being  converted  into  a  blockade,  in  which  a  number 
of  Mexican  schooners  and  gunboats  were  employed,  while  the 
castle  was  occasionally  supplied  with  fresh  provisions  by  the 
Spanish  flotilla  from  Havana.  The  island  of  Sacrificios,  where 
we  again  anchored,  and  which  I  had  left  a  year  before  a  barren 
and  desolate  spot,  had  been  converted  into  a  regular  fortifica- 
tion, under  which  the  Mexican  gunboats  sought  protection  on 
the  approach  of  the  Spanish  fleet.  Mocambo,  too,  had  assumed 
a  formidable  appearance.' 

"These  were  the  means  which  Mexico  was  then  employing 
and  had  been  employing  to  compel  the  surrender  of  the  gar- 
rison. 

"Of  her  purposes  she  had,  as  well  by  these  means  as  by 
her  public  declarations,  given  notice  to  the  world.  A  decree 
was  issued  on  the  8th  October  1823  declaring  the  castle  of  San 
Juan  de  Ulloa  to  be  in  a  state  of  blockade;  and  by  another 
decree  of  20th  December  1824  it  was  announced  that  the  strict 
blockade  of  the  castle  was  continued,  and  all  the  provisions  of 
the  previous  decree  were  declared  to  be  in  full  force.  The 
works  upon  Sacrificos  and  Mocambo,  both  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  castle  and  designed  to  aid  in  its  reduction,  were 
erected  in  1824;  and  every  indication  of  a  more  active  effort  on 
the  part  of  Mexico  to  compel  the  garrison  to  surrender  appears 
to  have  been  given. 

"  In  such  a  state  of  things  the  schooner  Scott  was  cleared 
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from  New  Orleans  for  Vera  Cmz,  and  sailed  on  the  20th  day 
of  December  1824.  The  claimant  insists  that  she  undertook  a 
lawful  voyage  and  was  honestly  bound  for  the  Mexican  port  of 
Vera  Cruz  and  not  to  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa;  and  he 
avers  that  she  was  fired  upon  and  sunk  by  the  Mexican  bat- 
teries from  an  <  idle  suspicion '  that  she  intended  to  trade  with 
the  castle.  This  is  a  question  of  fact  necessary  to  be  in  the 
first  place  clearly  settled.  The  castle  of  San  Juan,  it  is  under- 
stood, entirely  commands  the  harbor  of  Vera  Cruz,  and  foreign 
vessels  could  not  therefore  with  safety  enter  that  port.  Indeed 
it  is  well  known  that,  owing  to  the  possession  of  the  fortress 
by  the  Spaniards  and  the  hostilities  between  it  and  the  city, 
Vera  Cruz  became  in  a  great  degree  deserted,  and  all  commer- 
cial business  was  transferred  to  Alvarado.  (Ward's  Mexico, 
vol.  2,  pp.  G-7.)  But  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  there  is  very 
decided  proof  not  only  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  schooner 
to  trade  with  the  castle,  but  that  the  fact  of  trading  had  ac- 
tually commenced  at  the  time  the  firing  was  opened  upon  her 
by  the  Mexican  batteries.  The  captain  of  the  vessel  upon  his 
return  to  New  Orleans,  on  the  3rd  day  of  March  1826,  noted  a 
protest,  in  which  he  stated  that  ^  he  had  experienced  loss  and 
damage  on  his  outward  passage  by  an  attack  on  said  vessel 
from  the  forts  of  Vera  Cruz  soon  after  she  anchored  near  the 
castle,  the  particulars  of  which  he  would  make  known  at  more 
leisure,'  and  on  the  8th  of  the  same  month  he  appeared  with 
his  mate  and  two  of  his  crew  and  extended  his  protest,  of  which 
the  following  is  an  extract: 

*'  *  Nothing  material  occurred  on  the  outward  passage  afore- 
said, until  the  4th  of  January  last,  when  the  weather  being 
cloudy  at  3.30  p.  m.  saw  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa;  at 
4.30  p.  m.  got  a  pilot  from  that  fortress;  5.20  p.  m.  came  to 
anchor,  etc.  Got  the  boat  out  and  the  captain  went  on  shore. 
At  6.40  the  boat  returned  and  brought  off  two  launches  from 
the  castle  for  cargo.  Ladened  these  launches  and  sent  them 
ashore,  when  the  fort  at  Vera  Cruz  fired  one  shot  at  the  said 
schooner,  which  passed  without  doing  much  damage.' 

"  It  is  thus  established  beyond  all  controversy  that  the  ves- 
sel was  actually  engaged  in  trade  with  the  castle  at  the  time 
she  was  fired  upon  by  the  Mexican  batteries.  Two  launches 
had  been  loaded  from  her  and  sent  to  it  before  the  firing  com- 
menced. Nor  is  there  any  reason  to  doubt  that  the  attack, 
resulting  in  great  injury  to  the  vessel  and  cargo,  was  induced 
by  this  act  of  trading. 
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<<  It  is  urged  that  the  cargo,  as  exhibited  by  the  manifests, 
was  not  suited  to  the  wauts  of  the  garrison,  and  it  is  hence 
inferred  that  the  voyage  was  not  in  fact  undertaken  to  the 
fortress.  The  proof  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  any  doubt  upon 
tlie  subject,  even  if  the  manifests  were  entitled  to  the  most 
implicit  confidence.  Besides,  it  is  well-known  that  many  car- 
goes were  lauded  at  the  castle,  intended  to  be  smuggled  into 
the  city  in  violation  of  the  revenue  laws  of  Mexico.  Tliis  was 
especially  the  case  prior  to  the  decree  of  8th  October  before 
referred  to.  Mr.  Taylor,  the  consul  of  the  United  States  at 
Vera  Oruz,  in  a  letter  to  the  Department  of  State  under  date 
of  April  Gj  1823,  says:  '  The  fort,  too,  is  turned  into  a  place  of 
deposit  or  trading  house,  where  cargoes  are  hinded,  deposited, 
or  sold,  and  from  thence  smuggled  into  Vera  Cruz.' 

*'It  being  established  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  board 
that  the  vessel  and  cargo  at  the  time  of  the  injuries  com- 
plained of  were  actually  engaged  in  carrying  on  trade  with 
the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa,  then  held  by  the  Spanish 
arms,  the  question  next  to  be  decided  is  whether  this  was  a 
violation  of  the  belligerent  rights  of  Mexico.  It  has  been  urged 
very  strenuously  on  behalf  of  the  claimant  that  it  was  not 
such  violation;  that  the  blockade  of  the  castle  was  a  mere 
paper  blockade,  not  binding  upon  neutrals;  that  Mexico  had 
not  sufficient  power  to  enforce  it,  or  to  cause  it  to  be  respected ; 
that  the  schooner  had  never  been  warned  off,  without  which  it 
is  contended  that  she  was  not  liable  to  interruption. 

^<A  blockade  is  understood  to  be,  in  strictness  of  language, 
applicable  only  to  ports,  harbors,  or  coasts,  accessible  by  sea 
for  commercial  purposes.  Its  object  is  to  harass  the  enemy  by 
obstructing  or  annihilating  his  commerce,  and  thus  to  induce 
him  to  conclude  a  treaty  of  peace.  It  does  not  contemplate  a 
surrender  of  the  port  or  place  blockaded,  and  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  mere  military  operation.  ^  There  is  an  important 
distinction,' says  Duer  on  Insurance,  vol.  1,  p.  657, 'between  a 
maritime  blockade  and  a  military  siege.  The  sole  object  of 
the  blockade  is  to  distress  the  enemy  by  the  suspension  of  his 
commerce.  It  does  not  generally  look  to  the  surrender  or  re- 
duction of  the  blockaded  port,  nor  does  it  imply  the  commis- 
sion of  any  hostilities  which  the  inhabitants  are  necessarily 
required  to  repel.  On  the  other  hand,  the  objert  of  the  mili- 
tary siege  is  to  reduce  the  place,  whether  by  capitulation  or 
otherwise,  into  the  possession  of  the  besieging  power.'    There 
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can  be  little  doubt  that  the  purpose  of  Mexico,  in  it<8  operationB 
against  the  castle,  whether  by  sea  or  land,  was  to  effect  its 
redaction.  It  was  a  military  fortress,  and  not  a  commercial 
port.  The  suspension  of  its  commerce  or  trade,  if  it  had  any, 
was  in  no  way  calculated  to  injure  Spain,  or  to  induce  her  to 
enter  into  a  treaty  of  peace.  The  object  of  Mexico  was  to 
wrest  from  her  enemy  a  strong  and  commanding  military  post, 
the  possession  of  which  enabled  her  to  prolong  the  contest, 
and  afforded  facilities  for  renewed  attempts  at  invasion  and 
subjugation.  Mexico  had  the  unquestionable  right  to  effect 
this  important  object  in  any  mode  she  deemed  suitable,  con- 
forming only  to  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  usages  of  modern 
warfare.  She  had  the  right  to  exclude  all  intercourse  or  com- 
munication whatever  with  the  castle.  The  mode  adopted  ap- 
pears to  have  been  taken  upon  deliberation,  and  that  it  was 
entirely  successful  has  been  already  shown  by  the  extracts 
from  Niles's  Eegister  before  given.  The  following  extract 
from  Poinsett's  Notes  on  Mexico,  p.  23,  shows  the  purpose  and 
the  mode  of  accomplishing  it  which  Mexico  had  in  view,  if  fur- 
ther proof  upon  that  subject  be  necessary.  Mr.  Poinsett,  on 
his  way  to  the  city  of  Mexico,  was  in  Vera  Oruz  in  October 
1822,  and,  giving  an  account  of  an  interview  he  had  with 
General  Santa  Anna,  then  governor  of  the  city,  says:  'The 
governor  took  me  aside  to  talk  of  his  plans  for  taking  the 
castle.  He  proposes  to  blockade  it  by  water,  to  construct  a 
battery  on  each  extremity  of  the  harbor  to  prevent  the  en- 
trance of  shipping,  and  to  have  I  don't  know  how  many  mor- 
tars arranged  behind  the  city  to  shower  shells  into  the  castle.' 
These  plans  appear  to  have  been  carried  into  execution;  the 
decree  of  8th  October  1823  was  promulgated,  and  the  castle 
was  eventually  compelled  to  surrender. 

"In  the  opinion  of  the  board  the  principles  of  law  applica- 
ble to  merely  commercial  blockades  do  not  apply  to  a  state  of 
things  like  this.  The  entire  operation  against  the  fortress 
must  be  regarded  as  a  military  one  having  in  view  and  adapted 
to  effect  the  reduction  of  a  strong  military  post. 

"It  is  said  that  there  is  no  proof  in  the  case  showing  that 
Mexico  had  the  power  to  enforce  the  blockade.  It  might  be 
suflQcient  to  say  that  there  is  no  proof  to  the  contrary.  But 
the  argument  seems  to  assume  that  the  board  is  confined  to 
the  proofs  which  are  presented  by  the  claimant  himself.  It 
must  be  recollected  that  the  proceedings  before  the  commission 
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are  altogether  ex  parte.  No  adverse  party  is  present  or  has 
opportunity  to  be  heard.  If  the  board  were  to  be  confined  to 
the  claimant's  own  proof,  it  would  be  quite  easy  to  sustain  any 
claim  whatever.  Indeed,  it  is  urged  in  the  case  of  the  Susan 
that  when  a  capture  is  proved  a  sufficient  claim  is  made  out, 
unless  it  be  showu  by  Mexico  that  there  is  justifiable  ground 
for  it;  and  not  only  so,  but  that  Mexico  must  go  still  further 
and  show  a  regular  condemnation  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction;  and  the  rules  of  evidence  applicable  to  trials  at 
common  law  between  individuals  are  cited  to  establish  these 
positions.  The  board  does  not  yield  to  this  argument.  Each 
claimant  must  establish  every  fact  essential  to  the  support  of 
his  claim.  If  the  ground  of  reclamation  be  that  a  capture  or 
a  condemnation  was  unwarrantable,  that  must  be  established. 
There  can  be  no  such  distinction  here  as  exists  in  trials  be- 
tween individuals  of  a  prima  fa^ne  case  sufficient  to  put  the 
adversary  on  his  defense,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  ad- 
versary. Neither  Mexico  nor  the  United  States,  who  has 
assumed  the  obligations  of  Mexico,  has  the  op})ortunity  of 
repelling  the  proofs  submitted  by  claimants  except  so  far  as 
public  documents,  furnished  f^om  the  archives  of  the  govern- 
ment, may  be  regarded  as  affording  such  testimony.  The 
board  does  not,  therefore,  consider  itself  as  limited  to  the  pa- 
pers which  the  claimants  deem  it  for  their  interest  to  present 
to  its  consideration.  Public  events,  facts,  or  occurrences  of 
general  notoriety,  published  accounts  and  documentary  records 
are  all  suitable  and  proper  to  be  weighed  as  evidence  in  their 
bearing  upon  particular  cases. 

"  Judging  from  the  evidence  furnished  by  these  and  similar 
sources,  the  board  is  far  from  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
Mexico  was  so  deficient  of  means  to  enforce  her  decree  of 
blockade  that  it  was  not  obligatory  upon  neutrals.  The  har- 
bor and  the  access  to  the  castle  were  entirely  comma!ided  by 
the  land  batteries,  while  the  gunboats  and  schooners  of  war 
before  spoken  of  were  sufficient  to  capture  all  commercial 
vessels  hovering  in  the  vicinity. 

"These  efforts  and  preparations  on  the  part  of  Mexico  must 
have  been  notorious  to  all  persons  trading  in  that  quarter,  and 
whoever  undertook  a  voyage  to  tlie  castle  must  be  held  to  have 
entered  upon  it  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  hazards  to  which 
it  was  exposed.  Indeed,  there  is  evidence  before  the  board, 
filed  in  another  case  by  the  present  claimant,  tending  to  show 
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that  tLe  existence  of  the  blockade  was  so  well  known  in  New 
Orleans  as  to  be  guarded  against  by  insurers,  in  policies  of 
vessels  bound  to  Vera  Cruz.  An  opinion  given  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Louisiana  in  May  1837,  in  a  suit  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  the  schooner  Constitution  and  her  cargo, 
is  among  the  papers  filed  by  the  present  claimant  in  that  case. 
The  court  say:  'This  action  is  brought  on  two  policies  of  in- 
surance, one  on  the  schooner  Constitution  and  the  other  on  her 
cargo,  from  the  port  of  New  Orleans  to  Vera  Cruz.  Both 
vessel  and  goods  are  warranted  to  be  American,  and  that  the 
former  shall  not  force  the  blockade.'  The  Constitution  sailed 
upon  her  voyage  in  June  1824,  and  was  soon  after  captured 
upon  the  allegation  that  she  was  bound  for  the  castle.  This 
capture,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  it  was  made,  must  have 
been  known  at  New  Orleans.  The  'blockade'  spoken  of  in  the 
policy  could  be  no  other  than  the  blockade  so-called  of  the 
castle;  and  when  it  was  known  that  vessels  were  actually 
seized  and  captured  on  pretense  that  they  were  bound  to  the 
castle,  there  is  little  ground  for  the  argument  that  it  was  in- 
cumbent on  Mexico  to  warn  off  vessels  thus  actually  employed, 
before  she  could  lawfully  interrupt  them. 

'^In  the  argument  addressed  to  the  board  for  a  reexamina- 
tion of  the  case  of  the  Susan^  it  is  said  that  the  board  had  fallen 
into  error  in  supposing  that  it  had  been  admitted  that  the 
vessel  had  ever  been  condemned,  and  if  so  that  it  was  by  a 
prize  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  The  memorial  in  itself 
does  not,  it  is  true,  make  that  distinct  admission,  but  the  letter 
of  Messrs.  Taylor,  Sicard  &  Co.  of  9th  January  1825  to  the 
claimant  says,  speaking  of  the  Susan:  <  Vessel  and  cargo  con- 
demned and  sold — a  very  summary  process.  We  are  ignorant 
of  all  the  other  facts  save  that  of  her  capture  and  condemna- 
tion.' When  therefore  the  memorialist  asserts  that  <it  is 
understood'  vessel  and  cargo  were  condemned,  and  files  a  let- 
ter from  his  correspondents  containing  the  statement  above 
quoted,  the  board  did  not  suppose  it  would  be  going  too  far  to 
consider  the  facts  as  admitted. 

"  But  it  is  further  urged  that,  if  condemned,  it  was  not  done 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  proceedings 
were  not  regular.  And  it  is  urged  that  Mexico  at  that  time 
had  no  established  courts  competent  to  adjudge  upon  questions 
of  prize.  The  board  does  not  find  any  sufficient  proof  of  these 
allegations.    The  letter  of  Messrs.  Taylor  &  Co.,  before  referred 
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to,  says:  ^Oar  W.  T.  has  just  beeu  notified  of  the  condemna- 
tion  of  the  McDonougWs  cargo  by  the  Mexican  tribunal  of  the 
placej  from  which  decision  he  appeals  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Mexico.'  There  is  no  intimation  that  this  was  not  a  regular 
proceeding  and  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  It  appears 
also  in  the  case  of  the  Constitution  that  proceedings  were  com- 
meuced  and  prosecuted  before  the  same  or  a  similar  tribunal, 
from  whose  decision  an  appeal  was  also  taken ;  and  that  these 
defenses  were  set  up  and  conducted  by  Mr.  Taylor,  the  consul 
of  the  United  States  at  Alvarado.  The  house  with  which  Mr. 
Taylor  was  connected  were  tbe  correspondents  of  the  claimant, 
and  communicated  to  him  intelligence  of  the  capture  of  the 
Sman.  Is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Mr.  Zacharie  did  not 
reply  to  that  letter  f  That  he  did  not  apply  for  and  obtain 
information  of  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  occur- 
rences f  That  if  there  had  been  no  regular  proceedings,  no 
condemnation,  no  proper  court,  he  would  not  have  been  fallj 
informed  of  itf  Did  all  correspondence  between  the  claimant 
and  his  commercial  friends  in  reference  to  this  matter  cease 
with  that  first  communication  f  It  is  wholly  impossible  to 
admit  any  such  inferences.  Since  the  organization  of  this 
board,  it  is  true,  the  claimant  has  endeavored  to  obtain  from 
Mexico  the  records  of  the  proceedings  in  the  case,  and  they 
have  not  been  furnished.  But  is  the  board  thence  to  infer 
that  there  was  no  court  and  no  proceedings  f  These  occur- 
rences took  place  twenty-six  years  ago;  and  since  that  time 
Mexico  has  undergone  many  revolutions  and  suffered  much 
civil  commotion.  Is  it  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  her 
omission  to  furnish  documents  called  for  may  be  owing  to 
a  much  more  excusable  cause  than  has  been  attributed  to 
herf  Tbat  her  archives  and  records  may  have  been  rifled 
and  destroyed  in  some  of  the  many  scenes  of  violence  and 
anarchy  through  which  she  has  passed  f 

^^  If  the  injuries  now  complained  of  had  in  fact  been  sus- 
tained in  the  manner  now  stated,  and  without  any  justifiable 
cause  on  the  part  of  Mexico,  it  is  impossible  to  account  for  the 
long  neglect  of  the  claimant  to  seek  the  interposition  of  his 
own  government,  or  to  take  any  steps  for  obtaining  redress. 
These  claims  were  not  presented  to  the  joint  commission  under 
the  convention  of  1839,  nor  does  it  appear  that  they  were  ever 
in  any  way  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Government  of  Mexico. 
Mexico  has  therefore  never  had  the  opportunity  of  answering 
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the  allegations  or  repelling  the  proofs  npon  which  tliey  rest 
Nor  were  they  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  (Tovernment  of  the 
United  States  until  1845.    The  motive  for  presenting^  them  at 
that  time  was  probably  that  they  might  be  in  condition  to  be 
presented  to  a  new  commission,  if  one  should  be  provided  for, 
with  similar  provisions  to  that  of  1839.    The  claimant,  it  is 
true,  addressed  a  letter  to  Mr.  Livingston,  then  a  member  of 
Congress,  in  January  1826  upon  the  subject,  but  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  ever  been  communicated  to  the  government  or 
made  the  ground  of  reclamation  against  Mexico.    The  consul 
of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Taylor,  also  wrote  the  letter  before 
referred  to,  stating  the  fact  that  the  Scott  had  been  fired  npon 
by  the  Mexican  batteries.    But  he  only  alludes  to  it  as  being 
the  occasion  of  the  renewal  of  hostilities  between  the  city  and 
the  castle,  and  not  as  an  aggression  upon  the  rights  of  ueatrals 
or  an  act  unwarranted  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case.     Is  it 
reasonable  to  suppose  that,  if  the  wrongs  complained  of  had 
been  inflicted  in  the  wanton  manner  stated,  the  claimant  woald 
have  been  so  long  silent f    That  the  consul,  of  whose  zeal  in 
behalf  of  American  interests  there  the  board  has  many  proofs, 
would  not  have  exerted  himself  with  his  usual  energy!     Is  it 
not  rather  more  reasonable  to  conclude  that  through  his  cor- 
respondents tbere,  who  had  every  motive  to  defend  his  rights, 
he  was  fully  informed  of  all  that  had  taken  place,  and  was 
assured  that  there  was  no  ground  upon  which  a  reclamation 
through  his  own  government  could  be  sustained  f   The  claimant 
assigns  reasons  why  these  claims  were  not  presented  to  the 
joint  commission,  but  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  they  are  quite 
insufficient  to  impair  the  very  strong  presumption  growing  out 
of  his  total  omission  to  take  any  measures  for  obtaining  redress 
at  the  time  of  the  occurrences  complained  of,  and  for  so  long  a 
period  afterward. 

'<  Exception  is  also  taken,  in  the  case  of  the  Sttsan^  to  the 
conclusion  which  the  board  came  to — that  she  was  taken  ^near 
the  castle^ — and  the  assertion  is  reiterated  that  she  was  cap- 
tured at  sea.  It  appears  by  the  protest  of  the  master  that  the 
vessel  was  first  sent  into  the  '  port  of  Sacrificios,'  which  was 
nothing  more  than  a  place  of  shelter  for  the  Mexican  gunboats 
under  the  batteries  there  erected.  If  taken  at  sea,  it  is  by  no 
means  probable  that  she  would  have  been  sent  there,  but 
directly  to  Alvarado,  where  she  was  finally  taken.  The  consul, 
Mr.  Taylor,  states  in  the  letter  referred  to  in  the  former  opinion 
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of  the  board,  that  she  was  taken  ^  off  the  castle,^  a  phrase  which 
implies  that  she  was  in  its  immediate  vicinity. 

*^  Without  further  extending  this  opinion,  or  enlarging  upon 
other  topics  presented  in  the  arguments  of  counsel,  the  board 
is  constrained  to  adhere  to  the  decision  already  made  in  the 
case  of  the  Susan^  and  to  decide  that  the  claim  set  forth  in  the 
memorial  of  J.  W.  Zacharie  for  injuries  to  the  schooner  Scott 
and  cargo  is  not  valid." 

Opinion  of  Mohsfb.  *Evan8,  Smith,  and  PuinO;  February  14, 1851,  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

"  Several  claims  growing  out  of  the  capture 
"*  (tatf '*'  ^  ^^  ^^^  schooner  Julius  Gcesar  were  presented 
to  the  joint  commission  under  the  convention 
of  11th  April  1839,  in  regard  to  which  a  difference  of  opinion 
existed  between  the  American  and  Mexican  members  of  that 
board,  and  they  were  referred  to  the  umpire  and  by  him  re- 
turned without  a  decision  thereon.  These  claims  are  now  pre- 
sented to  this  board,  and  the  following  facts  are,  in  its  opinion, 
established  by  the  documents  and  proofs  which  were  submit- 
ted to  the  umpire. 

^*The  Bchoouer  Julitis  Ccesavj  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  laden  with  merchandise  also  belonging  to  citizens  ot 
the  United  States,  having  been  regularly  cleared  from  the  port 
of  New  Orleans,  sailed  on  the  12th  day  of  April  1837,  with 
several  passengers  on  board,  bound  to  Brazoria,  Texas.  When 
about  four  days  out,  off  the  mouth  of  the  Sabiqe  Elver,  distant 
about  seven  miles,  she  was  captured  by  the  Mexican  brig  of  war, 
General  Urrea,  the  crew  and  passengers,  with  few  exceptions, 
were  taken  on  board  the  Mexican  ship  and  confined  in  irons,  a 
prize  crew  was  put  on  board  the  schooner,  and  both  vessels 
made  sail  for  Matamoras,  where  they  arrived.  The  passengers 
and  crew  of  the  schooner  were  taken  to  prison,  where  they  were 
confined  for  about  one  month,  were  treated  with  great  cruelty 
and  indignity,  and  plundered  of  most  of  their  personal  effects. 
The  vessel  was  condemned,  together  with  her  cargo,  upon 
pretense  of  having  violated  a  municipal  law  of  Mexico,  and 
was  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  the  captors. 

'^The  Mexican  commicsioners  at  first  attempted  to  justify 
the  capture  of  the  vessel,  and  also  that  of  the  schooners 
Louisiana  and  Champion^  which  took  place  about  the  same 
time,  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  at  the  time  violating  a 
blockade  declared  by  Mexico  of  the  coast  and  ports  of  Texas. 
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This  was  not  the  reason,  however,  assigned  for  the  capture  at 
the  time,  nor  upon  which  the  condemuation  took  place,  and  was 
manifestly  untenable  for  several  causes.  Ist  The  pretended 
blockade  had  not  been  declared  and  made  public  a  sufficient 
length  of  time  to  furnish  a  presumption  that  the  captured  ves- 
sels could  have  had  notice  of  it.  2nd.  It  was  not  enforced  by 
a  sufficient  blockading  squadron  to  cause  it  to  be  respected. 
3rd.  The  vessels  were  not  warned  off,  as  they  should  have  been, 
before  their  capture  could  be  justified.  4th.  They  were  cap- 
tured on  the  high  seas  before  they  reached  the  degree  of  longi- 
tude which  was  the  eastern  limit  of  the  blockaded  territory. 

"  It  is  quite  unnecessary  to  go  into  any  further  detail  of  the 
circumstances  of  the  capture  of  these  vessels  to  show  its  ille- 
gality, inasmuch  as  it  appears  that  the  Government  of  Mexico 
has  itself  admitted  it.  In  a  dispatch  from  Mr.  Forsyth,  Secre- 
tary of  State,  to  Mr.  Martinez,  the  Mexican  minister  to  this 
government,  dated  November  27, 1837,  it  is  said:  *  He  [Mr.  F.] 
would  remark,  however,  that  as  the  illegality  of  the  capture  of 
the  Julius  CcesaVj  Champion^  and  Louisiana^  for  which  indemni- 
fication was  claimed  in  the  note  of  the  undersigned  above 
referred  to  [note  of  May  27, 1837]  haa  since  been  admitted^  the 
papers  sent  herewith  are  intended  to  show  the  extent  of  the 
losses  sustained.'  It  does  not  appear  that  the  fact  thus  as- 
serted by  Mr.  Forsyth  was  ever  denied  by  the  Mexican  minis- 
ter or  his  government,  and  it  may  therefore  be  safely  taken  as 
true  that  the  capture  of  these  vessels  was  a  wrong  inflicted 
upon  the  owners  and  others  interested  therein,  for  which  Mexico 
is  justly  responsible.    •    •     » 

^^  In  the  opinion  of  this  board  the  claims  set  forth  in  the 
memorials  *  *  *  are  valid,  and  the  board  admits  them 
accordingly." 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849. 

"  The  schooner  Champion^  belonging  to  citi- 
^"**'^®",^*""  zens  of  the  United  States,  with  a  cargo  of 
merchandise  and  several  passengers  on  board, 
while  in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage  from  New  Orleans  to  the 
port  of  Matagorda,  in  Texas,  was  captured  upon  the  high 
seas  by  a  Mexican  squadron  under  the  command  of  Commo- 
dore Lopez,  in  latitude  27°  10'  N.,  and  longitude  93^  27'  W., 
on  the  first  day  of  April  1837.  A  prize  crew  was  put  on  board, 
and  under  convoy  of  the  Mexican  brig  of  war,  General  Urrea^ 
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she  was  takeu  to  Matamoras.  The  crew  and  passengers  were 
confined  in  prison  and  treated  with  great  cruelty.  The  vessel, 
cargo,  and  personal  effects  of  the  passengers  and  crew  on  board 
were  all,  either  by  plunder  or  pretense  of  confiscation,  appro- 
priated to  the  captors.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  pre- 
cisely like  those  attending  the  capture  of  the  schooner  Julius 
Ccesavj  and,  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  board 
in  that  case,  the  board  is  of  opinion  that  the  capture  of  the 
Champion  was  an  illegal  and  unjustifiable  act,  for  which  the 
Government  of  Mexico  is  responsible." 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  June  14,  1849,  commiB- 
sioners  ander  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849. 

"The  schooner  Louisiana^  in  the  prosecu 
aM  0  t  e  *'    n-  ^.^^  ^^.  ^^  lawful  voyage  from  New  Orleans  to 


,  was  captured  on  the  4th  April  1837 

by  a  Mexican  vessel  of  war  and  ordered  to  Matamoras.  She 
was  laden  with  a  cargo  of  tobacco,  Hour,  and  other  provi- 
sions, designed  for  sale  in  Texas.  Before  reaching  the  port 
to  which  she  was  ordered  by  the  captors  she  was  retaken  by 
the  United  States  sloop  of  war  Natchez  and  sent  back  to  New 
Orleans.  While  in  the  possession  of  the  Mexican  captors  some 
XK>rtions  of  the  flour  and  provisions  on  board  were  taken  and 
consumed  by  them,  and  in  consequence  of  their  unskillfulness 
as  seamen,  or  from  the  want  of  proper  attention,  the  schooner 
leaked  badly  and  sixty- three  bales  of  tobacco  were  so  injured 
as  to  be  wholly  worthless.  ♦  ♦  ♦  For  the  reasons  set 
forth  in  the  opinions  of  this  board  in  the  cases  of  the  Julius 
Gcesar  and  the  Champion^  and  from  the  admission  by  Mexico 
referred  to  in  those  opinions  that  this  capture  was  also  illegal 
and  unwarranted,  this  board  is  of  opinion  and  does  decide 
that  the  claim  for  losses  and  injuries  sustained  by  •  *  * 
the  capture  of  the  schooner  Louisiana  is  valid  and  allows  the 
same  accordingly.'' 

Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  commissioners,  June  15, 
1849,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1849. 

A  kind  of  sequel  to  the  foregoing  claims 
Case  of  the  "Suez."  on  account  of  the  seizure  of  the  Champion^ 
Louisiana,  and  Julius  C(esar,  was  the  claim 
of  Thomas  B.  Cotterell,  owner  and  master  of  the  Amei  ican 
schooner  Essex.  This  vessel  was  at  Brazos,  the  port  of  Mata- 
moras, in  April  1837,  partially  laden  with  a  cargo  for  Boston, 
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when  the  General  Urrea  was  captared  by  the  United  States 
sloop  of  war  Natchez  because  of  the  former's  seizure  of  the  ves- 
sels above  mentioned.  In  the  excitement  growing  out  of  the 
capture  of  the  Mexican  man-of-war,  the  American  vessels  then 
at  Brazos  were  prohibited  from  departing,  by  order  of  General 
Bravo,  then  military  commander  of  that  department.  Captain 
Cotterell  alleges  that  the  Essex  was  detained  thirteen  days, 
when,  in  consequence  of  the  low  stage  of  water  upon  the  bar, 
it  was  difficult  to  cross,  so  that  in  crossing  she  struck  heavily 
several  times,  receiving  considerable  injury.  He  claimed  for 
demurrage,  for  the  injury  to  the  hull  and  sails  of  the  vessel, 
and  for  other  expenses  incurred.  It  seems  that  the  vessel, 
tliough  left  in  the  possession  of  the  master  and  crew,  was 
forcibly  stripped  of  her  sails  with  a  view  to  prevent  her  de- 
parture. In  regard  to  this  claim,  the  comniissioners  under 
the  act  of  1849  said: 

"  The  circumstances  attending  the  capture  of  the  General 
Urrea  and  the  occasion  which  led  to  it  are  matters  of  public  noto- 
riety, and  are  proved  in  several  cases  pending  before  the  board. 
It  led  to  discussions  between  the  two  governments,  which  led 
to  the  restoration  of  the  vessel  to  Mexico,  although  its  capture 
was  justified  by  the  United  States  Government,  and  to  a  dis- 
tinct admission  by  iMexico  that  the  first  aggression  had  been 
committed  by  the  General  Urrea  by  the  capture  of  three  Ameri- 
can vessels,  the  Champion^  the  Louisiatiaj  and  the  Julius  Cwsar, 
without  cause.  The  board  is  therefore  of  opinion  that  under 
all  the  circumstances  the  Mexican  authorities  had  no  just 
occasion  to  detain  the  American  vessels  then  in  port  by  reason 
of  the  capture  of  the  Gen,  Urrea.^ 

"The  bark  Hiawatha;  Miller  &  Mosman, 
^"* ""'  SilJ!^^'^  No.  398,  and  Ezekiel  McLeod,  assignee.  No.  399, 
claimants  for  the  vessel;  Watkins  &  Leigh, 
No.  400;  Dalgetty,  Du  Croz  &  Co.,  No.  401;  William  T.  Mar- 
shall, No.  402,  and  the  executors  of  Charles  McEwen,  No.  452, 
claimants  for  cargo. 

•'The  Hiawatha  was  captured  by  the  United  States  blockad- 
ing fieet,  in  Hampton  Eoads,  at  the  mouth  of  the  James  Biver, 
on  the  20th  May  18G1,  in  attempting  to  pass  through  the 
blockading  fleet  on  an  outward  voyage  from  Kichmond,  Va., 
for  Liverpool.  She  was  taken  into  the  port  of  New  York,  and 
vessel  and  cargo  there  libelled  in  the  United  States  district 
court,  and  condemned.  (See  report  of  the  case  in  that  court, 
Blatchford's  Prize  Cases,  p.  1.)    On  appeal,  first  to  the  circuit 
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court  and  thence  to  the  Sapreme  Court,  the  decree  of  the  dis- 
trict court  was  affirmed,  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
being  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Grier,  and  a  dissenting  opinion 
being  read  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  which  Chief  Justice 
Taney  and  Justices  Catron  and  Clifford  concurred.  (See 
report  in  the  Supreme  Court  under  title  of  <The  Prize  Cases,' 
2  Black,  635  to  699.) 

^'This  was  one  of  the  first  vessels  captured  during  the  war, 
and  one  of  the  first  upon  the  validity  of  whose  capture  adjudi- 
cations were  had  in  the  prize  courts  of  both  original  and 
appellate  jurisdiction.  In  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  case 
was  argued  in  connection  with  those  of  several  other  vessels 
captured  abont  the  same  time,  and  involving  to  some  extent 
the  same  general  principles,  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
blockade  established  under  the  President's  proclamations  of 
19th  and  27th  April  1861  (12  Stats,  at  L.  1258, 1259),  and  that 
of  the  liability  of  the  property  of  persons  domiciled  within 
the  insurrectionary  States  to  capture  on  the  high  seas  as 
enemy's  property,  were  elaborately  argued.  The  majority  of 
the  court  sustained  the  validity  of  the  blockade  and  the  right 
of  capture  of  property  of  citizens  of  the  insurrectionary  States 
upon  the  high  seas  as  enemy's  property.  The  minority  of  the 
court  held '  that  no  civil  war  existed  between  the  United  States 
and  the  States  in  insurrection  till  recognized  by  the  act  of 
Congress  of  13th  July  1861  (12  Stats,  at  L.  256)  5  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  does  not  possess  the  power 
under  the  Constitution  to  declare  war  or  recognize  its  existence 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law  of  nations,  which  carries  with 
it  belligerent  rights,  and  thus  change  the  country  and  all  its 
citizens  from  a  state  of  peace  to  a  state  of  war;  that  this 
power  belongs  exclusively  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  and,  consequently,  that  the  President  had  no  power  to 
set  on  foot  a  blockade  under  the  law  of  nations;  and  that  the 
capture  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  in  this  case  and  in  all  cases 
before  us  in  which  the  capture  occurred  before  the  13th  July 
1861,  for  breach  of  blockade  or  as  enemy's  property,  are  illegal 
and  void,  and  that  the  decrees  of  condemnation  should  be  re- 
versed, and  the  vessel  and  cargo  restored.'    (2  Black,  698, 699.) 

"The  case  of  tlieMiawathaWi%s  this;  She  sailed  from  Liver- 
pool on  the  11th  February  1861,  with  a  cargo  of  salt  for 
Eichmond,  Va. ;  thence  to  take  cargo  back  to  Liverpool.  She 
passed  Hampton  Eoads,  at  the  mouth  of  the  James  Eiver,  on 
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the  23d  April  and  arrived  at  City  Point,  the  port  of  Bichmond, 
a  few  mileA  below  that  city  on  the  James  River,  on  the  29th 
April.  She  completed  the  discharge  of  her  oatward  cargo  on 
the  10th  May;  immediately  commenced  lading  with  her  return 
cargo,  consisting  principally  of  tobacco,  and  completed  this 
lading  on  the  14th  or  15th  May.  On  the  16th  she  weighed 
anchor  and  attempted  to  go  to  sea  without  pilot  or  steam  tug, 
but  was  prevented  by  head  winds.  On  the  17th  a  tug  at- 
tempted to  take  her  out  of  harbor,  but  was  prevented  by  the 
breaking  of  the  towline.  On  the  18th  she  was  taken  in  tow 
by  another  steamer  and  towed  down  the  river  to  within  about 
twenty  miles  of  Hampton  Roads.  From  this  point  she  floated 
down  with  the  tide  toward-  the  Roads,  and  on  the  20th  was 
boarded  by  an  officer  from  a  United  States  blockading  vessel, 
who  endorsed  upon  her  register  this  notice: 

" '  This  vessel  (the  Hiawatha)  has  been  boarded  by  the  United 
States  blockading  squadron,  and  warned  not  to  enter  any  port 
in  Virginia  or  south  of  it. 

«'S.  H.  Brown, 
'''^Blockading  Officer^  United  States  Steamer  Star. 

"^May  20,  1861.' 

<<  On  the  same  day,  and  while  still  floating  with  the  tide  in 
Hampton  Roads,  she  was  seized  by  the  United  States  war 
steamer  Minnesota^  and  thereafter  taken  into  port  and  libelled, 
as  above  recited. 

^'  President  Lincoln's  proclamation  establishing  a  blockade  of 
the  ports  of  Virginia  was  issued  27th  April  1861  (12  Stats,  at 
L.  1259).  Under  that  proclamation  the  blockade  of  the  ports 
of  Virginia  upon  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  the  James  River 
was  actually  established  by  Commodore  Peudergrast,  and  a 
proclamation  made  of  same  on  the  30th  April.  On  the  8th 
May  Lord  Lyons  communicated  to  Mr.  Seward  a  letter  from 
the  British  consul  at  Richmond,  dated  5th  May,  in  which  the 
consul  had  said  to  Lord  Lyons : 

'^"  There  are  parties  here  about  to  load  the  British  ship 
Hiawatha  at  City  Point  for  Liverpool,  under  the  impression 
that  she  will  be  allowed  free  egress  by  the  blockading  squad- 
ron. I  have  told  persons  who  are  here  representing  the 
owners  of  the  ship  that  I  see  no  difficulty  to  the  ship  leaving 
in  ballast;  but  to  this  they  will  not  consent,  as  the  ship  came 
here  expressly  from  Liverpool  at  a  nominal  freight  to  load  a 
remunerative  cargo  back.' 

^^  Lord  Lyons  stated  to  Mr.  Seward  the  hardship  of  the  case 
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of  the  Hiawathaj  in  case  she  should  be  compelled  to  return 
home  in  ballast  in  cousequence  of  the  blockade,  of  which,  of 
course,  her  owners  could  have  had  no  knowledge  when  they 
sent  her  out,  and  submitted  the  case  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Govemmenit  of  the  United  States,  requesting  an  early 
answer. 

'<  Mr.  Seward  answered  on  the  9th  May,  enclosing  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  in  which  he  said: 

^'  <  Fifteen  days  have  been  specified  as  a  limit  for  neutrals  to 
leave  the  i>orts,  after  actual  blockade  has  commenced,  with  or 
without  cargo,  and  there  are  yet  remaining  five  or  six  days  for 
neutrals  to  leave.  With  proper  diligence  on  the  part  of  per- 
sons interested  I  see  no  reason  for  exemption  to  any.' 

"Lord  Lyons  again  wrote  Mr.  Seward  on  the  9th  May, 
acknowledging  the  re<*.eipt  of  Mr.  Seward's  letter  and  saying: 

"  ^  In  order  to  avoid  all  possible  mistake  with  regard  to  the 
Hiawatha^  as  well  as  to  future  cases  of  the  same  kind,  I  ven- 
ture to  request  you  to  inlorm  me  whether  I  am  right  in  con- 
cluding, from  the  statement  just  quoted,  that  the  date  of  the 
shipment  of  the  cargo  is  immaterial,  and  that  vessels  leaving 
the  x)orts  before  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  days  will  be 
allowed  to  proceed  with  their  cargoes,  whether  such  cargoes 
were  shipp^  before  or  after  the  actual  beginning  of  the  etl'ect 
ive  blockade.' 

"This  letter  was  answered  by  Mr.  Seward  on  May  11,  enclos- 
ing another  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  as  follows : 

"  *In  answer  to  Lord  Lyons's  letter  of  the  9th  instant,  I  have 
the  honor  to  inform  you  that  neutral  vessels  will  be  allowed 
fifteen  days  to  leave  port  after  the  actual  establishment  of  the 
blockade,  whether  such  vessels  are  with  or  without  cargoes.' 

"Lord  Lyons  responded  to  Mr.  Seward  on  May  11,  thanking 
him  for  his  prompt  information,  reciting  the  correspondence, 
and  saying: 

"^I  have  consequently  instructed  Her  Majesty's  consuls 
to  advise  masters  of  British  vessels  that  they  are  at  liberty  to 
take  cargo  on  board  as  well  after  as  before  the  commencement 
of  the  blockade,  and  that  they  will  be  allowed  fifteen  days  to 
go  to  sea,  whether  with  or  without  cargoes,  and  whether  their 
cargoes  be  shipped  before  or  after  the  actual  commencement 
of  the  effective  blockade.' 

"  On  the  same  day  Lord  Lyons  sent  to  the  British  consuls 
at  Richmond  and  other  ports  a  circular,  as  follows: 

"  '  Neutral  vessels  will  be  allowed  fifteen  days  to  leave  port 
after  the  actual  commencement  of  the  blockade,  whether  such 
vessels  are  with  or  without  cargoes,  and  whether  the  cargoes 
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were  shipped  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  the  block- 
ade.' 

<^  He  also  sent  on  the  same  day  a  dispatch  to  Bear- Admiral 
Sir  A.  Milne,  of  Her  Majesty's  navy,  enclosing,  with  other 
documents,  copies  of  the  proclamation  of  the  President  of 
April  27,  of  the  notice  of  blockade  by  Commodore  Pendergrast 
of  April  30,  and  saying : 

"  <  The  general  result  of  inquiries  made  by  me  or  other  for- 
eign ministers  here  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  blockade 
will  be  conducted  appears  to  be — 

"  ^  1.  That  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  blockade 
in  each  locality  will  be  fixed  by  the  issue  of  a  notice  by  the 
commanding  officer  of  the  squadron  appointed  to  blockade  it. 
It  does  not,  however,  appear  to  be  inteuded  that  such  notice 
shall  be  officially  communicated  to  the  governments  of  neutral 
nations  or  to  their  representatives  in  this  country. 

" '  2.  That  fifteen  days  from  the  beginning  of  the  effective 
blockade  will  be  allowed  in  every  case  for  neutral  vessels 
already  in  port  to  put  to  sea, 

"  *  That  until  the  fifteen  days  have  expired,  neutral  vessels 
will  be  allowed  to  come  out  with  or  without  cargoes,  and 
whether  their  cargoes  were  shipped  before  or  after  the  actual 
commencement  of  the  blockade. 

'^'4.  That,  except  in  the  last- mentioned  particular,  the  ordi- 
nary rules  of  blockade  will  be  strictly  enforced. 

"'5.  The  armed  vessels  of  the  neutral  states  will  have  the 
right  to  ent^r  and  depart  from  the  blockaded  ports. 

"'I  continue  to  be  of  opinion  that,  provided  the  blockade  be 
effective  and  be  carried  on  in  conformity  with  the  law  of 
nations,  we  have  no  other  course,  in  the  absence  of  positive 
instructions  from  Her  Majesty's  government,  than  to  recog 
nize  it.' 

*'  In  the  decision  of  the  cause  in  the  district  court,  Judge 
Betts  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  correspondence  between 
Mr.  Seward  and  Lord  Lyons  did  not  constitute  any  relaxation 
of  the  general  rule  limiting  the  right  of  departure  of  neutral 
vessels  from  a  blockaded  port  to  such  cargo  as  had  been  laden 
before  receiving  notice  of  the  blockade;  so  that,  if  the  Hior 
tcatha  had  departed  within  the  fifteen  days  allowed  for  de- 
parture after  the  establishment  of  the  blockade,  she  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  take  out  the  cargo  laden  after  knowledge 
of  the  blockade  ( Blatchford's  Prize  Cases,  p.  20).  The  Supreme 
(]ourt,  however,  distinctly  overruled  Judge  Betts  upon  this 
point,  saying: 

*'*After  a  careful  examination  of  the  correspondence  of  the 
State  and  Navy  Departments,  found  in  the  record,  we  are  not 
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satisfied  that  the  British  minister  erred  in  the  c>onstraction  he 
put  upon  it,  which  was  that  a  license  was  given  to  all  vessels 
in  the  blockaded  ports  to  depart  with  their  cargoes  within 
fifteen  days  after  the  blockade  was  established,  whether  the 
cargoes  were  taken  on  board  before  or  after  the  notice  of  the 
blockade.  All  reasonable  doubts  should  be  resolved  in  favor 
of  the  claimants.  Any  other  course  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  right  administration  of  the  law  and  the  character  of 
a.  just  government.' 

^^The  British  consul  at  Eichmond  gave  to  the  master  of  the 
Hiawathaj  on  the  15th  May,  a  certificate  stating  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  best  information  attainable  by  him,  the  effective 
blockade  at  the  mouth  of  the  James  Eiver  began  on  the  2d 
May.  After  the  capture  of  the  vessel  correspondence  ensued 
between  Lord  Lyons  and  Mr.  Seward,  in  which  Lord  Lyons 
earnestly  recommended  the  case  of  the  Hiawatha  to  the  favor- 
able consideration  of  the  United  States  Government,  saying 
that  it  appeared  Hhat  the  master  of  this  vessel  was  innocent 
of  any  intention  to  break  the  blockade,  and  tliat  his  not  having 
passed  the  blockading  squadron  earlier  was  due  to  erroneous 
information  or  unavoidable  detentions.'  He  also  called  atten- 
tion to  the  cases  of  the  Haxall  and  the  Octaria,  and  expressed 
the  hope  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  would  be 
disposed  to  extend  to  the  Hiawatha  the  same  favor  which  had 
been  shown  to  those  vessels. 

"In  another  letter  to  Mr.  Seward,  Lord  Lyons  said: 

"*I  do  not,  of  course,  consider  myself  competent  to  make 
any  comments  upon  the  decision  of  Judge  Betts  on  questions 
of  law;  nor  do  I  ground  my  present  application  upon  legal 
considerations  at  all.  My  desire  is,  in  conformity  with  the 
learned  judge's  own  suggestion,  to  obtain  relief  for  the  owners 
of  the  Hiawatha  by  an  appeal  to  the  equity  and  indulgence  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States.' 

'* And  again : 

"'That,  by  giving  relief  to  the  memorialists,  the  United 
States  Government  would  evince  a  spirit  of  comity  and  gen- 
erosity which  would  be  highly  appreciated  by  the  government 
of  Her  Majesty.' 

"In  the  cases  of  the  Tropic  Wind,  the  Haxall^  and  the 
Octavia,  those  were  vessels  captured  about  the  same  time  with 
the  Hiawatha,  and  under  similar  circumstances  had  been  re- 
leased by  order  of  the  government,  on  the  application  of  parties 
interested  or  their  respective  governments,  the  Tropic  Wmd 
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after  judgment  of  condemnation^  and  the  Haaall  and  Octavia 
before  judgment. 

^^In  cases  No.  400  and  401,  the  memorials  failed  to  sliow  the 
respective  claimants  the  owners  of  the  portions  of  the  cargo 
claimed  by  them,  but  showed  those  portions,  respectively,  to  be 
the  property  of  one  David  Dunlop,  a  resident  of  Petersburg, 
Virginia,  who  was  shipping  them  to  the  claimants  in  perform- 
ance of  executory  contracts  between  him  and  the  respective 
claimants  for  that  purpose. 

<^In  the  case  of  Wm.  T.  Marshall,  No.  402,  the  memorial 
showed  that  the  claimant  was,  at  the  time  of  the  capture, 
domiciled  in  Richmond,  Virginia. 

<<  Demurrers  were  interposed  in  those  cases,  specifying  these 
respective  grounds. 

"In  the  case  of  McE wen's  executors,  No.  462,  the  proofe 
showed  the  testator  domiciled  at  Bichmond  down  to  about  the 
time  of  the  capture;  but  about  that  time,  the  proofs  failing  to 
show  whether  shortly  before  or  shortly  after,  he  returned  to  the 
domicil  of  his  nativity  in  Great  Britain,  where  he  ever  after 
remained  until  his  death. 

''On  the  part  of  the  claimants  it  was  con- 
^'^^Oaimw^'*^*  tended  that,  irrespective  of  the  strict  rule  of 
prize  law  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  flio- 
watha,  the  case  was  one  where  in  < justice  and  equity'  the 
claimants  were  entitled  to  indemnity,  being  without  inten- 
tional fault,  and,  morally,  at  least,  innocent  of  any  intention  to 
violate  the  blockade,  or  do  any  illegal  or  prohibited  act;  that 
the  master  of  the  vessel  had  used  the  utmost  diligence  in  lading 
his  vessel  within  the  time  which  he  was  informed  he  was  en- 
titled to  consume  in  lading  it,  and  had  been  prevented  from 
reaching  Hampton  Eoads  within  the  time  limited  by  causes 
beyond  his  control;  that  he  ought  not  to  be  made  to  suffer  for 
the  accidents  that  had  deprived  him  of  the  services  of  a  pilot 
and  the  aid  of  steam,  nor  for  the  winds  that  retarded  the 
progress  of  his  ship  at  sea,  nor  by  reason  of  the  master's 
failure,  in  the  emergency  of  an  unexpected  war,  to  understand 
the  exact  legal  significance  of  proclamations  of  the  President, 
and  the  legal  consequences  of  blockade;  that  at  the  time  of 
the  capture  no  war  existed  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Confederate  States  by  virtue  of  which  the  blockade  of  the 
Confederate  ports  could  be  lawfully  established;  that  no  such 
war  could  be  taken  as  existing  until  recognized  by  the  act  of 
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Oongress  of  13th  July  1861 ;  that,  consequently,  the  President 
had  no  power  to  set  on  foot  a  blockade  of  the  ports  in  question 
under  the  law  of  nations  prior  to  the  13th  July  1861 ;  that  the 
capture  of  the  Hiawatha  and  her  cargo,  whether  for  breach  of 
blockade  or  as  enemy's  property,  was  illegal  and  void,  and 
that  by  the  terms  of  the  President's  proclamation  the  vessel 
was  entitled  to  a  warning  indorsed  on  her  papers  by  an  officer 
of  the  blockading  force,  and  was  not  liable  to  capture  except 
for  an  attempt  to  leave  iK>rt  after  such  warning. 

^^As  part  of  his  argument,  the  counsel  for  the  claimant  cited 
and  adopted  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  in 
<  The  Prize  Gases '  (2  Black,  682).  He  cited  also  the  case  of  the 
Ifeptunusj  3  Bob.  110, 173,  and  Medeiros  v.  Hillf  8  Bing.  231. 

<<On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was 
TD^tod  states.  ^  Contended  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  war  actu- 
ally existed  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Confederate  States  at  and  from  the  dates  of  the  res]>ec- 
tive  proclamations  of  blockade  by  the  President  on  the  19th 
and  27th  April  1861,  Virginia  having  seceded  by  ordinance 
of  her  convention  on  the  20th  April,  and  having  actually  and 
formally  joined  the  Confederate  States  on  the  27th  April. 
That,  war  thus  existing,  the  establishment  of  a  blockade  was 
within  the  constitutional  powers  of  the  President  as  the  Chief 
Executive  Officer  of  the  United  States  and  Commander  in  Chief 
of  the  Army  and  !Navy.  That  certainly  as  to  foreign  nations 
his  acts  were  to  be  regarded  fully  and  completely  as  the  acts 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  establishment  of  a  blockade  by 
him  was  its  establishment  by  the  nation.  That  the  validity  of 
the  blockade  so  established  by  him  was  unquestioned  by  the 
Congress  which  met  after  the  issuing  of  the  proclamation  and 
while  it  was  in  the  course  of  enforcement,  and  that  it  was 
expressly  legalized  by  the  statute  of  6th  August  1861,  which 
legalized  and  made  valid  the  President's  acts,  proclamations, 
and  orders  after  the  4th  March  1861  <  respecting  the  Army  and 
Navy  of  the  United  States  •  •  •  with'the  same  efffect  as 
if  they  had  been  issued  and  done  under  the  previous  express 
authority  and  direction  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.' 
(12  Stats,  at  L.  326.)  That  the  validity  of  this  blockade  had 
been  fully  recognized  by  the  British  Government  as  well  as  all 
other  foreign  powers  as  efl'ectual  and  valid;  citing  the  corre- 
spondence of  Lord  Lyons,  above  recited,  and  Prof.  Bernard's 
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^  Neutrality/  etc.,  p.  231n.  That  the  proclamation  of  the  Presi- 
dent did  not  modify  or  assume  to  modify  the  law  of  blockade 
as  held  by  the  rules  of  international  law,  and  that  it  was  only 
in  case  of  a  vessel  innocently  approaching  the  blockaded  port 
without  notice  that  she  was  entitled  to  be  duly  warned  off 
before  becoming  a  subject  of  capture;  citing  on  this  point  the 
Columbia^  1  Rob.  156;  the  Vrotc  Judith^  id.  152;  the  Betsey,  id. 
332;  the  Adelaide,  2  id.  Ill;  the  Calypso,  id.  298;  the  Tutela, 
6  id.  181;  3  Phillimore,  394;  Prof.  Bernard's  Neutrality,  p.  236. 
That  the  misapprehension  of  legal  rights  by  the  master  of  the 
Hiawatha  could  not  be  taken  into  account  as  excusing  his 
action  in  attempting  to  pass  out  through  the  blockade  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  him  by  the  rules  of  inter- 
national law  and  by  the  specific  notice  contained  in  the  diplo- 
matic correspondence  above  recited  for  that  purpose,  and  that 
the  accidents  by  which  the  claimants  attempted  to  excuse  the 
failure  of  the  Eiaicatlia  to  leave  within  the  permitted  time 
could  not  be  held  to  make  her  departure  lawful  or  exempt  her 
from  capture. 

'*As  to  the  argument  of  the  claimant's  counsel  in  favor  of 
the  rights  of  the  claimant  before  this  commission,  under  gen- 
eral principles  of  justice  and  equity  outside  of  and  beyond 
the  principles  of  international  law  as  held  by  the  prize  courts, 
the  counsel  for  the  United  States  held  the  same  general  line 
of  argument  as  above  rei^orted  under  the  case  of  the  Sir 
William  Peel,  No.  243,  and  insisted  that  the  fact  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  having  remitted  its  lawful  claims 
for  its  own  reasons  in  the  cases  of  the  Tropie  Wind,  the  Oct^via, 
and  the  Hawaii,  certainly  could  not  be  taken  as  any  reason  for 
enforcing  as  matter  of  right  the  same  generosity  in  the  case  of 
the  Hiawatha, 

<^The  commission  unanimously  disallowed 
Decuionof  theCom-  ^^^  ^^^.^^  ^j.  Catkins  &  Leigh,  No.  400,  and 

of  Dalgetty,  Du  Oroz  &  Co.,  No.  401,  on  the 
ground  that  the  ownership  of  the  portions  of  the  cargo  claimed 
by  them,  respectively,  did  not  appear  to  be  in  them,  but  in  a 
citizen  of  the  United  Stq>tes.  They  also  unanimously  disal- 
lowed the  claim  of  Wm.  T.  Marshall,  No.  402,  it  appearing 
that  he  was  permanently  domiciled  in  the  city  of  Bichmond 
within  the  enemy's  country. 

"  It  makes  awards  in  favor  of  the  claimants  for  the  vessel  in 
Nos.  398  and  399,  amounting  to  $25,369,  and  an  award  in 
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favor  of  the  executors  of  McEwen,  No.  452,  in  respect  of  Mc- 
Ewen's  portion  of  the  cargo,  for  $6,090,  Mr.  Commissioner 
Frazer  dissenting  from  these  three  awards." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission^  Article  XII.  of  the  treaty  of 
May  8,  1871,  Hale's  Report,  130.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  91. 

*^The  steamship  Circassian;  Henry  James 
Case  of  the  "ttroai-  jgj^p^gj.^  mortgagee,  No.  432,  claimant  for  ves- 


sel; Overend,  Gurney  &  Co.,  mortgagees, 
claimants  for  freight;  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Cor- 
X)bration  and  others,  No.  444,  claimants  for  cargo. 

"The  Circassian  was  owned  by  Zachariah  C.  Peason,  of  Hull, 
who  had  given  mortgages  to  the  amoant  of  £25,000  upon  the 
vessel,  which  mortgages  were  held  by  ''^he  claimant,  Barker, 
No.  432.  He  had  also  assigned  her  outward  freight  to  Messrs. 
Overend,  Gurney  &  Co.,  No.  433,  by  way  of  security  for  indebt- 
edness. The  vessel  sailed  from  Bordeaux,  France,  on  the  7th 
April  1862,  under  the  charter  party  hereinafter  recited.  She 
was  captured  by  a  United  States  cruiser  on  the  4th  May  1862 
on  the  high  seas,  off  the  coast  of  Cuba,  taken  into  the  port  of 
Key  West,  and  there  libeled  and  condemned  as  prize.  An 
appeal  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  which  court  affirmed 
the  decree  of  condemnation,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  dissenting. 
The  case  is  reported,  with  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson,  in  2  Wallace  135  to  160. 

"  The  vessel  was  chartered  by  the  owners  11th  February 
1862  to  '  J.  Soubry,  agent  to  the  merchants  of  Paris,'  being 
then  on  her  way  from  London  to  Cardiff,  to  proceed  thence 
with  all  convenient  speed  to  Havre  or  Bordeaux,  there  to  load ; 
<  and  being  so  loaded,  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Havana,  Nas- 
sau, or  Bermuda,  as  ordered  on  sailing,  and  thence  proceed  to 
a  port  of  America,  and  to  run  the  blockade,  if  so  ordered  by 
freighters,'  the  owners  agreeing  ^  not  to  cover  more  than  half 
her  value,  say  £20,000,  by  insurance  against  war  risk.'  The 
rate  of  freight  agreed  upon  was  $40  per  ton,  with  10  per  cent 
primage.  The  vessel  was  loaded  at  Bordeaux,  shipping  re- 
ceipts being  given  by  the  master  in  the  following  tenor  (after 
specifying  the  merchandise  shipped) : 

" '  Which  said  merchandise  I  promise  to  convey  in  my  said 
steamer  (the  dangers  of  the  seas,  machinery,  and  all  other  un- 
avoidable accidents  excepted)  to  the  said  port  of  Havana,  there 
to  receive  orders  for  the  final  destination  of  my  said  steamer, 
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and  there  to  deliver  the  same  to  Messrs.  Bralatoar  &  Co.,  or 
their  order  (or  to  order  generally),  he  or  they  paying  me  fireight 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  my  charter-party,  which  is  to 
be  considered  the  supreme  law  as  regards  the  voyage  of  said 
steamer,  the  orders  to  be  received  for  her  and  her  final  des- 
tination.' A  '  memorandum  of  affreightment,'  given  to  Mr. 
Bouvet,  one  of  the  shippers,  was  found  among  the  papers  of 
the  vessel,  the  translation  of  which  is  as  follows: 

^^  ^Memorandum  of  affreightment 

"  ^  Taken  on  freight  of  Mr.  Bouvet,  jeune,  by  order  and  for  ' 
account  of  Mr.  J.  Soubry  on  board  of  the  British  steamer  Gir- 
cassianj  Captain  Hunter,  bound  to  Kassau,  Bermuda  or 
Havana,  the  quantity  of  fifty  or  sixty-five  tons,  heavy  or  light, 
at  the  rate  of  $40  per  ton  for  the  heavy  and  the  light,  besides 
10  per  cent  average  and  primage. 

"'The  merchandise  must  be  put  on  board, including  all  de- 
lay, the  day  after  notice,  given  by  the  broker  having  in  charge 
the  loading,  under  the  penalty  of  all  damages  and  the  loss  of 
the  place  on  board,  without  recourse  to  judicial  measures  to 
prove  the  suit  for  non-execution  of  the  present  engagement. 

"'Mr.  J.  Soubry  engages  to  execute  the  charter  party  of 
affreightment,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  merchandise  shall  not  be 
disembarked  but  at  the  port  of  If ew  Orleans,  and  to  this  efiect 
he  engages  to  force  the  blockade,  for  account  and  with  authority 
of  J.  Soubry. 

"<Laibert,  Neveu. 

«*  Bordeaux,  the  15th  February  1862. 
"<  Sent  a  similar  memorandum  to  the  parties  concerned. 

"'P.  DSSBORDES.' 

"  other  papers  were  destroyed  by  the  master  of  the  Circas- 
sian after  she  had  been  stopped,  and  before  she  was  boarded 
by  the  captors.  The  vessel  was  captured,  as  above  stated,  on 
the  4th  May  1862.  Five  days  previous  to  the  capture — on  the 
29th  April  1862 — the  city  of  New  Orleans  was  captured  by  the 
navy  and  army  of  the  United  States,  under  Admiral  Farragnt 
and  General  Butler,  and  thenceforward  continued  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  United  States  to  the  termination  of  the  war.  A 
proclamation  was  issued  by  General  Butler,  dated  Ist  May, 
printed  by  some  Federal  soldiers  in  a  printing  office  seized  for 
that  purpose,  on  the  2d  May,  and  first  generally  published  in 
the  newspapers  of  the  city  on  the  6th  May;  which  proclama- 
tion declared,  among  other  things,  that  ^  the  city  of  Kew  Orleans 
and  its  environs,  with  all  its  interior  and  exterior  defenses. 
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having  been  surrendered  to  the  combined  naval  and  land  forces 
of  the  United  States;  and  having  been  evacuated  by  the  rebel 
forces,  in  whose  occupation  they  lately  were;  and  being  now 
in  occupation  of  the  forces  of  the  United  States^  who  have  to 
restore  order,  maintain  public  tranquillity,  and  enforce  peace 
and  quiet  under  the  laws  and  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  major-general  hereby  makes  known  and  proclaims 
the  objects  and  purpose  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  in  thus  taking  possession  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
and  the  State  of  Louisiana.  •  *  •  All  rights  of  property 
of  whatever  kind  will  be  held  inviolate,  subject  only  to  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,'  etc.  This  proclamation  also 
declared  the  city  under  martial  law. 

"In  the  case  of  the  Venice  (2  Wall.  276)  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  held  that  the  military  occupation  of  the 
city  was  to  be  considered  as  substantially  complete  from  the 
date  of  this  publication  in  the  newspapers  (6th  May). 

"  On  the  12th  May  President  Lincoln  issued  a  proclamation 
reciting  the  blockade,  up  to  that  time,  of  the  port  of  New 
Orleans,  with  two  other  ports,  and  that  the  blockade  of  those 
ports  <  may  now  be  safely  relaxed  with  advantage  to  the  inter- 
ests of  commerce,'  and  declaring  that  the  blockade  of  those 
ports  ^  shall  so  far  cease  and  determine  from  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  June  next;  that  commercial  intercourse  with  those 
ports,  except  as  to  persons,  things,  and  information  contra- 
band of  war,  may  from  that  time  be  carried  on,  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,"  ete.    (12  Stats,  at  L.  1263, 1264.) 

"Barker,  as  mortgagee  of  the  vessel  (No.  432),  claimed 
£23,200,  besides  interest.  Overeud,  Gumey  &  Co.,  assignees 
of  the  outward  freight  (No.  433),  claimed  £10,000,  besides 
interest.  The  insurance  companies  and  underwriters  (No.  444) 
claimed  £52,636,  besides  interest,  the  value  of  the  cargo  insured 
by  them,  abandoned  by  the  owners,  and  paid  for  as  for  a  total 
loss.  Of  the  cargo  thus  insured,  portions  to  the  value  of 
£11,503  were  alleged  to  have  been  owned  by  British  subjects 
and  insured  by  the  claimants,  British  underwriters.  The 
remainder  of  the  cargo,  valued  at  £41,133,  was  admitted  to 
have  been  owned  by  French  merchants  residing  at  Bordeaux, 
though  insured  by  British  underwriters.  On  the  sale  under 
the  decree  of  condemnation  the  gross  proceeds  of  the  vessel 
were  $107,000,  United  States  currency;  the  gross  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  were  $243,479.49  in  the  same  currency. 


3914  INTERNATIONAL   AKBITRATIONS. 

<^  On  the  part  of  the  claimants  it  was  main- 
Arg^nentforthe    ^ained^ 
Claimants 

<^  1.  That  the  immediate  destination  of  the 

Circassian  at  the  time  of  her  captnre  was  Havana,  a  neatral 
port;  that  this  destination  was  a  real  one;  and  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  her  voyage  was  to  extend  beyond  Havana  was 
an  open  question,  not  to  be  decided  until  her  arrival  there;  so 
that  her  capture  before  reaching  Havana  could  not  be  copsid- 
ered  a  capture  in  the  course  of  a  voyage  to  a  blockaded  port; 
that  until  her  arrival  at  Havana  and  departure  thence  for  a 
blockaded  port  a  locus  penitentice  existed,  even  if  the  original 
design  had  been  that  she  should  proceed  from  Havana  to  New 
Orleans. 

'^  2.  That  notwithstanding  the  doctrines  held  by  the  prize 
courts  of  England  and  the  United  States,  the  more  approved 
modern  authorities  overrule  the  doctrine  of  the  droit  de  pre- 
vention and  droit  de  suite;  '  that  is  to  say,  the  right  of  consid- 
ering as  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  blockade  every  neutral 
vessel  which  has  sailed  for  a  place  declared  blockaded  after 
knowledge  of  the  notification,  and  of  regarding  in  flagrante 
d{dicto,  during  the  whole  return  voyage  to  its  port  of  destina- 
tion, every  vessel  which  has  left  a  blockaded  port;'  and  hold  as 
the  better  doctrine  that  Hhe  guilty  vessel  can  only  be  seized, 
first,  at  the  moment  of  violating  the  blockade  by  crossing  the 
part  of  the  sea  which  has  been  conquered  by  the  blockading 
squadron ;  second,  in  the  road  or  blockaded  port,  if  the  invest- 
ing force  can  enter  there,  either  by  taking  the  port  or  by  pen- 
etrating there  by  force  or  stratagem  and  carrying  otf  the  vessel ; 
and,  third,  at  the  moment  of  attempting  to  go  out — that  is  to 
say,  when  crossing  the  territory  of  a  nation  whose  law  it  has 
violated,  even  although  the  departure  in  Itself  shall  be  inno- 
cent.^ That  under  this  doctrine  the  capture  of  the  Circassian 
was  unlawful  on  the  high  seas,  even  if  her  direct  destination 
was  a  blockaded  port. 

*^3.  That  by  the  terms  of  the  President's  proclamation  of 
blockade,  as  well  as  by  the  rules  of  international  law,  the  Cir- 
cassian could  not  be  lawfully  captured  until  she  had  received 
due  notice  of  the  blockade  by  warning  entered  upon  her 
register. 

"  4.  That  by  the  capture  of  New  Orleans  and  the  reduction 
of  that  city  to  the  possession  and  control  of  the  United  States 
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before  the  captare  of  the  Circassian,  the  blockade  of  that  port 
had  ceased;  that  the  right  of  blockade  being  a  parely  bellig- 
erent right,  and  in  respect  of  an  enemy's  i)ort,  of  necessity 
terminates  eo  instanti  on  the  captare  of  the  blockaded  port 
itself  by  the  blockading  belligerent;  that  in  the  case  of  New 
Orleans,  not  only  was  the  fact  of  its  capture  in  the  month  of 
April,  and  its  permanent  and  complete  occupancy  and  control 
by  the  United  States  from  that  time  forward  fully  attested 
as  a  matter  of  history,  but  such  possession  and  occupation  was 
officially  asserted  and  proclaimed  by  the  proclamation  of  Gen- 
eral Butler  on  the  Ist  May  1862;  that  this  proclamation  speaks 
from  its  date,  and  not  from  the  time  of  its  alleged  general 
publication  in  the  newspapers,  erroneously  assumed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  to  have  been  on  the  6th  May,  it  in  fact  having 
been  published  in  the  yew  Orleans  Daily  Picayune  on  the  4th 
May  1862,  as  appeared  by  a  copy  of  that  paper  produced  before 
the  commission ;  that  the  right  to  close  or  control  the  captured 
port  by  municipal  regulation  under  the  statute  of  13th  July 
1861  (12  Stats,  at  L.  256,  257)  was  not  only  entirely  distinct 
from  but  inconsistent  with  the  belligerent  right  of  blockade, 
and  that  the  former  right  accrued  when  the  latter  terminated, 
upon  the  capture  and  complete  possession  of  the  city,  and  that, 
under  the  municipal  regulations  instituted,  or  to  be  instituted, 
in  such  case,  plainly  no  capture  could  be  made  on  the  high 
seas,  those  municipal  regulations  not  operating  extraterri- 
torially;  that  the  blockade  having  thus  terminated  by  the 
capture  of  New  Orleans,  the  right  of  capture  of  the  Circassian^ 
if  it  had  existed  until  then,  necessarily  terminated  with  the 
termin||ion  of  the  blockade,  the  vessel  no  longer  being  in 
e^^Jio^i^K  That  in  regard  to  the  claims  of  the  insurance  com- 
panies and  underwriters  in  No.  444,  those  claims  were  the 
legitimate  subject  of  reclamation  before  this  commission,  as 
well  in  respect  of  those  portions  of  the  insured  cargo  originally 
owned  by  French  merchants  as  of  those  owned  by  British  sub- 
jects; that  upon  abandonment  and  payment  the  title  of  the 
underwriters  became  absolute  to  all  interest  of  the  insured 
in  the  property,  and  to  all  right  of  reclamation  in  respect  of 
the  same,  and  that  such  title  related  back  to  the  date  of  the 
insurance. 

"The  counsel  for  the  claimants  presented  manuscript  opin- 
ions of  Doctors  Phillimore  and  Lushington,  and  other  counsel, 
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holding  the  capture  of  the  Circassian  illegal  on  account  of  the 
lack  of  previous  warning  as  well  as  upon  the  ground  of  the 
previous  capture  and  occupation  of  New  Orleans.  They  also 
presented  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Ifelson,  in  the 
case  of  the  Circassian  (2  Wall.  155),  as  a  correct  exposition  of 
the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  cited  the  following  authori- 
ties: The  Prize  Oases  (2  Black,  635);  the  Amy  Warwick  (2 
Sprague,  123);  the  Venice  (2  Wall.  259);  Thirty  Hogsheads  of 
Sugar  V.  Boyle  (9  Oranch,  191);  The  United  States  v.  Bice 
(4  Wheat.  246);  Fleming  v.  Page  (9  How.  603);  Oross  v.  Har- 
rison (16  How.  164) ;  The  Abby  (5  Rob.  253) ;  The  Trende  Saztre 
(6  Rob.  390  n);  The  Francisco  (10  Moore's  P.  0.  B.  37);  Palli^ 
Principes  de  droit  pub.  mer.  180;  Dana's  Wheat.  687 »/  The 
Lizette  (6  Rob.  396);  The  Empress  (Blatch.  P.  0.  659);  Dean's 
Law  of  Blockade  2,  32;  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  pp.  30, 100,  459, 
510,  777  to  779,  810,  845,  848  to  850,  970;  Wheaton's  Life  of 
Pinkney,  199  to  228;  The  Dickinson  (1  H.  and  M.  31);  La 
Jeune  Utigenie  (2  Mason,  409,  463;  The  Louis  (2  Dods.  IIO); 
The  Antelope  (10  Wheat.  122) ;  The  Marianna  Flora  (11  Wheat 
442);  Lawrence's  Visitation  and  Search,  73,  79;  Hudson  v. 
Guestier  (6  Oranch,  281);  Race  v.  Himely  (4  Oranch,  272);  2 
Phill.  237;  American  State  Papers,  vol.  4,  pp.  156,  158;  The 
Arthur  (1  Dods.  425);  Hautefeuille,  vol.  2,  pp.  239,  244;  Vos 
T.  United  States  Insurance  Oompany  (1  Oaines's  Oases  in 
Error,  XXIV);  Vandenheuvel  v.  Same  (2  id.  217);  Liotard  v. 
Graves  (3  Gaines's  Rep's,  239);  Fitzsimmons  v.  The  ifewport 
Insurance  Company  (4  Oranch,  185);  Hill  v.  United  States 
(0. 01s.  R.) ;  The  Maria  (5  Rob.  365) ;  The  Maryland  Insurance 
Oompany  v.  Wood  (6  Oranch,  29);  The  Admiral  (3  Wall.  614); 
Attorney-General's  Opinions,  vol.  1,  p.  505;  The  Frederick 
Molke  (1  Rob.  87);  The  Bolla  (6  id.  372);  The  Success  (1  Dods. 
134) ;  La  Peyre  v.  United  States,  in  U.  S.  Sup.  Ot.  MS.  opin- 
not  yet  reported;  Bynkershoek  de  rebus  bellicisj  c.  XVI;  The 
Orey: Jacket  (5  Wall.  342);  S.  0.  on  motion  (id.  370);  Tudor's 
Leading  Oases  on  Mercantile  and  Maritime  Law,  887;  Texas 
V.  White  (7  Wall.  789);  Oomegys  v.  Yasse  (1  Peters,  210); 
Shepherd  v.  Taylor  (5  id.  712);  Trevol  v.  Bache  (14  id.  95); 
Gill  V.  Oliver's  Executors  (11  How.  529);  Jaudon  v.  Oorcoran 
(17  id.  612);  Gracie  v.  New  York  Insurance  Oompany  (8  John- 
son's R.  237);  Watson  v.  Insurance  Oompany  of  North  Amer- 
ica (1  Binney,  47);  Oarlisle  v.  United  States,  in  Sup.  Ot  not 
yet  reported. 
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<<On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was 

United  StotM. 


^"™^*  contended  that  the  voyage  of  the  Circassian 


was  plainly  undertaken  with  the  purpose  and 
intent  of  violating  the  blockade;  that  she  was  under  express 
contract  with  her  freighters  to  violate  it^  and  was  in  the  actual 
prosecution  of  the  voyage  with  that  purpose  and  destination 
when  captured,  and  was  thereby  liable  to  capture  and  condem- 
nation. (The  Columbia,  1  Bob.  156.)  That  having  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  the  blockade,  and  having  expressly 
undertaken  its  violation,  no  further  notice  or  warning  was 
necessary  to  justify  her  capture. 

**  That  Kew  Orleans,  which  had  been  fully  and  completely 
an  enemy's  city,  and  one  of  the  enemy's  chief  marts  from  the 
outbreak  of  the  rebellion  in  1861  to  its  occupation  by  the 
Army  and  Navy  of  the  United  States  on  the  29th  April,  1862— 
five  days  before  the  capture  of  the  Circassian — ^had  not  been 
reduced  to  the  fixed,  stable,  and  assured  possession  of  the 
United  States  at  the  time  of  that  capture.  That  the  mere 
possessio  pedis  of  the  city  by  the  United  States  did  not  work 
the  instant  termination  of  the  blockade,  but  that  reasonable 
time  after  the  actual  possession  must  be  allowed  to  determine 
whether  the  occupation  was  such  a  stable  and  permanent  one 
as  to  justify  the  opening  of  the  port  as  a  i)ort  of  the  United 
States.  That  until  such  occupation  was  so  established,  New 
Orleans  still  remained  an  enemy's  city  as  regarded  the  rights 
of  neutrals  to  trade  there. 

^<  That  time  must  be  given  after  the  actual  occupation,  rea- 
sonably sufficient  to  put  in  force  the  municipal  regulations  of 
the  United  States,  with  the  apparatus  of  custom-houses  and 
courts,  through  which  such  municipal  regulations  were  to  be 
enforced;  and  that  until  sufficient  time  had  elapsed  for  that 
purpose,  the  belligerent  right  of  blockade  continued;  that  the 
blockade  of  New  Orleans  was  not  a  blockade  <  by  the  simple 
fact  only,' but  ^by  a  notification  accompanied  with  the  fact;' 
and  such  blockade  continued  within  reasonable  limitation  till 
ended  by  like  public  notification.    (The  Neptune,  1  Bob.  170.) 

"That  the  time  fixed  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of 
the  Venice  (2  Wall.  259)  as  the  date  of  the  assured  possession 
by  the  United  States,  as  determining  the  national  character 
of  the  inhabitants  of  that  city  (6th  May,  1862),  was  certainly 
the  earliest  date  which  could  properly  be  assigned  as  that  of 
assured  xK>s8ession  by  the  United  States  for  any  pur)K>8e. 
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"  That,  Id  fact,  the  time  necessary  to  establish  the  perma- 
ncDce  and  stability  of  i)ossessioD,  by  the  capturing  belliger- 
ent, should  fairly  and  properly  be  left,  within  reasonable 
limits,  to  his  own  determination,  and  that  the  date  of  1st  June, 
1862,  fixed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  his  proc- 
lamation of  12th  May  (12  Stat,  at  L.  1263, 1264),  for  the  ter- 
mination of  the  blockade,  was  within  reasonable  limits  under 
the  rules  of  international  law;  and  that  that  date  (1st  June) 
should  be  considered  the  lawful  and  proper  termination  of  the 
blockade. 

'^  That,  at  the  date  of  the  capture  of  the  Circassian^  the  city 
of  New  Orleans,,  though  in  the  actual  occupancy  of  the  United 
States  forces,  had  neither  capitulated  nor  surrendered,  but  was 
still  an  enemy's  city,  deserted  for  the  time  by  its  garrison,  but 
held  only  by  an  insignificant  force,  and  what  its  chief  civic 
oflQcer,  still  avowing  the  adherence  of  the  city  to  the  Confed- 
erate cause,  called  '  the  power  of  brutal  force,  not  by  choice 
or  consent  of  its  inhabitants.'  (See  letter  of  the  mayor  of 
New  Orleans  to  Flag  Oflficer  Farragut,  4  Eeb.  Eec.,  doc.  523, 
524;  also,  2d  Wallace,  141  n;  and  Parton's  Butler  in  New  Or- 
leans, 282,  342.)  That  the  military  occupation  of  the  city  of 
New  Orleans  by  the  United  States  could  not  be  extended  by 
construction  beyond  the  lines  of  actual  military  occupation, 
and  that  the  city  of  New  Orleans  was  not  conterminous  with 
the  port  of  New  Orleans  as  established  by  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States  (9  Stat,  at  L.  458) ;  but  that  the  port  which  had 
been  blockaded  embraced  territory  outside  the  city,  and  not 
within  the  lines  of  actual  military  occupation.  That  such 
occupation  of  a  portion  only  of  the  port  could  not  be  deemed, 
of  itself,  a  termination  of  the  blockade  of  the  port. 

"That  the  collection  district  of  which  New  Orleans  was  the 
sole  port  of  entry,  included  the  entire  extent  of  the  navigation 
of  the  Mississippi  liiver  and  its  tributaries,  covering  thou- 
sands of  miles  of  navigation,  and  large  cities  situated  upon 
that  river  and  tributaries  (2  Stat,  at  L.  262;  4  id.  480).  That  a 
large  extent  of  the  country  included  within  this  district,  and 
many  important  ports  and  towns  within  it,  were  still  in  the 
undisturbed  control  and  occupancy  of  the  enemy.  That  the 
blockade  of  New  Orleans  was  in  effect  the  blockade  of  the 
Mississippi  River,  and  that  until  the  United  States  were  in 
complete  and  assured  possession  of  all  the  mouths  of  the  river 
as  well  as  ttie  entire  port  of  New  Orleans,  the  imperfect  and 
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perhaps  transient  occnpation  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  was 
not  to  be  taken  as  terminating  the  blockade. 

"That  so  far  as  the  Circassian  herself  and  her  oflScers  were 
concerned,  sailing  with  the  direct  purpose  and  destination  of 
violating  the  blockade,  and  without  knowledge  or  notice  either 
to  them  or  their  captors  of  any  change  of  occupation  of  New 
Orleans,  such  an  accidental,  technical,  and  artificial  objection 
to  the  rightfulness  of  her  capture  should  not  be  allowed  to 
change  the  character  of  a  capture  otherwise  lawful,  and  con- 
vert it  into  an  unlawful  capture,  without  strict  and  conclusive 
proof  of  the  facts  relied  on  so  to  change  the  character  of  the 
capture. 

"That,  as  to  the  claim  of  the  insurance  companies  (No.  444), 
they  had  no  standing  before  the  commission  in  respect  of  the 
larger  part  of  the  cargo  insured  by  them,  the  same  having  been 
the  property  of  French  merchants,  not  subjects  of  Her  Britan- 
nic Majesty.  That,  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  jurisdiction  is 
given  to  the  commission  only  of  claims  ^growing  out  of  injuries 
to  the  persons  and  property  of  British  subjects.' 

"That  the  gist  of  the  injury  here  complained  of  was  the 
wrongful  capture  of  the  Circassian  and  her  cargo,  the  subse- 
quent condemnation  and  sale  being  merely  incidents  of  the 
capture  in  the  course  of  the  adjudication  by  the  tribunals  of 
the  United  States,  as  to  its  lawfulness,  merely  for  the  purj>ose 
of  determining  whether  the  capture  should  be  ultimately 
adopted  as  the  act  of  the  United  States.  That,  when  captured, 
this  part  of  the  cargo  was  not  the  property  of  the  subjects  of 
Her  Britannic  Majesty.  That  the  abandonment  by  the  insured 
to  the  insurers  after  capture,  the  acceptance  of  such  abandon- 
ment by  the  insurers,  and  payment  as  for  a  total  loss,  simply 
operated  as  a  transfer  to  the  insurers  of  the  rights  of  the 
assured  in  respect  of  the  capture;  and  that  the  insurers  stood 
merely  as  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  owners  at  the  time 
of  the  capture^  and  as  their  equitable  assignees.  That  such 
transfer  by  operation  of  law  gave  to  the  insurers  as  equitable 
assignees  no  better  standing  before  the  commission  than  they 
would  have  in  case  of  a  claim  for  auy  other  injuries  to  the  per- 
sons or  property  of  individuals  not  subjects  of  Her  Britannic 
Majesty,  but  who  had  assigned  their  claim  against  the  United 
States  for  such  injuries  to  a  British  subject.  That  so  far, 
therefore,  as  the  property  of  these '  French  merchants'  on  board 
the  Circassian  was  concerned,  no  right  of  reclamation  against 
the  United  States  under  the  treaty  existed  in  the  claimants. 
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"The  commission  (Mr.  Gommissioner  Frazer 
Deoitionrf  the  Com-  ^igg^^^jngj  made  awards  in  favor  of  all  the 

claimants.  To  the  claimants  in  No.  432  the 
sum  of  $71,428;  in  Ko.  433,  the  snm  of  $20,450,  and  in  444  the 
sum  of  $133,296.  I  am  advised  that  these  respective  sums  in 
Nos.  432  and  444  were  taken  by  the  commission  as  the  actual 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  respectively, 
reduced  Arom  United  States  currency  at  its  value  at  the  date 
of  sale  to  a  gold  basis,  and  without  the  allowance  of  any  inter- 
est. The  award  in  No.  444  covered  as  well  the  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  belonging  to  the  French  merchants  as  the  i>ortions 
owned  by  British  subjects." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  Artiole  XII.  of  treaty  of  May 
8, 1871;  Hale's  Report,  141.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  124. 

The  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Frazer  was  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fraier*!  Dissent-     ''  The  only  lawfal  object  of  a  blockade  is  to  injure 

ing  Opinion.        the  enemy.    Hence  there  can  not,  consistently  with 

public  law,  be  a  blockade  of  a  port  unless  it  be  an 

enemy's  port. 

'<  But  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  mere  occupancy  of  a  port,  how- 
ever precarious  and  temporary,  by  the  belligerent  maintaining  the  block- 
ade thereof,  is  such  a  possession  as  makes  the  port  no  longer  the  enemy's, 
but  that  of  the  blockading  belligerent,  thereby  terminating  the  blockade. 
I  know  of  no  authority  which  goes  to  that  extent.  In  such  a  case  I  think 
the  question  must  be  regarded  as  one  of  first  impression,  open  to  the  just 
influence  of  every  consideration  which  should  affect  the  decision  of  a  new 
question. 

**  But  I  do  not  think  this  questiou  is  necessarily  involved  in  the  decision 
of  the  cases  growing  out  of  the  capture  and  condemnation  of  the  C%rca»- 
Bian,  and  therefore  I  do  not  discuss  it. 

''There  has  been  much  criticism  of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  the  case  of  the  Circassian  (2  Wall.  135).  That  judgment  has  been  ques- 
tioned in  quarters  entitled  to  great  respect;  and  it  has,  on  such  occasions, 
uniformly,  I  believe,  been  assumed  that  at  the  date  of  the  capture  of  the 
vessel  (May  4, 1862)  the  port  of  New  Orleans  was  in  the  possession  of  the 
United  States,  a  possession  which  jsubsequent  events  proved  to  be  (what- 
ever may  have  been  apprehended  at  the  time)  permanent  and  uninter- 
rupted. And  it  has  been  assumed  that  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  under 
such  circumstances  the  blockade  of  the  port  was  not  brought  to  an  end. 
This  is  a  grave  misapprehension,  uot  only  of  historical  facts  but  of  the 
doctrine  announced  by  the  Supreme  Court;  and  yet  so  easy  to  fall  into 
that  only  by  care  can  it  be  avoided.  It  is  undoubtedly  a  fact  of  history 
that  for  several  days  prior  to  the  capture  at  sea  of  this  ship  the  military 
forces  of  the  United  States  had  actual  possession  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
were  not  there  immediately  menaced  by  any  hostile  force,  and  ever  after 
held  it.  It  is  so  natural  to  confound  the  city  with  the  port  of  New  Orleans 
that  the  error  is  not  wonderful.  And  yet  the  distinction  is  very  wide,  and 
practically  very  important. 
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"  The  city  of  New  OrleaDS,  of  which  the  United  States  held  poeeession, 
was  a  mnnicipal  corporation  possessing  geographical  boondaries  defined 
by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.  The  boundaries  included  at  the 
utmost  only  so  much  of  that  larger  territory  called  the  parish  of  Orleans 
as  lies  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River.  But  the  national  gov- 
ernment, having  by  the  Constitution  the  control  of  commerce  and  conse- 
quently the  power  to  define  the  geographical  limits  of  the  ports  of  the 
United  States,  had,  by  act  of  Congress  taking  effect  September  16,  1850, 
declared '  that  the  port  of  New  Orleans  shall  be,  and  is  hereby,  so  extended 
as  to  embrace  the  whole  parish  of  New  Orleans  on  both  sides  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River.'  (9  Stats,  at  L.  458.)  It  was  not  the  city  merely,  but  the 
whole  port  which  had  been  blockaded.  And  the  question  before  the  Su- 
preme Court  was  not  whether  the  possession  of  a  port  by  a  blockading 
belligerent  puts  an  end  to  the  blockade.  It  is  a  disregard  of  the  facta  so 
to  state  it,  and  it  is  a  misapprehension  of  the  decision  of  the  court  to  sup- 
pose that  it  was  reached  by  determining  that  question  in  the  negative. 
The  real  question  was  deemed  by  the  majority  of  the  court  to  be  whether 
possession  of  the  city  by  the  United  States  terminated  its  blockade  of  the 
part.  It  needs  only  a  careful  reading  of  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice 
to  see  that  he  saw  clearly  the  difference  between  the  city  and  the  port  of 
New  Orleans;  and  an  examination  of  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge 
Nelson  will  also  show  that  he  entirely  confounded  the  city  with  the  port. 

**  Is  it  possible  to  misunderstand  the  following  language  found  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice? 

*'  *  It  (the  blockade)  applied  not  to  the  city  alone,  but  controlled  the  port 
which  includes  the  whole  parish  of  Orleans  and  lies  on  both  sides  of  the 
Mississippi,  and  all  the  ports  on  that  river  and  on  the  lakes  east  of  the 
city.  Now,  it  may  be  well  enough  conceded  that  a  continuous  and  com- 
plete possession  of  the  city  and  the  port  and  of  the  approaches  from  the 
Gulf  would  make  a  blockade  unnecessary,  and  would  supersede  it.  But 
at  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  Circassian  there  was  no  such  possession. 
Only  the  city  was  occupied,  not  the  port.' 

"  Nothing  can  be  more  certain  than  that  the  Chief  Justice  thought  there 
was  an  important  and  very  practical  distinction  between  the  city  and  the 
port  of  New  Orleans  with  reference  to  the  question  of  blockade.  If  not, 
then  this  language,  marking  so  clearly  the  difference  between  the  two 
things  and  dwelling  upon  the  fact  that  though  the  city  was  occupied  by 
the  Federal  forces  a  very  large  part  of  the  port  was  not  so  occupied,  was 
idle  verbiage,  injected  into  the  opinion  for  no  purpose,  unless  it  may  have 
been  to  increase  its  volume ! 

''I  think  the  Chief  Justice  was  correct  in  supposing  that  the  difference 
between  the  city  and  the  port  was  of  practical  importance  in  the  case.  A 
little  consideration  will  make  this  quite  apparent. 

**  No  rebel  military  force,  it  is  true,  occupied  that  part  of  the  port  (the 
right  bank  of  the  river,  many  miles  in  length)  which  was  not  occupied  by 
the  United  States  on  the  4th  May,  1862;  but  it  was,  de  facto,  territory  of 
the  rebel  belligerent,  nevertheless.  Trade  there  was  trade  with  the  enemy, 
to  prevent  which  is  the  lawful  purpose  of  blockade.  It  is  not  necesHary 
to  the  lawful  blockade  of  an  enemy's  port  that  the  enemy  should  hold  it 
by  the  presence  of  a  military  force.    Suppose,  then,  that  on  the  4th  May 
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1862  the  Circassian  had  steamed  into  the  port  with  a  view  to  discharge  her 
cargo  at  any  landing  on  the  right  bank  of  the  river  within  the  port,  rebel 
merchants,  noncombatauts,  being  ready  to  receive  it  there  and  transport 
it  into  the  interior,  no  portion  of  the  goods  being  contraband,  by  what 
right,  save  that  of  blockade,  could  the  Federal  fleet  have  interfered  to 
prevent  itf  The  position  and  strength  of  that  fleet,  it  is  true,  enabled  it 
to  capture,  without  fail,  every  vessel  which  might  have  attempted  such  a 
thing ;  but  this  physical  ability  to  capture  did  not,  per  se,  confer  the  right 
to  exercise  it ;  nor  did  it,  per  se,  end  the  blockade.  It  is  said  that  a  munici- 
pal regulation  might  have  been  enacted  prohibiting  such  importations  or 
controlling  them,  and  in  execution  of  such  an  enactment  the  force  at  hand 
could  have  been  employed,  but  this  is  no  relief  from  the  dilemma.  The 
right  by  municipal  regulations  to  close  rebel  ports  and  render  trade  with 
them  unlawful  was  claimed  by  the  United  States  very  early  in  the  rebel- 
lion. It  was  proposed,  but  the  right  to  do  so  was  denied  by  Great  Britain 
and  other  neutral  nations,  and  its  exercise  was  forborne  in  deference  to 
their  protests.  £ven  in  the  argument  for  the  claimant  in  these  cases  the 
right  of  the  United  States  to  exercise  sovereign  rights  (and  belligerent 
rights  at  the  same  time)  against  the  rebels  to  the  prejudice  of  neutrals  is 
earnestly  combated  by  a  gentleman  who,  as  a  writer  upon  public  law, 
stands  deservedly  high  as  an  authority,  and  who,  in  his  published  works, 
had  before  expressed  the  same  opinion.  Whatever  may  be  true  as  to  that, 
it  is  very  certain  that  Great  Britain,  having  contributed  more  than  any 
other  nation  to  induce  the  United  States  to  forbear,  by  denying  the  right, 
can  not  now  fairly  claim  for  her  subjecta  the  benefit  of  a  principle  which 
at  the  time  she  so  stoutly  denied.  Municipal  regulations  prohibitiug 
neutral  import  trade  with  any  part  of  the  port  of  New  Orleans  not  in  Fed- 
eral possession  would  have  been  as  obnoxious  to  Great  Britain  as  if  a  like 
attempt  had  been  made  at  that  time  concerning  Mobile,  Charleston,  or 
Savannah.  The  principle  which  would  have  justified  it  in  the  one  case 
would  have  maintained  it  in  all. 

"If  the  consideration  of  the  case  left  it  doubtful  whether  the  judguient 
of  the  Supreme  Court  was  in  accon lance  with  public  law,  it  would  be  onr 
plain  duty,  according  to  all  authority,  to  disallow  these  claims.  So  much 
deference  in  a  caee  of  doubt  is  due  to  a  deliberate  judgment  of  a  court 
whose  independence,  impartiality,  and  leariiiug  has  given  it  a  character 
in  Great  Britain  not  less  lofty  than  it  possesses  at  home. 

**  But  I  do  not  doubt.  Comments  and  criticisms  upon  the  judgment  of 
the  coui*t  had  fallen  under  my  eye ;  trusting  to  which,  I  confess,  I  had 
been  somewhat  impressed  with  serious  doubts  (to  say  the  least)  of  the 
legality  of  the  condemnation.  But  a  very  careful  study  of  the  case  shows 
that,  in  luaking  such  criticisms,  no  account  has  been  taken  of  the  impor- 
tant fact  that  the  possession  of  the  ITnited  States  forces  at  New  Orleans 
did  not  extend  to  the  whole  port  when  the  ship  was  seized ;  no  such  entire 
possession  being  anywhere  directly  asserted.  That  the  error  is  one  of 
inference,  resulting  from  the  fact,  doubtless,  that  the  wider  area  of  the 
port,  as  contradistiuguished  from  tho  city  of  the  same  name,  has  usually 
escaped  attention.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  principle  supposed  to 
bo  violated  by  the  court  was  really  not  violated  at  all,  and  that  the  ques- 
tion was  not  that  which  has  been  sometimes  supposed.    It  is  not,  I  may 
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hope,  impioper  to  say  that  the  best  care  and  jadgment  which  I  am  able 
to  bring  to  the  consideration  of  the  case  has  resulted  in  a  dear  oonviotion 
that  the  condemnation  of  the  Circaarian  was  correct.'' 

4.  Claims  fob  DAMAass  fob  Alleged  Unlawful 
WABNiNa  Off. 

<*  These  claims  were  three  in  number — that 
Cawsof the  "Boyne,"  of  Benjamin  Whitworth  and  others,  owners 

^^IJ^y  of  the  ship  Boyne,  No.  216  j  that  of  Andrew 
Ewing  Byrne  and  others,  owners  of  the  ship 
Monmouthy  No.  315;  and  that  of  Matthew  Isaac  Wilson,  owner 
of  the  bark  Hilja,  No.  467. 

"  The  Bayne  (No.  216)  sailed  from  Fleetwood,  Lancashire, 
England,  on  the  25th  March  1861,  with  a  cargo  of  coals  for 
Savannah,  Georgia.  On  the  11th  May,  when  near  the  entrance 
of  the  harbor  of  Charleston,  S.  C,  she  was  boarded  by  an  offi- 
cer of  the  United  States  steam  frigate  Niagara^  who  made  this 
entry  upon  her  register: 

" '  Warned  off  the  whole  coast  of  the  South  by  the  United 
States  steamer  Niagara^  May  11,  1861.  Edward  E.  Potter, 
lieutenant.  United  States  Navy.' 

"  In  consequence  of  this  warning  she  abandoned  her  voyage 
to  Savannah  and  went  to  New  York,  where  it  was  alleged  that 
she  disposed  of  the  cargo  of  coal  at  a  rate  much  less  than  it 
would  have  commanded  in  Savannah,  and  took  a  homeward 
freight  from  New  York  of  much  less  value  than  she  would  have 
secured  from  Savannah.  In  fact,  at  the  date  of  the  warning 
no  sufficient  blockade  had  been  instituted  at  Savannah  or  at 
any  other  port  south  of  Charleston;  the  actual  blockade  of 
Savannah  not  haviug  commenced  until  the  28th  May.  The 
memorial  claimed  damages  by  reason  of  loss  on  outward  cargo, 
and  on  return  freight  below  that  which  she  would  have  earned 
from  Savannah,  and  by  detention  of  the  vessel,  £6,460  13«.  Od., 
besides  interest. 

'<  The  Monmouth  (No.  315)  sailed  from  Liverpool  in  March 
1861,  with  a  cargo  of  salt,  under  written  instructions  to  pro- 
ceed to  Charleston  and  deliver  vessel  and  cargo  to  consignees 
there;  and  if  that  x)ort  should  be  found  blockaded,  then  to  go 
to  Savannah;  and  if  he  failed  in  getting  a  cotton  freight  at 
either  Charleston  or  Savannah,  then  to  go  to  St.  Stephen,  New 
Brunswick,  and  load  with  a  cargo  of  deals  for  the  return  voy- 
age. On  the  12th  May  she  arrived  off  the  harbor  of  Oharles- 
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ton;    wa»  boarded   by  an  officer  of  the  blockading  vessel 
Niagara^  and  the  following  entry  made  upon  her  register  : 

<<< Boarded;  informed  of  the  blockade,  and  warned  off  the 
coast  of  all  the  Southern  States  by  the  United  States  steam- 
ship Niagara^  May  12, 18(il.' 

<'  The  master  thereux)on  abandoned  his  voyage  to  Charleston 
and  Savannah  and  went  to  St.  Stephen,  New  Brunswick, 
where  he  disposed  of  his  cargo  of  salt  and  took  his  retam 
cargo  of  deals.  The  memorial  claimed  damages  by  losses  on 
her  cargo  of  salt  and  of  return  freight,  short  of  what  she  would 
have  received  from  Savannah,  and  costs,  and  charges,  and 
delay,  to  which  she  was  necessarily  subjected  by  her  change 
of  destination,  £10,572  10«.  0(2. 

"The  Hilja  (No.  467)  sailed  from  Liverpool  on  the  25th 
March  1861,  in  ballast,  for  Charleston,  the  memorial  alleging 
that  she  intended  to  load  on  freight  at  that  port  or  at  Savan- 
nah, a  return  cargo  of  cotton  for  Liverpool.  She  was  boarded 
by  an  officer  of  the  United  States  steamship  Niagara  off 
Charleston  Harbor,  on  the  12th  May,  and  a  warning  entered 
upon  her  register  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  the 
Monmouth.  The  memorial  aUeged  that  the  captain  of  the 
HUjay  having  an  alternative  destination  to  Savannah,  was 
debarred  from  proceeding  to  that  port  by  this  warning;  that 
she  thereupon  proceeded  to  Pugwash,  but  gave  no  informatioD 
as  to  her  earnings  by  her  return  freight.  Damages  were 
claimed  to  the  amount  of  £6,101  3«.  7<2.,  besides  interest— 
the  amount  of  freight  which,  it  was  alleged,  the  vessel  would 
have  earned  by  a  return  cargo  of  cotton  from  Charleston  or 
Savannah. 

^^  The  sailing  orders  of  the  Hilja  were  not  put  in  evidence 
nor  accounted  for,  though  it  appeared  that  she  sailed  under 
written  orders;  nor  was  any  evidenc.e  adduced  as  to  her  alter- 
native destination  to  Savannah  except  that  of  the  claimant 
himself,  examined  on  notice,  who,  after  many  evasive  and  con- 
tradictory answers  on  cross-examination  as  to  the  destination 
of  the  vessel,  finally  summed  up  his  evidence  in  this  regard  by 
saying:  ^  I  think  I  mentioned  to  him  verbally  that  if  freights 
were  better  at  Savannah  he  was  to  go  there.'  The  claimant 
also  testified  that  he  had,  through  Mr.  A.  E.  Byrne  (claimant 
in  No.  315),  had  corresjKindence  with  the  British  foreign  office 
in  respect  to  this  warning  off  of  his  vessel,  and  that  he  had 
had  like  correspondence  with  Her  Majesty's  consul  at  Charles- 
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ton  through  Messrs.  Bobert  Moir  &  Co.,  and  that  ^here  had 
also  been  correspondence  between  Muir  &  Go.  and  himself^ 
and  between  Henderson,  the  master  of  the  vessel  (since  dead), 
and  himself;  bat  none  of  this  correspondence  was  either  pro- 
daced  or  accounted  for.  Ko  proof  was  made  as  to  the  avails 
of  the  return  freight  from  Pugwash,  except  the  general  state- 
ment of  the  claimant  in  his  deposition  that '  the  whole  voyage 
brought  in  a  loss;'  and  on  cross-examination  the  claimant, 
when  questioned  as  to  his  transactions  in  connection  with  vio- 
lating the  blockade  daring  the  war  and  furnishing  aid  to  the 
Confederate  government,  declined  to  answer  all  such  questions. 
^^  It  appeared  that  an  actual  blockade  of  the  port  of  Charles 
ton  was  established  by  the  presence  of  a  sufficient  blockading 
force  at  the  dates  of  the  respective  warnings  of  the  three 


^^The  three  cases  were  argued  and  submitted  together. 

<^  On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  the 
warning  entered  upon  the  register  of  these  vessels,  respec- 
tively, so  far  as  applicable  to  any  unblockaded  ports,  was 
without  authority  of  the  United  States,  a  clear  error  on  the 
part  of  the  officer  giving  the  warning,  insufficient  to  preclude 
the  frirtber  voyage  of  the  vessels  warned  to  any  unblockaded 
port,  and  had  never  been  adopted  or  ratified  by  the  United 
States;  that  the  case  rested  on  the  voluntary  abandonment, 
by  the  masters  of  the  Monmouth  and  the  Boyne^  respectively, 
of  their  alternative  voyage  to  Savannah,  upon  an  incorrect 
warning,  unduly  given  by  an  unauthorized  officer  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  for  such  loss  no  reclamation  lay  against  the 
United  States. 

^'In  the  case  of  the  Hilja  it  was  maintained  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  that  the  proof  showed  no  alternative  desti- 
nation to  Savannah;  that  the  vessel  was  merely  stopped  from 
entering  the  blockaded  port  of  Charleston,  to  which  she  was 
destined,  and  that  no  loss  whatever  was  shown  to  have  accrued 
to  her,  except  that  caused  by  her  being  prevented  from  enter- 
ing that  port,  and  that  no  proof  was  made  of  actual  loss  even 
in  this  respect;  that  the  nonproduction,  by  the  claimant  Wil- 
son, of  the  correspondence  with  the  British  foreign  office,  and 
with  the  British  consul  at  Charleston,  as  well  as  his  own 
correspondence  with  his  captain,  Henderson,  and  his  agents 
at  Charleston,  Muir  &  Co.,  sufficiently  indicated  that  the 
claimant  then  put  his  claim  for  compensation  solely  on  the 
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ground  of  the  illegality  or  insufficiency  of  the  blockade  of 
Charleston,  and  that  the  pretended  alternative  destination  to 
Savannah  was  an  afterthought,  borrowed  from  the  cases  of  the 
Monmouth  and  the  Boyne;  that  his  own  testimony ,  on  which 
he  rested  the  case,  was  upon  its  face  unworthy  of  credit. 

'^The  counsel  for  the  United  States  also  claimed  that  in  the 
case  of  an  award  of  damages  in  any  of  these  cases,  the  antici- 
pated earnings  by  freights  firom  Savannah,  at  high  rates,  could 
not  be  taken  into  account  as  elements  of  the  award;  that 
such  anticipated  earnings  were  speculative  and  illusory;  that 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  market  at  Savannah,  in  respect 
both  of  sales  of  the  outward  cargoes  and  of  the  rate  of  freighta, 
was  exceedingly  irregular  and  violent  in  its  fluctuations,  and 
in  effect  a  gaming  market;  that  it  could  not  be  assumed  that 
the  vessels  could  have  secured  return  cargoes  at  Savannah  in 
season  to  leave  within  the  time  limited  after  the  establishment 
of  the  blockade  there,  nor  that  they  could  have  secured  such 
rates  of  freight  as  were  claimed  in  the  respective  cases;  and 
that  these  claims  were  of  substantially  the  same  nature  of 
speculative  and  uncertain  prospective  profits  which  wei*e  re- 
jected by  the  tribunal  at  Geneva  in  the  case  of  the  claims  for 
anticipated  earnings  and  profits  of  captured  vessels,  claimed 
before  that  tribunal. 

"  The  commission  in  the  case  of  the  Boyiie  (No.  216)  unani- 
mously made  an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimants  for  $32,553. 

In  the  case  of  the  Monmouth  (No.  315)  they  made  an  award 
in  favor  of  the  claimants  for  $40,843,  Mr.  Commissioner  Pra.zer 
dissenting  on  the  question  of  amount. 

"  In  the  case  of  the  Hilda  (No.  407)  the  claim  was  disal- 
lowed, Mr.  Commissioner  Gurney  dissenting." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  Article  XII.  treaty  of  May 
8, 1871,  Hale's  Report,  150.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  100. 

,  On  the  general  question  involved  in  the  foregoing 

opimon  01  AT.      cages  Mr.   Frazer,  commissioner  on  the  part  of  the 

^*'®'*  United  States,  rendered  the  following  opinion : 

''The  allowance  of  prospective  earnings  by  vessels  was  denied  by  the 
tribunal  at  Geneva  unanimously.  It  is  not,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  allowed 
by  the  municipal  law  of  any  civilized  nation  anywhere.  The  reason  is 
obvious  and  universally  recognized  among  jurists.  It  is  not  possible  to 
ascertain  such  earnings  with  any  approximation  to  certainty.  There  are 
a  thousand  unknown  contingencies,  the  happening  of  any  of  which  wiU 
render  incorrect  any  estimate  of  them,  and  hence  result  in  injustice. 

'*  Who  can  say  that  the  Monmouth  would  have  reached  Savannah  at  all; 
that  she  coald  have  procured  a  cargo  of  cotton  at  fd.  per  poand;  the  low- 
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est  freight  in  proof  f  Who  can  say  that  she  won  Id  have  got  better  or  as 
good  rates  as  that  f  Why  conld  she  have  done  better  f  There  is  no  reason. 
Who  can  say  that  she  conld  have  been  laden  and  sailed  before  the  block- 
ade wonld  have  stopped  herf  The  witnesses  do  not  say  so,  bnt  only  '  if 
she  had  met  no  detention  or  accident.'  Can  this  commission  say  so  f  It  is 
palpable  that  we  can  only  oonjectnre,  and  conjecture  is  no  fit  basis  for  an 
award  of  damages.  We  shoald  have  had  evidence  more  satisfactory 
from  the  claimant,  snch  as  the  prevailing  rate  of  charter  of  snch  a  vessel 
at  the  time  and  place.  Under  snch  circumstances  we  are  left  to  estimate 
the  value  of  the  vessel  for  return  cargo  upon  very  unsatisfactory  evidence. 
I  base  my  estimate  upon  cotton  freight  at  |d.  per  ponnd,  because  there  is, 
in  my  judgment,  a  greater  probability,  in  view  of  all  contingencies,  that 
this  is  above  rather  than  below  a  just  estimate. 

"These  observations  apply  also  to  the  case  of  the  Boyne,  heretofore  de- 
cided. I  now  doubt  whether  this  is  not  too  mnch.  It  assumes  that  each 
contingency  would  have  been  avoided,  the  happening  of  any  one  of 
which  would  have  prevented  this  vessel  from  doing  as  well  as  some  others ; 
and  this  assumption  in  favor  of  the  claimant  is  quite  as  much  as,  in  my 
judgment,  we  may  make,  with  due  regard  to  public  law,  as  declared  at 
Geneva,  and  to  the  principles  of  justice,  as  recognized  everywhere. 

'<The  Monmouth  (No.  315).  The  President,  by  proclamation  of  April  19, 
1861,  gave  public  notice  of  a  purpose  to  blockade  the  ports  of  South  Caro- 
lina, Georgia,  and  of  the  States  south  thereof,  announcing  that  a  '  compe- 
tent force  tcould  be  posted'  for  that  purpose.  The  proclamation  announced 
further  that  any  vessel  approaching  or  attempting  to  leave  '  either  of  said 
ports' with  a  view  to  violate 'such  blockade,' would  be  warned  by  the 
commander  of 'one  of  the  blockading  vessels,'  who  would  indorse  such 
warning  and  the  date  thereof  on  her  register,  and  any  subsequent  attempt 
of  the  same  vessel  to  enter  or  leave  '  the  blockaded  port'  (certainly  meaning 
every  port  covered  by  the  warning)  would  result  in  capture.  It  can  not  be 
supposed  that  it  was  intended  that  this  warning  was  to  be  repeated  off 
each  port  blockaded. 

'*  In  these  cases  the  warning  was  by  a  vessel  blockading  Charleston  and 
off  that  port  before  there  was  any  actual  blockading  force  off  Savannah, 
and  was  indorsed  thus : 

'' '  Boarded,  informed  of  the  blockade,  and  warned  off  the  coast  of  all  the 
Southern  States  by  the  United  States  steamship  Niagara^  May  12,  1861. 

"'Edward  C.  Pottkr, 
**' Lieutenant  United  States  Navy,* 

"This  warning  was  not,  and  is  not,  disavowed.  It  must  therefore  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  the  officer  giving  it  had  been  expressly  instructed  by 
the  highest  authority  to  give  it  in  that  form.  It  must  be  regarded  as  the 
act  of  the  United  States,  and  was  notice  to  the  vessel  that  all  the  southern 
ports  embraced  within  the  proclamation  were  then  actually  blockaded, 
and  that  any  subsequent  attempt  of  the  vessel  warned  to  enter  any  of 
snch  ports  would  result  in  capture. 

"A  vessel  bound  for  Savannah,  thus  warned,  it  is  true,  might  have  dis- 
regarded the  warning,  and  could  lawfully  have  proceeded  to  Savannah 
because  there  was  not  in  fact  any  force  blockading  that  port.    If  captured 
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she  would  unquestionably  have  been  discharged  with  damages  by  the 
prize  court. 

"  But  must  the  neutral  merchantman  run  the  hazard  of  attempting^  to 
enter  Savannah f  Had  she  found  there  an  actual  blockade  and  been  cap- 
tured, her  previous  warning  wonld  Jiave  been  good,  and  her  oondemnation 
as  good  prize  would  have  been  certain.  There  is  in  the  facts  every  element 
of  a  strong  obligation  upon  the  United  States,  and  in  favor  of  a  veasel 
which,  on  the  faith  of  the  warning  given,  fnlly  respected  it,  and  by  so 
doing  suffered  loss,  to  make  good  that  loss.  The  neutral  vessel,  ignorant 
as  to  the  facts,  had  a  right  to  act  upon  the  warning;  and  I  am  compelled 
to  hold  that,  in  doing  so,  she  acted  with  all  prudence  and  propriety,  and 
that,  judging,  as  her  captors  must  at  the  time,  any  other  course  would 
have  been  rashness  and  folly.  A  regard  for  the  interests  of  his  owners,  as 
well  as  respect  for  the  United  States,  required  that  the  master  should 
abandon  any  purpose  to  enter  Savannah. 

**  These  observations  apply  also  to  Nos,  216  and  467." 

6.  DooTRiNB  OF  Continuous  Yoyaoe. 

"The  bark  Springbok^  John  Eiley, manager, 

***  bok."^'^®^*'  ^^'  ^^'  claimant  for  vessel;  S.  Isaac 
Campbell  &  Co.  and  Thomas  Stirling  Beg- 
bie,  No.  316,  claimants  for  cargo. 

"  This  vessel  was  captured  by  a  United  States  cruiser  on 
the  3d  February  1863  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  about  one 
hundred  and  fifty  miles  east  of  Nassau,  New  Providence;  was 
taken  into  the  port  of  New  York,  and  there  libeled  in  the 
district  court.  That  court  rendered  a  decree  of  condemnation 
of  both  vessel  and  cargo.  (See  the  report  of  the  case,  Blatch- 
ford's  Prize  Cases,  pp.  434-463.)  The  claimants  appealed  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  which  affirmed  the  judgment  of  condem- 
nation of  the  district  court  as  to  the  cargo,  but  reversed  it  as 
to  the  vessel,  adjudging  restitution  of  the  vessel,  but  without 
costs  or  damages  to  the  claimants.    (5  Wall.  1.) 

"  The  claimant  John  Riley,  No.  442,  claimed  as  manager  of 
the  London  A  1  Insurance  Association,  the  A  1  Guarantee 
Insurance  Association,  and  the  Colonial  A  1  Insurance  Asso- 
ciation, insurers  of  the  vessel,  and  who  had,  on  abandonment 
by  the  owners,  paid  as  for  a  total  loss.  He  claimed  an*  award 
for  £4,615,  besides  interest,  damages  for  the  detention  of  the 
vessel,  loss  of  profits,  and  costs  and  expenses  in  the  prize 
courts. 

^<The  claimants  S.  Isaac  Campbell  &  Co.  and  Begbie 
claimed  £68,378,  the  alleged  value  of  the  condemned  cargo, 
and  costs  and  expenses  in  the  prize  courts.    The  facts  of  the 
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case  as  appearing  before  the  prize  courts  are  sufficiently  set 
forth  in  the  reports  of  the  respective  courts  above  cited. 

<^  In  addition  to  the  proofs  before  the  prize  courts  the  claim- 
ants gave  evidence  before  the  commission  tending  to  show 
that  the  actual  and  ultimate  destination  of  the  cargo  was  Nas- 
sau, and  that  it  was  intended  to  be  there  sold  in  open,  market 
by  the  agent  of  the  owners. 

^<  This  evidence  consisted  of  the  testimony  of  the  agent  of 
the  claimants  at  Nassau  to  that  effect,  certain  letters  from  the 
claimants  to  said  agent  proved  by  him,  and  general  proofs 
showing  that  there  was  at  Nassau  a  market  for  the  various 
kinds  of  merchandise  constituting  the  cargo  of  the  vessel. 

^^  Neither  of  the  claimants  for  the  cargo  placed  himself  upon 
the  stand  to  testify  as  to  the  actual  destination  or  the  intent 
of  the  owners  in  relation  to  it.  The  claimant  Begble  was 
examined  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Biley,  the  claimant  in 
No.  442,  and  on  his  examination  in  chief  testified  merely  that 
the  cargo  of  the  Springbok  was  to  be  discharged  at  Nassau; 
that  there  was  no  agreement  for  the  continuance  of  the  voy- 
age, or  for  the  employment  or  engagement  of  the  vessel  after 
her  arrival  at  Nassau;  and  that  the  captain  of  the  vessel  knew 
nothing  of  the  ownership  of  the  cargo.  On  cross-examination 
he  declined  to  answer  as  to  whether  he  was,  in  the  years  1862 
or  1863,  engaged  in  blockade-running  speculations,  and  whether 
he  was,  at  the  time  of  her  capture,  the  owner  of  the  Oertrude 
or  her  cargo  (this  being  the  vessel  referred  to  in  the  report  of 
the  case  in  the  Supreme  Oourt,  and  the  proofs  upon  the  con- 
demnation of  whicli  were  invoked  in  the  case  of  the  Springbok). 

"On  the  part  of  the  United  States  evidence  was  given  show- 
ing both  the  firm  of  S.  Isaac  Campbell  &  Co.  and  Begbie 
actively  and  largely  engaged  in  blockage-running  ventures, 
and  in  supplying  by  contract  the  Confederate  Government  with 
military  supplies.  These  proofs  included  original  contracts 
and  letters  between  the  claimants  S.  Isaac  Campbell  &  Co. 
and  the  Confederate  secretary  of  war,  and  other  officials,  show- 
ing contracts  by  that  firm,  running  through  the  years  1862  and 
1863,  for  cannon,  rifles,  swords,  accoutrements,  gunpowder, 
shells,  clothing,  etc.,  in  large  quantities,  and  delivery  of  the 
same  to  the  Confederate  government  under  such  contracts  to 
the  amount  of  several  hundred  thousand  pounds.  Also  evi- 
dence showing  the  claimant  Begbie  a  contractor  with  the  Con* 
federate  government  for  the  establishment  of  lines  of  fast 
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steamers,  to  run  in  the  service  of  that  government  between 
the  blockaded  ports  of  the  Confederate  States  and  ports  in  the 
West  Indies. 

"On  the  part  of  the  claimants  it  waseon- 

^'^^^Jl^^  *^  tended  that  the  proofs  in  the  prize  court  failed 
to  sustain  the  conclusions  of  the  district  court 
that  the  vessel  *was  knowingly  laden  in  whole  or  in  part 
with  articles  contraband  of  war,  with  intent  to  deliver  such 
articles  to  the  aid  and  use  of  the  enemy,'  that  the  true  desti- 
nation of  the  ship  and  cargo  was  not  Nassau,  a  neutral  x)ort, 
and  for  trade  and  commerce,  but  some  port  lawfully  block- 
aded by  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  with  intent  to 
violate  such  blockade,  and  further  that  the  papers  of  the 
vessel  were  simulated  and  false.  That  they  also  failed  to  sus- 
tain the  conclusions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  ^  that  the  cargo  was 
originally  shipped  with  an  intent  to  violate  the  blockade,  that 
the  owners  of  the  cargo  intended  that  it  should  be  transshipped 
at  Nassau  into  some  vessel  more  likely  to  succeed  in  reaching 
safely  a  blockaded  port  than  the  SpringboJcj  that  the  voyage 
from  London  to  the  blockaded  port  was  as  to  cargo  both  in 
law  and  in  the  intent  of  the  parties  one  voyage,  and  that  the 
liability  to  condemnation,  if  captured  during  any  part  of  that 
voyage,  attached  to  the  cargo  from  the  time  of  sailing.' 

The  counsel  for  the  claimants  further  contended  that  the 
proofs  filed  for  the  first  time  before  this  commission  conclu- 
sively rebutted  these  conclusions  of  each  of  the  prize  courts, 
and  established  the  ultimate  destination  of  both  ship  and 
cargo  to  be  Nassau,  the  cargo  to  be  there  sold  in  opcTi  market. 
*<The  counsel  called  attention  to  an  error  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  stating  sixteen  dozen  swords  and  ten 
dozen  rifle  bayonets  as  forming  part  of  the  cargo  of  the  Sjyring- 
boJcj  when  in  fact  the  proofs  showed  the  vessel  to  have  carried 
only  one  sample  case  containing  one  dozen  cavalry  swords  and 
one  dozen  rifle  bayonets;  and  to  the  fact  that,  on  the  sale  of 
the  cargo,  the  entire  proceeds  of  the  swords  and  bayonets  and 
of  the  army  and  navy  buttons,  were  only  $270  out  of  the  gross 
proceeds  of  the  entire  cargo  of  nearly  $250,000;  and  that, 
including  the  army  blankets,  saltpeter,  and  all  that  portion  of 
the  cargo  which  could  be  regarded  for  any  purpose  as  quasi 
contraband,  the  proceeds  of  such  alleged  contraband  goods 
were  less  than  one  per  cent  of  tho  proceeds  of  the  entire  cargo. 

He  urged  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  sustained 
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'extreme  pretensions  of  belligerent  right  to  snbjngate  neatral 
commerce  to  its  necessities,'  which  ought  not  to  be  sustained 
by  this  international  tribunal;  that,  to  sastain  the  doctrine  of 
liability  to  capture  on  the  theory  of  *  continuous  voysige,'  it 
must  appear  that  the  cargo  was  iutended  as  a  part  of  the  orig- 
iual  and  planned  adventure  to  be  carried  from  the  neutral  port 
to  the  enemy's  port;  that  the  extreme  doctrine  in  this  regard 
had  been  stated  by  the  Supreme  Gourt  in  the  case  of  the  Ber- 
muda  (3  Wallace,  515),  as  follows : 

^<  <A  voyage  from  a  neutral  to  a  belligerent  x>ort  is  one  and 
the  same  voyage,  whether  the  destination  be  ulterior  or  direct, 
and  whether  with  or  without  the  interposition  of  one  or  more 
intermetliate  ports,  and  whether  to  be  performed  by  one  vessel 
or  several  employed  in  the  same  transaction  and  in  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  same  purpose.' 

"That  the  measure  of  this  doctrine,  as  applied  by  the 
Supreme  Gourt  to  the  case  of  the  Bermuda^  was  as  follows: 

"  *  What  has  already  been  adduced  of  the  evidence  satisfies 
us  completely  that  the  original  destination  of  the  Bermud4i, 
was  to  a  blockaded  port;  or,  if  otherwise,  to  an  intermediate 
port,  with  intent  to  send  forward  the  cargo  by  transshipment 
into  a  vessel  provided  for  the  completion  of  the  voyage.' 

"  That,  with  the  doctrine  of  continuous  voyage  as  thus  lim- 
ited and  defined,  nothing  in  the  case  of  the  SpringboJc  involves 
any  necessary  controversy;  but  that  this  doctrine  ought  not 
to  be  extended  so  as  to  make  guilty  a  trade  between  neutral 
X)orts  to  which  the  intercepted  voyage  was  actually  and  really 
confined,  by  surmise,  conjecture,  or  moral  evidence  not  of  a 
further  carriage  and  further  carrier,  but  only  of  a  probability 
that  such  supplementary  further  carriage  and  some  supplemen- 
tary further  carrier  may  or  must  have  been  included  in  the 
original  scheme  of  the  commercial  adventure.  That  such  a 
fiction  of  continuous  voyage  for  the  case  of  all  trade  between 
neutral  ports,  which  has  its  stimulus  from  the  state  of  war, 
made  the  belligerent  prize  court  master  of  neutral  commerce, 
and  in  fact  established  a  paper  blockade  of  the  neutral  ports 
in  question,  and  left  their  commerce  at  the  mercy  of  the  bel- 
ligerent. That  the  whole  history  of  prize  jurisdiction  on  the 
doctrine  of  continuous  voyage  shows  that  the  province  of  prob- 
able reasoning  has  been  confined  to  the  question  of  intent, 
while  the  corpus  delicti — the  voyage  to  the  enemy  port — must 
be  proved  with  the  same  definiteness  of  vehicle,  port,  and  proc- 
ess of  execution  as  is  confessedly  essential  when  the  voyage  is 
direct  and  simple. 
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^*  That  the  original  capture  of  the  SpringhoJc  was  wholly  nn- 
jastifiable;  that  the  visitation  and  search  disclosed  nothing 
which  rendered  her  voyage  amenable  to  farther  molestation; 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  vessel,  her  cargo,  or  her  pax)ers, 
her  position,  or  the  circumstances  of  her  capture,  ja8tif3ang 
the  cruiser  in  sending  the  vessel  into  port  for  libel,  on  the 
speculation  that  it  might  be  that  the  cargo  was  to  go  forward, 
and  if  so,  that  fact  perhaps  might  be  provable;  that  it  was  a 
marked  case  of  speculative  seizure  and  detention,  not  upon 
indications  which  the  visit  and  search  at  sea  disclosed,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  a  visitation  and  search  in  the  prize  courts 
for  independent,  extraneous,  and  argumentative  grounds  of 
suspicion. 

<<  That  the  trial  in  the  prize  court  violated  the  essential  prin- 
ciples of  the  prize  jurisdiction  as  established  between  bel- 
ligerents and  neutrals,  and  in  which  the  latter  find  the  limits 
of  their  exposure  and  submission.  That  the  rule  of  the  prize 
courts,  that  condemnation  could  only  be  justified  upon  the 
proof  furnished  by  the  vessel  itself,  her  papers,  and  cargo, 
and  the  depositions  of  those  on  board,  is  not  a  mere  matter  of 
practice  or  form,  but  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  administra- 
tion of  prize  law.  That,  accordingly,  the  invocation  by  the 
captors  of  the  papers  from  the  cases  of  the  Gertrude  and  the 
Stephen  Mart  as  part  of  the  primary  proofs  on  which  to  con- 
demn the  Springbok  and  her  cargo,  was  unprecedented,  ac- 
knowledged by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  irregular  and  not  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  proceeding  in  prize,  and  was  not 
a  mere  irregularity  in  form,  but  was  subversive  of  the  prinoi- 
ples  of  prize  jurisdiction. 

<<That  the  passing  of  condemnation  without  giving  the 
claimants  an  opportunity  for  further  proof  was  a  manifest  in- 
justice, and  that  the  absolute  condemnation  without  such 
opportunity  for  further  proofs  was  contrary  to  the  rightful 
system  of  prize  jurisdiction. 

"  That  the  presence  of  the  trivial  amount  of  contraband  (as 
held  by  the  prize  court)  could  not  be  regarded  either  as  evi- 
dence of  its  own  destination  or  of  that  of  its  accompanying 
innocent  cargo  to  an  ulterior  market,  nor  as  ground  for  con- 
demnation independent  of  the  question  of  intended  breach  of 
blockade;  citing  on  this  point  Dr.  Gessner's  Droit  des  Neutres 
Bur  Mer,  p.  122,  as  follows: 

<<  ^  It  is  wrong  to  seize  contraband  goods  in  a  neutral  vessel 
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when  they  are  in  such  small  qaantities  that  their  inoffensive 
character  is  thereby  established.  The  bona  fides  is  a  qnestion 
to  be  determined  by  all  the  circnmstances  of  the  case,  among 
which  the  quantity  is  a  very  material  ingredient.' 

^^  In  addition  to  the  above,  the  counsel  for  the  claimant  cited 
the  following: 

"  The  letter  of  Sir  Wm.  Scott  and  Sir  John  NichoU  to  Mr. 
Jay,  3  PhiUimore,  551;  Story  on  Prize  Courts  (by  Pratt),  pp. 
3  to  JO,  17, 18, 24  to  26;  Wheaton's  Elements,  part  4,  c.  2,  §  15; 
TrombnlPs  Reminiscences  of  his  own  Times,  193;  the  decision 
of  the  Oeneva  Tribunal  upon  the  case  of  the  Florida,  acquit- 
ted in  the  vice-admiralty  court  at  Nassau  on  the  charge  of 
violation  of  the  neutrality  act  of  Great  Britain;  the  PoUyy  2 
Bob.  361;  the  Maria,  5  id.  635;  the  Williamj  id.  385;  the 
Thomyris,  Edwards's  Eeps.  17;  3  Phillimore,  358;  5  Bob.  334. 

<<  On  the  part  of  the  claimants  of  the  vessel  it  was  con- 
tended, in  addition  to  the  positions  above  stated,  that  it  was 
found  by  the  Supreme  Court  that  her  papers  were  regular  and 
her  voyage  a  bona  fide  one  between  London  and  Nassau;  that 
the  papers  were  all  genuine,  and  there  was  no  concealment  of 
any  of  them,  and  no  spoliation;  that  the  owners  were  neu- 
trals, apx>eared  to  have  no  interest  in  the  cargo,  and  could 
have  had  no  knowledge  of  its  alleged  unlawful  destination; 
that  these  conclusions  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  evidence 
before  it  were  strengthened  and  completely  sustained  by  the 
additional  testimony  taken  before  the  commission;  that  the 
grounds  on  which  the  Supreme  Court  denied  costs  and  dam- 
ages to  the  claimants  of  the  vessel,  to  wit,  misrepresentation 
by  the  master  on  his  examination  as  to  bis  lack  of  knowledge 
of  the  grounds  on  which  the  capture  was  made,  and  the  fact 
that  he  had  signed  bills  of  lading  which  did  not  state  truly 
and  fully  the  nature  of  the  goods  contained  in  the  bales  and 
cases  mentioned  in  them,  were  unsustained  as  matters  of  fact 
by  the  evidence,  and,  even  if  sustained,  were  in  themselves 
not  of  the  least  significance,  and  did  not  and  could  not  affect 
the  interests  or  issues  involved  in  the  capture;  that,  so  far  as 
the  vessel  and  her  owners  were  concerned,  her  voyage  was 
honest,  her  papers  fair,  and  the  good  faith  of  the  charter  party 
absolute  and  unimpeachable,  and  the  declarations  and  conduct 
of  her  captain  not  so  obnoxious  to  just  criticism  as  to  justify 
the  infliction  of  punishment  upon  the  innocent  owners. 


3934        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

^<On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was 
A^gfoment  for  the  maintained  that  the  conclasions  arrived  at  by 

United  States. 

the  Snpreme  Ooart  as  above  stated,  and  upon 
Thich  the  decree  of  that  court  condemning  the  cargo  was 
based,  \vere  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence  before  the  prize 
court.  That  the  claimants  of  the  cargo  had,  by  the  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  full  notice  of  the  grounds  on  which  the 
cargo  was  condemned,  those  grounds  relating  principally  to 
their  own  previous  conduct  in  furnishing  military  supplies  to 
the  Confederate  Government  and  in  running  the  blockade, 
and  to  the  presumption  raised  by  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  as  to  their  own  design  and  intention  in  regard  to  the 
destination  of  the  cargo.  That,  notwithstanding  this  notice, 
they  had  failed  to  avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  afforded 
them  before  the  commission  to  testify  as  to  the  facts  and 
conclusions  thus  found  by  the  Supreme  Court;  and  that  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Begbie,  when  placed  upon  the  stand  invol- 
untarily, he  had  refused  to  answer  concerning  these  very 
matters.  That  this  failure  and  refusal  to  testify  on  the  part 
of  the  claimants  was  to  be  taken  as  in  effect  an  admission  of 
the  correctness  of  the  conclusions  of  the  court. 

^<  That  by  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  commission  the 
fact  was  fully  established  that  all  these  claimants  of  the  cargo 
were  extensively  engaged  in  running  the  blockade,  and  also  in 
furnishing  military  supplies  to  the  enemy.  That  the  facts  thus 
proved  went  strongly  to  confirm  the  conclusions  of  the  court 
that  the  cargo  was  destined  and  intended  for  transshipment 
to  and  delivery  in  the  Confederate  States,  and  not  for  a  market 
at  Nassau.  That  they  also  established  that  these  claimants 
legally  and  morally  were  not  neutrals,  but  enemies  of  the 
United  States  actually  engaged  in  the  prosecution  of  the  war 
against  those  States;  and  that,  as  such,  their  property  on  the 
high  seas  was  liable  to  capture  without  regard  to  the  question 
of  blockade.  That  the  question  of  national  character  in  such 
case  was  always  a  question  of  the  individual  national  char- 
acter of  the  owner,  and  not  of  his  national  character  as 
established  by  paramount  allegiance,  citing  the  Anna  Gatherinaj 
4  Rob.  119;  the  Vigilantia,  1  id.  1;  the  Vriendschapy  4  id, 
166,  and  the  authorities  cited  in  3  Phillimore,  605,  606.  That 
these  proofs  also  precluded  the  claimants  from  a  standing  be- 
fore this  commission  as  neutral  British  subjects.  That  as  to 
the  vessel,  the  capture  and  condemnation  of  the  cargo  being 


PRIZE   CA8EB.  3935 

lawltil,  the  seizure  of  the  yessel  and  taking  her  into  i>ort  was 
also  lawful  as  the  sole  means  of  reaching  the  cargo  which  was 
lawful  prize,  and  that  in  such  case  the  vessel  was  not  entitled 
to  costs  or  damages. 

^^The  commission    unanimously  disallowed 


claim  for  the  vessel,  No.  442,  they  unanimously 
awarded  to  the  claimant  the  sum  of  $5,065.  I  am  advised 
that  this  award  was  made  in  respect  of  the  detention  of  the 
vessel  from  the  date  of  the  decree  of  the  district  court  to  the 
date  of  her  discharge  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  latter  decree  having  established  that  the  vessel  should 
have  been  discharged  by  the  decree  of  the  district  court." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  Article  XII.  of  the  treaty  of 
May  8, 1S71,  Hale's  Report,  117.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  138. 

6.  Oaptube  in  Neutbal  Waters, 

"The  Sir  William  Feel,  Edwin  Gterard,  No. 
Ctoseof  the"8lrwu-  243   claimant  for  himself  and  insurers  and 

Ham  FeeL"  ^ 

underwriters. 

"  This  case  and  the  three  following  cases,  of  the  Dashing 
Wave,  the  Volant,  and  the  Science,  were  intimately  connected 
in  character  and  circumstances,  and  were  argued  and  sub- 
mitted together.  The  Sir  William  Peel  was  captured  by  a 
United  States  war  vessel  on  the  11th  of  September  1863  while 
lying  at  anchor  at  the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande,  the  stream 
dividing  the  territories  of  the  United  States  from  those  of 
Mexico,  and  upon  which,  about  forty  miles  from  its  mouth,  lay 
on  the  right  bank  the  Mexican  port  of  Mataraoras,  and  on  the 
left  bank  the  United  States  port  of  Brownsville,  then  in  pos- 
session of  the  Confederate  forces.  The  place  at  which  she  lay 
was  held  by  the  United  States  prize  courts  to  be  within  Mexican 
and  neutral  waters.  She  was  taken  by  the  captors  into  the 
port  of  Kew  Orleans,  there  libeled  in  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States,  and  on  the  6th  of  June  1864  a  decree  of  resti- 
tution was  rendered  in  that  court,  certifying  reasonable  cause 
of  seizure,  and  providing  '  that  the  question  as  to  cost^  and 
expenses  be  reserved  for  further  action.'  From  this  decree 
the  United  States  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court.  Subse- 
quently, on  the  hearing  in  the  district  court  of  the  question 
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thus  reserved,  the  following  decree  was  made  on  the  3d  of 
Jane  1865: 

^<  ^On  the  preliminary  trial  of  this  cause,  considering  that 
the  position  of  the  8ir  William  Feely  when  cs^tared,  was  a 
matter  of  donbt,  and  with  a  view  to  set  this  question  at  rest, 
the  coart  allowed  the  captors  farther  proof,  and  extended  to 
the  claimants  the  same  privilege  if  they  chose  to  accept  it. 

<<  'The  result  of  the  whole  testimony  satisfied  the  mind  of 
the  court  that  the  Sir  William  Feel  was  captured  when  anchored 
south  of  the  line  dividing  the  waters  of  the  Bio  Grande,  and 
when,  therefore,  she  was  in  neutral  waters.  Ou  that  ground 
the  court  decreed  her  restitution;  but  entertaining  grave 
doubts  as  to  the  object  of  her  voyage,  so  grave,  indeed,  that, 
but  for  this  consideration,  that  she  was  captured  in  neutral 
waters,  the  court  should  have  decreed  her  condemnation,  it  is 
now  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  costs  and  charges  conse- 
quent upon  the  capture  be  paid  by  the  claimants,  and  that 
damages  be  refused.' 

<^  From  this  decree  the  claimants  appealed  to  the  Supreme 
Gourt  of  the  United  States.  Both  appeals  were  heard  together 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  court  affirmed  the  judgment  of 
restitution,  including  its  certificate  of  reasonable  cause  of  seiz- 
ure, rendered  June  6,  1864,  and  reversed  the  decree  of  3d  of 
June  1865,  charging  the  claimants  with  costs,  and  remanded 
the  case  to  the  district  coart,  with  directions  that  no  costs  or 
expenses  be  allowed  to  either  party  as  against  the  other.  The 
case  in  the  Supreme  Court  is  reported  in  5  Wallace,  517  to  536. 
The  opinion  of  that  court,  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Chase,  is 
as  follows: 

^^  <  Regularly  in  cases  of  prize  no  evidence  is  admissible  on 
the  first  hearing,  except  that  which  comes  from  the  ship,  either 
in  the  papers  or  the  testimony  of  persons  found  on  board. 

^<  'If  upon  this  evidence  the  case  is  not  sufficiently  clear  to 
warrant  condemnation  or  restitution,  opportunity  is  given  by 
the  court,  either  of  its  own  accord  or  upon  motion  and  proper 
grounds  shown,  to  introduce  additional  evidence  under  an 
order  for  further  proof. . 

"  *In  the  case  now  before  us  some  testimony  was  taken  pre- 
paratory to  the  first  hearing,  of  persons  not  found  on  board  the 
ship,  nor,  indeed,  in  any  way  connected  with  her. 

'* '  This  evidence  was  properly  excluded  by  the  district  judge, 
and  the  hearing  took  place  on  the  proper  proofs. 

"  *  Upon  that  hearing  an  order  for  further  proof  was  made, 
allowing  the  libel  lants  and  captors  on  the  one  side,  and  the 
claimants  on  the  other,  to  put  in  additional  evidence;  and  such 
evidence  was  put  in  accordingly  ou  both  sides. 

«<  ( The  preparatory  evidence  on  the  first  hearing  consisted  of 
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the  depositions  of  the  master  of  the  ship,  the  mate,  and  one  sea- 
man. No  papers  were  produced,  for  none  were  fonnd  on  board ; 
a  circamstance  explained  by  the  statement  of  the  master,  that 
all  the  papers  belonging  to  the  vessel,  except  the  lightermen's 
receipts  for  the  cargo,  were  with  the  English  consul  and  the 
consignees  of  the  ship  at  Matamoras. 

^<  'The  depositions  established  the  neutral  ownership  of  the 
ship  and  cargo.  They  proved  that  the  Sir  William  Feel  was  a 
British  merchantman;  that  she  had  brought  a  general  cargo, 
no  part  of  which  was  contraband,  firom  Liverpool  to  Mata- 
moras; that  this  cargo,  except  an  inconsiderable  portion,  had 
been  delivered  to  the  consignee  at  the  latter  x>ort;  that  the 
cotton  found  on  board  was  part  of  her  return  cargo;  that  it 
was  owned  by  neutrsds,  and  had  a  neutral  destination;  and 
that  the  ship,  when  captured,  was  in  Mexican  waters,  well 
south  of  the  boundary  between  Mexico  and  Texas. 

"*This  proof  clearly  required  restitution.  The  order  for 
forther  proof  was  probably  made  upon  the  rejected  depositions, 
which,  though  inadmissible  as  evidence  for  condemnation,  may 
have  been  aJlowed  to  be  used  as  affidavits  on  the  motion  for 
the  order. 

'^  ^  The  farther  proof,  when  taken,  was  conflicting. 

"  <The  weight  of  evidence,  we  think,  put  the  vessel,  at  the 
time  of  capture,  in  Mexican  waters;  but  if  the  ship  or  cargo 
was  enemy  property,  or  either  was  otherwise  liable  to  con- 
demnation, that  circumstance  by  itself  would  not  avail  the 
claimants  in  a  prize  court.  It  might  constitute  a  ground  of 
claim  by  the  neutral  power,  whose  territory  had  suffered  tres- 
pass, for  apology  or  indemnity.  But  neither  an  enemy,  nor  a 
neutral  acting  the  part  of  an  enemy,  can  demand  restitution  of 
captured  property  on  the  sole  ground  of  capture  in  neutral 
waters. 

"  'We  must  therefore  look  further  into  the  case. 

<<  'There  is  some  evidence  which  justifies  suspicion.  Several 
witnesses  state  facts  which  tend  to  prove  that  the  Peel  was  in 
the  employment  of  the  rebel  government,  and  that  part,  at  least, 
of  the  cotton  laden  upon  her  as  return  cargo  was  in  fact  rebel 
property. 

'"There  are  statements,  on  the  other  hand,  which  make  it 
probable  that  the  Peel  was  in  truth  what  she  professed  to  be, 
a  merchant  steamer,  belonging  to  neutral  merchants,  and  noth- 
ing more;  that  her  cargo  was  consigned  in  good  fiftith  by  neu- 
tral owners  for  sale  at  Matamoras,  or  to  be  conveyed  across 
the  river  and  sold  in  Texas,  as  it  might  lawfully  be,  not  being 
contraband;  that  the  cotton  was  purchased  by  neutrals  and 
on  neutral  account,  with  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo  or  other 
money. 

"  'Jhi  this  conflict  of  evidence  we  do  not  think  ourselves  war- 
ranted in  condemning,  or  in  quite  excusing,  the  vessel  or  her 
cargo.    We  shall  therefore  affirm  the  decree  by  the  district 
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coart,  and  direct  restitution,  withoat  costs  or  expenses  to  either 
party  as  against  the  other.' 

<<This  opinion  sufficiently  states  the  facts  of  the  case  as 
appearing  by  the  evidence  in  the  prize  court,  and  those  facts 
were  not  substantially  changed  by  any  evidence  taken  before 
the  commission. 

''The  claim  before  the  commission  was  prosecuted  by  Edwin 
Gerard  as  assignee  of  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and 
as  attorney  in  fact  for  the  insurers  and  underwriters,  some  one 
hundred  and  fifty  in  number.  The  vessel  and  cargo  were  fully 
insured  against  capture  as  well  as  other  losses;  and  upon  the 
capture  the  owners  abandoned  vessel  and  cargo  to  the  under- 
writers, who  accepted  the  abandonment  and  paid  as  for  a  total 
loss.  Pending  the  case  in  the  district  court,  forty  bales  of  cot- 
ton, part  of  the  cargo,  were  sold  by  order  of  the  court,  and  the 
proceeds  paid  into  the  registry  of  the  court.  And  pending 
the  case  on  appeal  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the  vessel,  her  tackle, 
stores,  etc.,  and  the  remainder  of  her  cargo  having  been  ap- 
praised at  the  sum  of  $857,642,  United  States  currency,  were, 
by  order  of  the  court,  delivered  to  the  claimants  on  their  fur- 
nishing stipulations  in  the  said  appraised  value  with  security. 
The  claimants  claimed  the  sum  of  £35,314  16s.  9d.,  the  sum  of 
the  amounts  paid  by  the  insurers  to  the  assured  less  the  net 
salvage  obtained  by  the  sale  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and  the 
further  sum  of  $369,000,  demurrage  from  the  11th  September 
1863  to  the  15th  September  1864,  besides  interest  on  both  said 
sums. 

''The  counsel  for  the  claimant  filed,  in  No. 

^JJ^TV^  ®  391,  a  general  argument  applicable  to  the  cases 
of  the  Sir  William  Peel,  the  Dashing  Wave, 
the  Volant,  the  Science,  and  the  Geziena  Heligonda.  In  this 
argument  he  maintained  that  the  Bio  Grande  being  the  com- 
mon boundary  between  Mexico  at  peace  and  Texas  at  war 
with  the  United  States,  and  the  navigation  of  the  river  being, 
by  the  law  of  nations  as  well  as  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe 
Hidalgo,  free  and  common  to  the  citizens  of  both  republics, 
the  United  States  could  not  lawfully  blockade  that  river  so 
as  to  interfere  with  the  free  ingress  and  egress  of  neutral 
vessels  engaged  in  trade  with  Matamoras,  or  with  the  right 
of  such  vessels  to  lie  at  anchor  in  the  roadstead  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Rio  Grande,  while  engaged  in  lawfully  discharging  or 
receiving  cargoes  on  neutral  account  through  the  custom-house 
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at  Matamoras,  or  so  as  to  interfere  with  inland  trade  carried  on 
across  the  Rio  Orande,  from  Mexico  to  Texas  or  from  Texas  to 
Mexico.  That  the  British  trade  with  Matamoras  was  a  legiti- 
mate trade  according  to  established  principles  of  public  law. 
That  these  doctrines  were  fully  recognized  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the  Peterhoff  (5  Wal- 
lace, p.  28),  and  by  the  courts  of  the  United  State  in  other  cases, 
notably  that  of  the  Lahuan  in  the  district  court  of  the  south- 
ern district  of  New  York.  That  it  had  also  been  fully  recog- 
nized by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
diplomatic  correspondence  with  the  British  legation,  concern- 
ing the  cases  of  the  Lahuan^  the  Magicienne^  the  Peterhoff,  the 
8ir  William  Peel^  and  other  cases;  and  by  the  legislative 
authorities  of  the  same  in  appropriations  for  payment  of  the 
awards  in  the  cases  of  the  Labuauj  etc. 

"That,  notwithstanding  the  recognition  by  the  courts  and 
executive  and  legislative  authorities  of  the  United  States  of 
these  principles,  in  practice  they  had  been  disregarded,  and 
British  merchant  vessels,  whether  found  on  the  high  seas  and 
destined  to  the  mouth  of  the  Kio  Grande,  with  cargoes  con- 
signed to  Matamoras,  or  anchored  oft'  the  mouth  of  the  river 
and  engaged  in  good  faith  in  the  discharge  of  neutral  cargoes 
for  Matamoras,  and  in  taking  on  board  cargoes  purchased  at 
that  port  on  neutral  account,  had  been  subjected  to  capture 
and  adjudication  as  maritime  prize. 

"  That  these  captures  had  been  the  subject  of  earnest  but 
temperate  remonstrance  on  the  part  of  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, and  were  regarded  as  violations  of  the  just  maritime 
rights  of  Great  Britain,  and  as  assumptions  of  belligerent, 
power  not  warranted  by  the  law  of  nations. 

"That  the  claims  arising  out  of  these  captures  were  among 
the  most  imi)ortant  in  the  contemplation  of  Her  Majesty's 
government  in  the  establishment  of  the  Joint  High  Commis- 
sion, and  by  that  commission,  in  the  ]>rovisions  of  articles  12 
to  17  of  the  treaty  providing  for  the  establishment  and  con- 
duct of  this  commission.  That  this  commission  had  full  juris- 
diction of  the  claims  in  question,  and  to  review  and  overrule 
the  final  judgments  of  the  prize  courts  of  last  resort  of  the 
United  States. 

"  That  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  and  of  the  '  solemn  dec- 
laration' subscribed  by  the  commissioners  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty,  they  were  to  decide  each  and  all  of 
5G27— VOL.  4 45 
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the  claims  ^  according  to  justice  and  equity.'  That  this  pro- 
vision gave  to  the  present  commission  a  broader  and  more  com- 
l>rehensive  power  than  was  given  by  the  seventh  article  of  the 
treaty  of  1794  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britahi 
(S  Stats,  at  L.  121 )  to  the  commission  provided  for  by  that  arti- 
tle,  which  was  required  to  decide  the  claims  referred  to  it 
according  to  'justice,  equity,  and  the  laws  of  nations.'  That 
the  omission  of  the  last  named  element  of  the  prescribed  rule 
of  conduct  from  the  present  treaty  was  significant.  That 
under  the  present  treaty  the  judgments  of  the  American  prize 
tribunals  were  to  be  tested  in  each  ca«e  by  this  commission 
according  to  the  jirinciples  of  'justice  and  equity'  only.  That 
'whether  the  law  of  nations  justifies  those  decisions  or  not, 
unless  they  are  also  justified  in  the  conscientious  judgment  of 
the  commissioners  by  justice  and  equity,  the  compensation 
which  they  fail  to  give  must  be  awarded  to  the  parties.'  That 
'the  inquiry  is  not  limited  to  the  question  whether  the  law  of 
nations  entitled  the  claimants  to  compensation,  but  extends 
beyond  that  narrow  range,  and  its  broad  scope  is  whether  the 
parties  are  equitably  entitled,  under  all  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding the  cases,  to  receive  indemnification  for  their  losses.' 
That  it  was  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  treaty  to  con- 
fer upon  this  commission  '  a  more  extensive  jurisdiction,  and 
greater  power  to  do  justice  than  was  exercisable  by  the  prize 
courts  of  the  United  States  deciding  according  to  the  law  of 
nations.'  That  the  technical  rule  of  the  prize  courts,  that 
'  probable  cause '  not  merely  excuses,  but  in  some  cases  justi- 
fies, a  capture,  is  a  hard  rule,  '  admitted  to  be  opposed  to  the 
fundamental  ideas  of  justice  and  eciuity,'  and  'only  to  be  jus- 
tified upon  grounds  which  justify  the  extreme  severity  of  the 
other  operations  of  war.'  That  therefore  this  commission  was 
not  bound  to  refuse  damages  in  cases  of  restitution  to  the 
claimants,  even  'if  they  should  think  that  the  appellate  prize 
court  was  warranted  in  its  decision  that  there  existed,  in  the 
sense  of  the  prize  law,  probable  cause  of  capture.' 

"That  if,  however,  itshould  be  held  that  the  only  inquiry 
to  be  instituted  by  the  commission  in  such  cases  is,  '  whether 
there  were  such  reasonable  grounds  of  suspicion  as  constitute 
what  is  technically  called  probable  cause  of  capture,'  the  com- 
missioners should  nevertheless  adjudicate  according  to  their 
own  judgment  of  the  facts  and  the  law  constituting  the  foun- 
dation of  probable  cause, '  unembarrassed  by  the  special  and 
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technical  rales  of  the  prize  code.'  That  thoagh  the  commis- 
sioii  is  not  therefore  bound  by  the  principles  held  by  the  prize 
courts  in  their  adjudications,  but  has  a  larger  and  more  equit- 
able jurisdiction,  yet  the  decisions  of  prize  courts  of  the  high- 
est authority  have  established  the  duty  of  condemning  captors 
in  costs  and  damages  where  they  have  unjustly  interfered  with 
the  operation  of  lawful  neutral  commerce.  In  this  connection 
the  counsel  cited  the  cases  of  the  Ulizabeth,  I  Acton,  10;  the 
OstseCy  9  Moore's  P.  C.  R.  150;  the  GerasimOj  11  id.  88;  the 
Xeicportj  id.  187. 

"In  answer  to  these  propositions  in  the  gen- 
^v^d  Stotes  ®^*^  argumen  t  the  ('ounsel  for  the  United  States 
fully  admitted  the  propositions  as  held  and 
recognized  by  the  judicial,  executive,  and  legislative  authori- 
ties of  the  United  States,  that  the  bona  fide  trade  with  Mata- 
moras  was  a  legitimate  trade;  that  the  United  States  could 
not  lawfully  blockade  tlie  mouth  of  the  Rio  (xrande  or  the]>ort 
of  Matamoras,  or  any  other  Mexican  port,  nor  interfere  with 
the  legitimate  ingress  or  egress  of  neutral  vessels  engaged  in 
trade  with  Matamoras,  or  with  the  right  of  such  vessels  to  lie 
at  anchor  in  the  roadstead  at  the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande 
while  engaged  in  the  bona  fide  discharge  or  receiving  of  neutral 
cargoes  for  or  from  that  i>ort. 

'•  He  denied  that  in  practice  the  United  States  ha<l  violated 
these  x)rinciples  or  undertaken  to  assert  rights  inconsistent 
with  them,  but  maintained  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  State 
Department  of  the  United  States,  in  its  diplomatic  corre 
spondence,  had  recognized  their  validity;  insisting  only  that 
the  question  of  the  application  of  these  principles  to  the  facts 
of  each  particular  case  was  to  be  determined  by  the  regular 
X)rize  tribunals,  which  might  be  safely  trusted  to  do  entire 
justice  in  every  case. 

"That  the  decisions  of  those  courts  m  the  various  cases 
referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  claimant  fully  recognized 
those  principles  and  applied  them  to  the  facts  appearin'g  in 
each  case;  and  that  in  the  disposition  not  only  of  those  cases, 
but  generally  of  all  the  prize  cases  arising  during  the  war, 
those  courts  had  carefully  adhered  to  the  principles  of  inter- 
national law  as  recognized  in  the  prize  courts  of  all  civilized 
countries,  and  had  extended  to  neutral  vessels  and  cargoes  a 
degree  of  protection,  to  say  the  least,  quite  as  ample  and  com- 
plete as  tliat  afforded  by  the  prize  courts  of  Great  Britiiin 
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under  the  learaed  and  widely  known  and  recognized  decisions 
of  Sir  William  Scott  and  bis  successors  in  those  courts. 

"  He  admitted  fully  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission,  and 
their  power  and  duty  under  the  treaty  to  review  the  final  judg- 
ments of  the  prize  courts  of  ultimate  resort  of  the  resj)ective 
nations  as  not  conclusive  upon  the  respective  governments 
which  might  intervene  on  behalf  of  their  subjects  against  the 
judgments  of  those  courts,  such  jurisdiction  having  been  long 
since  fully  established  by  the  direct  decision  of  the  commission 
upon  that  question  and  not  having  since  been  disputed. 

"As  to  the  rules  and  principles  by  which  the  commission 
were  to  be  governed  in  tfteir  decisions  upon  tliese  cases,  he 
maintained  that  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  treaty,  that  the 
commissioners  should  Mmi)artially  and  carefully  examine  and 
decide,  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  and  according  to  justice 
and  equity,'  had  in  no  respect  abolished  or  changed  those 
well-settled  principles,  in  accordance  with  which  the  tribunals 
of  the  civilized  world  have  been  accustomed  to  decide  upon 
the  validity  of  captures  and  the  respective  rightj^  of  belh'ger- 
ents  and  neutrals  in  relation  to  them.  That  ^justice  and 
equity'  were  not  to  be  attained  by  a  disregard  of  judicial  prec- 
edents and  established  jirinciples  of  judicial  proceeding. 

*'That  to  adopt  the  doctrine  propounded  by  the  counsel  for 
the  claimant  wsis  to  substitute  the  mere  fancy  or  ca])rice  of  a 
tribunal  acting  without  guidance  or  authority  for  those  sound 
rules  established  and  followed  by  judicial  tribunals,  in  the 
light  of  the  learning  and  experience  of  ages,  for  the  very 
furtherance  of  'justice  and  equity.'  That  true  'justice  and 
equity'  are  recognized  by  all  judicial  tribunals,  municipal  or 
international,  as  attainable  only  by  well-defined  and  settled 
rules  and  principles  of  general  application.  That  if  this  ideiv 
is  lost  sight  of,  substantial  justice  as  well  as  substantial  equity 
is  at  an  end;  and  the  rights  of  parties  are  committed  to  the 
absolute  and  uncontrolled  will  and  caprice  of  the  judicial 
oflBcer,  instead  of  the  protection  of  the  law. 

"That  while,  therefore,  the  right  of  the  commission  to  sit  in 
judgment  upon  the  validity  and  correctness  of  the  judgments 
of  the  prize  courts  of  the  United  States  upon  these  cases  is 
not  now  questioned,  such  validity  and  correctness  are  to  be 
determined  only  in  accordance  with  the  settled  principles  of 
prize  law,  as  recognized  by  the  two  countries. 

"That  in  reviewing  the  judgments  of  the  highest  appellate 
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courts  of  either  of  the  two  conntries,  high  contracting  ]>artie8 
to  the  treaty,  the  high  reputation  of  those  courts  respectively, 
the  weight  uniformly  given  to  the  decisions  of  each  by  the 
other  and  the  rules  of  international  comity  and  mutual  respect 
dictate  that  such  judgments  are  not  to  be  rashly  or  hastily 
overniled  or  reversed ;  but  only  on  a  clear  showing  of  a  viola- 
tion of  the  rules  of  intemationol  law  in  re  minime  duhia.  That 
the  question  to  be  decided  in  these  cases  is  whether  injustice 
has  been  done  to  the  subjects  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  by  the 
judicial  tribunals  of  the  United  States;  and  that  the  commis- 
sion certainly  can  not  find  that  such  injustice  has  been  done, 
unless  they  find  that  the  well-settled  principles  of  international 
law  have  been  violated  by  those  tribunals. 

'^In  answer  to  the  propositicm  of  the  claimant's  counsel,  that 
the  rule  of  the  prize  courts  disallowing  damages  to  the  chiim 
ant  where  'probable  cause'  appears  for  the  capture,  is  one  of 
extreme  severity  as  against  the  neutral  trader,  < opposed  to  the 
fundamental  ideas  of  justice  and  equity,'  and  'a  hard  rule, 
admitted  to  be  such  by  all  writers  on  the  law  of  nations,'  the 
counsel  for  the  United  States  cited  the  language  of  Dr.  Lush- 
ington,  in  the  case  of  the  Leucade  (2  Spinks,  230),  as  follows: 

'<  *■  Lord  Stowell  administered  the  prize  law  on  great  and 
comprehensive  principles.  His  object  was  that,  on  the  whole, 
equal  justice  should  be  done  to  the  rights  of  the  belligerent 
and  the  just  claims  of  neutral  nations;  but  he  did  not  seek  in 
each  particular  case  to  do  the  nmst  perfect  justice.  Many  pas- 
sages in  his  judgments  might  be  cited  to  show  this;  whereby 
he  declared  that,  though  there  might  be  hardships  in  particu- 
lar cases,  both  to  captors  and  especially  neutrals,  yet,  on  the 
whole,  the  balance  was  in  favor  of  the  neutral  rather  than 
against  him.  Lord  Stowell  used  to  say,  though  blockade  was 
a  hardship  on  a  neutral,  and  the  right  of  search  was  a  hard- 
ship on  a  neutral,  yet  it  was  to  be  recollected  the  whole  tnvde 
was  always  open  to  them — the  carrying  trade  in  time  of  war. 
He  used  always  to  say,  and  rely  greatly  on  that  rule  of  law, 
that,  in  the  first  instance,  the  case  should  be  heard  on  the 
evidence  of  the  claiyiants  themselves,  namely,  the  ship's  papers 
and  dei)Ositions. 

"  'In  the  case  of  the  Diligentia  (I  Dods.  404),  where  the  cap- 
tors complained  of  what  Lord  Stowell  was  about  to  do,  Ijord 
Stowell  made  the  same  answer.  He  told  them,  though  they 
might  complain  in  particular  instances,  yet  he  must  adhere  to 
the  general  principle,  though  the  conse(]uences  might  press 
hard  upon  them.  Now,  no  person  ujore  readily  acknowledged 
the  truth  of  the  principle,  that  a  claimant  should  be  indemni- 
fied for  a  capture  made  without  probable  cause,  than  Lord 
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Stowell;  no  one  more  powerfully  manifested  it;  but  that  will 
necessarily  presuppose  that  the  court  is  in  i>os8ebsion  of  the 
truth. 

"  'It  is  equally  contrary  to  common  justice  that  a  captor 
should  be  mulcted  in  costs  and  damages  where  he  has  faith- 
fully performed  his  duty,  and  had,  in  truth,  adequate  cause 
for  the  seizure.  Yet  this  cause  of  seizure  might  notappearon 
the  face  of  the  depositions  and  ship's  papers.  80  it  might  be 
in  blockade  cases,  and  in  numerous  others  which  might  be 
stated.' 

'^  In  the  case  of  the  Sir  William  Feel  the  following  addi- 
tional points  were  made  on  behalf  of  the  United  States: 

"1.  That  the  vessel  and  cargo  not  having  been  charged  with 
costs  under  the  final  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  only 
question  before  the  commission  was  as  to  the  right  of  the 
owners  to  damages;  that  the  claimants  were  in  no  position  to 
make  such  claim  before  the  commission ;  that  any  right  to  dam- 
ages in  the  prize  courts  was  barred  by  the  first  decree  of  the 
district  court  of  6th  June  1864,  which  adjudged  reasonable 
cause  of  seizure,  and  that  from  this  decree  or  from  any  part  of 
it  the  claimants  had  never  appealed;  that  the  *  question  as  to 
costs  and  expenses'  reserved  by  that  decree  was  plainly  the 
question  only  whether  costs  and  expenses  should  be  alloweil 
against  the  claimants,  their  right  to  claim  costs  and  expenses 
against  the  captors  being  barred  by  the  certificate  of  'reason- 
able  cause  of  seizure'  contained  in  the  same  decree;  that  the 
claimants,  having  failed  to  appeal  from  so  much  of  this  decree 
as  certified  reasonable  cause  of  seizure,  must  be  considered, 
m  the  language  of  the  letter  of  Sir  William  Scott  and  Dr. 
NichoU  to  Mr.  Jay  (3  Phillimore,  554),  to  have  < acknowledged 
the  justice  of  the  sentence  in  that  respect,'  and  that  within 
the  rule  of  practice  already  settled  by  the  commission  the 
claimants,  having  neither  appealed  nor  rendered  any  reason 
for  not  having  appealed,  their  claim  must  be  disallowed;  that 
the  only  effect  of  the  second  decree  of  the  district  court  'of 
3d  June  1865,  from  which  the  claimants  .did  appeal,  was  to 
charge  the  claimants  with  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  captors, 
and  that  on  their  appeal  from  this  decree  they  had  had  full 
relief  by  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court;  that  it  had 
never  been  possible  for  the  Supreme  Court  to  award  damages 
in  favor  of  the  claimant  had  they  been  so  disposed,  such  dam- 
ages being  barred  by  the  certificate  of  probable  cause  in  the 
first  decree  ot  6th  June  18(>4  from  which  the  claimants  had 
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not  appealed;  that  tbe  claimants  bad  therefore  no  standing 
before  the  commission  to  claim  damages. 

^'2.  That  the  proofs  before  the  prize  court  fally  sustained 
the  finding  of  that  court  of  probable  cause;  and  that  the  depo- 
sitions of  Clark  and  Haggard,  taken  in  the  district  court,  but 
rejected  by  that  court  on  the  purely  artificial  and  technical 
rule  that  such  evidence  must  come  in  the  first  instance  from 
the  vessel  herself  and  those  on  board  of  her,  were  here  com- 
petent evidence  under  the  tei^ms  of  the  treaty,  and  entitled  to 
be  weighed  by  the  commission  without  regard  to  such  artificial 
rule  of  exclusion;  and  that  those  depositions  not  only  greatly 
strengthened  the  case  made  before  the  prize  court  as  one  of 
probable  cause,  but  in  connection  with  the  other  proofs  would 
have  amply  warranted  a  decree  of  condemnation. 

"3.  That  the  fact  that  the  vessel  was  taken  in  neutral 
waters  in  no  respect  changed  the  case  as  to  the  respective 
rights  of  captors  and  claimants.  That  in  such  case  it  was  only 
the  neutral  power  whose  waters  had  been  violated  that  had 
cause  of  complaint;  and  such  power  only  could  be  heard  to 
raise  the  question  of  violation  of  her  waters.  That  if  the 
United  States  by  this  capture  had  violated  any  rights  of  Mex- 
ico, that  was  a  question  to  be  settled  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico.  That  so  far  as  the  questions  between 
these  claimants  and  the  United  States  were  concerned,  the 
case  stood  in  all  res^iects  the  same  as  if  the  vessel  had  l>6en 
captured  upon  the  high  seas. 

"In  support  of  this  point  the  counsel  of  the  United  States 
cited  the  Purissima  Concepcion^  C  Rob.  15;  the  IJtrusco,  3  id. 
31;  the  Twee  Gebroede7'8y  \(1.  102;  the  Eliza  Anney  1  Dodson, 
244;  the  Diligentia,  id.  412;  the  Anne,  3  Wheat.  447;  2  Twiss, 
448;  the  Anna^  5  Rob.  373;  the  Vroic  Anna  CatJierina,  id.  15. 

"  4.  That  by  abandonment,  acceptance  of  the  same,  and  pay- 
ment as  for  a  total  loss,  the  entire  right  to  any  and  all  recla- 
mation for  damages  or  for  the  i>roceeds  of  the  vessel  passed 
from  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo  to  the  insurers,  and  this 
irrespective  of  the  question  of  the  illegality  of  the  contract  of 
insurance,  the  contract  being  an  executed  one  by  the  volun- 
tary act  of  the  parties.  That  these  insurers  were  not  to  be 
taken  as  parties  to  the  memorial,  which  was  that  of  Mr.  Gerard. 
That  Gerard  himself  had  derived  by  his  assignment  from  the 
owners  no  title,  their  claims  having  vested  in  the  insurers. 
And  that  if  the  assignment  to  him  would  otherwise  have  con- 
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veyed  any  interest,  it  was  voicl  as  a  champertous  contract  by 
whicli  Gerard,  an  attorney,  without  any  previous  interest  in 
the  transaction,  had  purchased  the  claim  as  a  matter  of  spec- 
ulation and  for  the  purpose  of  its  prosecution  against  the 
United  States.  That  by  the  law  of  England  the  purchase  of 
a  chose  in  action  by  an  attorney  for  the  puiiK)se  of  prosecution 
was  illegal;  that  the  same  rule  i)revailed  in  most,  if  not  all,  of 
the  United  States;  and  that  in  practice  it  ought  to  prevail  in 
international  law.  That  such  champertous  purchases  of  claims, 
void  by  the  common  law  of  both  countries,  should  not  be  recog- 
nized as  lawful  transactions,  or  be  permitted  as  the  basis  of 
claims  to  be  i)rosecuted  by  one  of  those  governments  against 
the  other. 

"5.  That  the  contracts  of  insurance  by  these  insurers  with 
the  assured  were  deliberate  contracts  to  indemnify  British 
subjects  for  the  consequences  of  atfecaii)ted  violation  of  the 
belligerent  rights  of  the  United  States;  that  such  contracts, 
when  sought  to  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
would  be  held  void  by  those  courts;  that  like  contracts,  in 
relation  to  attempted  violation  of  the  belligerent  rights  of 
Great  Britain,  if  prosecuted  in  the  courts  of  that  kingdom, 
would  be  held  void  by  her  courts;  that  therefore  in  an  inter- 
national tribunal  constituted  by  solemn  treaty  between  the 
two  governments,  tlie  comity  of  nations  and  a  proper  regard 
by  one  friendly  government  for  the  rights  of  another  should 
preclude  the  admissibility  of  such  claims.  That  these  con- 
tracts of  insurance  were  distinguishable  from  ^war  risks'  rec- 
ognized by  all  nations  as  legitimate  subjects  of  insurance,  and 
such  as  were  discussed  among  the  American  claims  before  the 
tribunal  at  Geneva;  those  were  assurances  of  the  merchant 
vessels  of  a  belligerent  against  capture  by  their  enemy,  and 
such  as  are  recognized  in  all  wars  of  maritime  nations  as  a 
permissible  and  necessary  means  to  the  preservation  of  any 
commerce  whatever  to  a  belligerent;  but  these  are  deliberate 
contracts  to  indemnify  a  neutral  who,  by  carefully  excluding 
the  M'ree  from  capture' clause,  admits  that  he  is  engaged  in 
an  attempt  to  violate  the  belligerent  rights  of  a  friendly  nation. 
That  though  the  violation  of  blockade  by  a  neutral  is  not  held 
by  international  law  to  be  strictly  a  crime,  it  is  an  unfriendly 
act,  prejudicial  to  the  character  and  interests  of  the  neutral 
government  of  which  the  violator  is  a  citizen,  and  to  her  hon- 
est and  legitimate  traders,  and  calculated  to  promote  discord 
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and  hostility  between  friendly  nations.  That  a  contract  to 
indemnify  the  citizen  of  a  neatral  government  against  the  law- 
fal  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful  act  against  a  friendly 
government,  should  never  be  made  a  gronnd  of  reclamation 
by  the  government  of  the  wrong-doer  against  the  injured  gov- 
ernment, nor  be  countenanced  by  an  international  tribunal 
organized  as  a  means  of  amicable  settlement  between  two  such 
governments. 

"On  the  part  of  the  claimants  it  was  con- 
Mrwer  or  e  ^n^g^j  j^  answer  thfit  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  had  in  eflFect  passed  upon 
all  the  questions  involved  in  the  prize  court,  and  had  finally 
adjudged  that  the  claimants  should  not  have  damages  against 
the  captors;  and  had  determined  that  the  fact  of  the  capture 
having  taken  place  in  the  waters  of  Mexico,  a  neutral  and 
friendly  nation,  did  not  make  the  capture  a  wrongful  one 
as  between  the  captors  and  the  claimants,  Mexico  not  having 
intervened.  That  on  the  proofs  in  the  case  there  were  no 
such  circumstances  of  suspicion  as  to  afford  probable  cause  of 
capture  within  the  doctrines  of  the  prize  courts.  That  if  no 
such  probable  cause  within  the  rules  of  those  courts  existed, 
it  was  plain,  from  the  proofs  before  the  commission,  that  actual 
injustice  had  been  done  to  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  cargo; 
that  the  vessel  was  engaged  in  a  legitimate  commerce;  and 
that,  according  to  justice  and  equity,  the  claimants  should  be 
reimbursed  for  the  losses  in  consequence  of  the  capture  ulti- 
mately adjudged  a  wrongful  one,  even  though  tlie  capture  were 
held  excused  by  the  doctrine  of  probable  cau^e  under  prize 
law.  That  the  capture  of  the  vessel  within  the  neutral  waters 
of  Mexico  was  in  violation  of  international  law,  and  absolutely 
illegal  and  void.  That  the  doctrine  of  the  prize  courts  that 
snch  a  capture  could  only  be  questioned  by  the  government 
whose  territory  had  been  violated,  applied  only  to  the  case  of 
an  enemy  ship  captured  in  neutral  waters  and  not  to  the  case 
of  a  neutral  vessel  so  captured.  That,  even  if  that  doctrine 
applied  in  the  last-named  case,  it  was  only  as  a  technical  rule 
of  the  prize  courts  requiring  an  intervention  there  by  the  gov- 
ernment whose  tyrritory  had  been  violated,  and  was  not  appli- 
cable in  the  case  of  an  international  tribunal,  which  should  be 
controlled  by  the  consideration  that  the  capture  was  an  illegal 
one  under  international  law. 
"The  counsel  for  the  claimant  cited  Dana's  Wheaton,  §§  171, 
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420,  428,  429,  430;  tbe  Vrow  Anna  Gatheriiia^  5  Rob.  18;  Law- 
rence's Wlieaton,  215  7i,  7L") ;  Wbeatoii on  Captures  (appendix), 
341;  the  Anne^  3  Wheat.  Rep.  435;  tbe  Bichmond^  9  Oraucb, 
102;  the  Peterhoffj  5  Wall.  28;  the  Bermuda^  3  Wall.  557. 

^<The  counsel  for  the  claimant  also  maintained  that  the 
insurers  and  underwriters  were  to  be  deemed  parties  to  the 
memorial  by  Mr.  Gerard,  as  their  attorney  in  fact;  that  the  a«- 
sig^nment  to  Gerard  was  a  valid  one;  and  that  the  contracts  of 
insurance  were  also  valid  and  entitled  to  recognition  and  pro- 
tection under  international  law. 

"The  commission  (Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer 
^  ^\mm  *  ""  dissenting)  gave  the  claimants  an  award  for 
$272,920.  I  am  advised  that  the  award  was 
placed  by  ttie  majority  of  the  commission  on  the  ground  that 
the  capture  within  the  neutral  waters  of  Mexico  was  absolutely 
illegal  and  void,  and  that  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  make 
reclamation  on  that  ground,  irrespective  of  any  qaestion  of 
complaint  or  intervention  on  the  part  of  Mexico. 

"The brig Da«/iin<;  Wave;  Charles LeQuesne 
CaseoftjejDashmg  ^^  ^^^  ^^    3^^^  claimants  for  vessel;  Edwin 

Gerard,  No.  244;  Simpson  &  Pitman,  No.  396; 
McDowell  &  llalliday,  No.  397;  The  Thames  &  Mersey  Insur- 
ance Company  (limited).  No.  427,  and  the  British  and  Foreign 
Marine  Insurance  Company  (limited)  et  al,,  No.  428,  claimant^ 
for  cargo. 

"  This  vessel  was  captured  while  at  anchor  off  the  mouth  of 
the  Kio  Grande  on  the  5th  November  18G3;  was  taken  into  the 
port  of  New  Orleans  and  there  libeled  in  the  United  States 
district  court.  A  decree  was  made  in  that  court  IGth  June 
18G4  adjudging  restitution  of  the  vessel  to  the  claimants;  from 
which  decree  the  United  States  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court. 
Further  ])rocecding8  were  had  in  tlie  district  court  on  the 
question  of  costs  and  damages,  and  on  the  3d  June  1865  a 
decree  was  made  adjudging  that  the  costs  and  charges  conse- 
quent upon  the  capture  be  paid  by  the  claimants,  and  that 
damages  be  refused  to  them. 

"From  this  decree  the  claimants  appealed  to  the  Supreme 
Court.  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  district 
court  restoring  the  vessel  and  cargo,  but  directed  that  the 
costs  and  expenses  consequent  upon  the  capture  be  ratably 
apportioned  between  the  vessel  and  the  shipment  of  coin  here- 
inafter named,  and  that  the  residue  of  the  cargo  be  exempted 
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from  contribution.  The  district  court  (let4'rinined,  upon  the 
proofs,  that  the  vessel  when  captured  was  anchored  south  of 
the  line  dividing  (he  waters  of  the  Rio  Grande,  and  was  tliere- 
fore  in  neutral  waters. 

"The  Supreme  Court  held,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  proofs 
clearly  showed  her  to  have  been  anchored  north  of  the  division 
line  above  named  and  within  the  waters  of  Texas,  then  in 
possession  of  the  enemies  of  the  United  States.  The  case  in 
the  Supreme  Court  is  reported  in  5th  Wallace,  pages  170  to 
178;  to  which  report  reference  is  made  for  the  statement  of 
the  peculiar  facts  of  the  case.  No  proofs  were  made  before 
the  commission  substantially  changing  the  facts  as  there 
stated. 

"  Many  of  the  questions  involved  in  this  case  were  identical 
with  those  involved  in  the  case  of  the  Sir  William  Peel  above 
reported,  and  therefore  need  not  be  again  stated. 

*'  Edwin  Gerard,  No.  2*44,  claimed  as  assignee  of  the  insurers 
of  Messrs.  F.  De  Lizardi  &  Co.,  the  alleged  owners  of  12,0(K) 
British  sovereigns,  a  portion  of  the  cargo  upon  which,  together 
with  the  vessel,  the  cost  and  expenses  consequent  upon  the 
capture  were  apportioned  by  the  decree  of  theSuprenie  Court. 

"Simpson  &  Pitman,  No.  390,  and  McDowell  &  Halliday, 
No.  397,  claimants  as  owners  respectively  of  parts  of  the 
cargo  exempted  from  contribution  by  the  final  decree,  claimed 
damages  by  the  depreciation  of  the  cargo  during  its  deten- 
tion, and  for  costs  and  expenses  to  which  they  had  been 
subjected. 

"The  insurance  companies,  Nos.  427  and  428,  claimed  respec- 
tively as  insurers  of  portions  of  the  cargo  in  like  manner  ex- 
empted from  contribution  and  which  had  been  duly  abandoned 
to  them  as  insurers,  and  payments  made  by  them  respectively 
as  upon  a  total  loss. 

"Upon  the  two  last-named  claims  of  the  insurance  com- 
X)anies,  questions  were  raised  on  the  i)art  of  the  United  States, 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  of  insurance  in  the  same  re- 
gard reported  above  in  the  case  of  the  Sir  William  Peel,  and 
also  as  to  the  right  of  the  insurance  companies  to  recover  in 
respect  of  portions  of  the  cargo  owned  by  i)ersons  not  appear- 
ing to  have  been  British  subjects.  This  last-named  question 
was  subsequently  more  distinctly  raised  and  passed  ui>on  in 
the  case  of  the  Circassian,  and  will  be  hereafter  rei)orted  under 
that  case. 

"  The  commission  unanimously  disallowed  all  the  claims. 
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"  The  brig  Volantj  John  Amy  et  aZ.,  No.  388, 
Caseofthe^Voiant"  claimants  for  vessel;  Edwin  Gerard,  No.  245, 
claimant  for  cargo. 

"  This  vessel  was  captured  on  the  5th  November  J  863,  at  the 
month  of  the  Rio  Grande,  taken  into  the  port  of  New  Orleans, 
and  there  libeled.  By  a  decree  rendered  on  the  11th  June 
1864,  the  district  court  condemned  the  vessel  and  cargo  as  law- 
ful prize.  From  this  decree  the  claimants  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  which  court  reversed  the  decree  of  condem- 
nation, but  held  that  the  capture  was  justified  by  'probable 
cause,'  and  adjudged  restitution  of  the  vessel  on  payment  of 
costs  and  charges.  The  case  is  reported  in  the  Supreme  Court 
in  5th  Wallace,  pp.  179,  180.  It  appeared  that  the  vessel, 
when  captured,  was  anchored  within  Texan  waters. 

"The  claimants  in  No.  388  claimed  as  owners  of  the  vessel 
for  reimbursement  of  the  costs  and  charges  paid  by  them, 
and  for  damages  by  the  detention  of  the  vessel. 

"Mr.  Gerard,  in  No.  245,  claimed,  as  assignee  of  the  insurers 
of  the  cargo  to  whom  the  same  had  been  abandoned,  and  who 
had  paid  as  for  a  total  loss,  about  $40,000,  besides  interest,  for 
depreciation  of  cargo  after  the  seizure,  including  the  value  of 
ninety-three  cases  of  brandy,  alleged  to  have  been  abstracted 
from  the  vessel  while  in  custody  of  the  officers  of  the  district 
court. 

"  The  questions  involved  in  respect  to  this  vessel  are  sub- 
stantially covered  by  the  report  of  the  foregoing  case  of  the 
Sir  William  Peel  and  by  the  report  of  the  case  in  otli  Wallace. 

"The  claim  of  Amy  and  others.  No.  388,  in  respect  of  the 
vessel,  was  unanimously  disallowed  by  the  commission. 

"  In  the  case  of  Mr.  Gerard,  No.  245,  the  commission  made 
an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  $1,785,  Mr.  Commissioner 
Gurney  dissenting.  I  am  adt^ised  that  this  award  was  made 
in  respect  of  the  brandy  abstracted  while  in -charge  of  the 
officers  of  the  district  court;  and  that  the  other  claims  for  dam- 
ages in  the  case  were  disallowed. 

"  The  bark  Science^  Thomas  E.  Angell  and 
Cueof  the  "Science."  others,  claimants  No.  391. 

"This  vessel  was  captured  at  the  same  time 
and  place  with  the  Dashing  Wave  and  the  Volunty  libeled  in 
the  same  court,  and  the  same  decrees  entered  respectively  as 
m  the  case  of  the  Dashing  Wave^  and  the  same  appeals  taken 
by  the  respective  parties  to  the  Supreme  Court.    That  court 
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affirmed  both  judgments  of  the  district  court  restoring  the 
vessel  and  charging  ber  with  the  costs  and  exi)enses  of 
capture,  finding  upon  the  proofs  that  she  was,  when  captured, 
anchored  within  Texan  waters,  and  that  no  excuse  api>eared 
for  her  being  there.  The  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  is 
reported  in  5th  Wallace,  pages  178, 179. 

"  The  counsel  for  the  claimants,  in  addition  to  the  points 
above  cited  in  the  case  of  the  Sir  William  Peii  ai>plicable  to 
this  case,  contended  that  the  capture  was  one  made  in  bad 
faith;  that  the  Science  had  arrived  off  the  month  of  the  Kio 
Grande  on  the  11th  August;  that  immediately  on  her  arrival 
she  was  boarded  by  an  officer  of  a  United  States  blockading 
vessel,  who  examined  her  papers  and  inspected  her  cargo,  and 
permitted  her  to  anchor  and  discharge  her  outward  cargo  and 
tiike  on  board  a  large  portion  of  her  return  cargo;  that  the 
only  allegation  made  by  the  c^apturing  officer  was  that  her 
outward  cargo  had  included  cloth  of  the  character  and  descrip- 
tion used  for  Confederate  uniforms;  that  this  allegation  con- 
stituted no  ground  of  capture,  and  even  if  originally  it  might 
have  afforded  probable  cause  of  capture,  it  certainly  could 
not  after  the  vessel  had  been  allowed  to  lie  three  months  in 
the  offing  and  take  on  board  a  valuable  cargo  of  over  300 
bales  of  cotton;  that  the  fact  of  her  being  at  anchor  within 
Texan  waters,  if  it  existed,  did  not  of  itself  constitute  probable 
cause,  there  being  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion of  violation  of  the  blockade;  that,  by  international  law 
and  under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  the  roadstead  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Kio  Grande  was  an  open  roadstead,  where 
neutral  vessels  trading  with  Matamoras  had  a  right  to  lie  at 
anchor,  whether  north  or  south  of  the  conventional  line  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  established  by  that  treaty;  and 
that  the  United  States  could  no  more  lawfully  interfere  with 
the  enjoyment  of  that  right  than  they  could  with  the  right  of 
vessels  in  course  of  the  same  trade  to  navigate  the  mouth  and 
current  of  the  river;  that  tlie  right  to  the  navigation  of  the 
Kio  Grande  included  the  right  to  the  means  without  which 
surh  navigation  could  not  be  reasonably  enjoyed — among  oth- 
ers, the  right  to  moor  in  the  roadstead  at  its  mouth;  that,  even 
if  the  United  States  could  claim  an  exclusive  right  to  occupy 
the  waters  north  of  this  lino  for  the  purpose  of  blockade, 
a  vessel  honestly  engaged  in  trade  with  Matamoras,  and 
anchoring  for  that  purpose  on  the  Texan  side  of  the  line,  was 


3952  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

entitled  to  notice  or  warning  before  it  could  be  treated  as 
intruding  on  forbidden  ground,  and  that  a  seizure  without 
such  notice  was  unjustifiable;  that,  in  fact,  the  proofs  failetl  to 
establish  that  the  vessel  was  lying  north  of  the  dividing  line, 
and  that  the  blocktwling  vessels,  by  omitting  to  apprise  her 
that  she  anchored  in  a  place  which  they  deemed  an  improper 
one,  and  by  permitting  her  to  be  there  and  take  on  board  her 
return  cargo,  were  estopped  to  allege  that  her  position  was  an 
unlawful  one. 

"The  claimant's  counsel  cited  the  Terecita^  6  Wall.  180; 
Madeiros  %\  Kill,  8  Bing.  231;  bailor  v.  Taylor,  9  Barn.  & 
Ores.  718;  Carringtou  v.  Merchants'  Insurance  Company,  8 
Peters,  517;  Mr.  Jefferson's  paper  on  the  navigation  of  the 
Mississippi,  1  Am.  State  Papers,  254. 

"On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended  that  the 
Scietwe  and  the  other  vessels  of  her  class  could  not  enter  by 
reason  of  their  draught  of  water,  and  never  attempted  to  enter 
the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande  or  to  reach  the  port  of  Mata- 
moras ;  that,  conceding  her  full  right  to  navigate  that  river  and 
the  waters  through  which  its  mouth  was  to  be  approached,  and 
even  for  that  purpose  to  i)as8  over  the  blockaded  waters  of  the 
Confederate  States,  it  did  not  follow  that  she  had  the  right, 
for  her  own  convenience  and  for  the  delivery  of  her  cargo  into 
the  lighters,  to  cast  anchor  within  those  blockaded  wat-ers,  and 
there  lie  for  weeks  in  a  position  from  which  access,  by  means 
of  lighters  to  the  blockaded  coast,  was  easier,  by  night  or  by 
day,  than  that  to  the  neutral  port  for  which  her  cargo  professed 
to  be  destined;  that  the  United  States  were  lawfully  entitled 
to  blockade,  and  did  blbckade  the  seacoast  of  Texas,  and  that 
such  blockade  would  be  wholly  nugatory  if  a  vessel  in  the 
condition  of  the  Science  could  claim  and  exercise  the  right  to 
cast  anchor  within  the  blockaded  waters  and  within  three 
miles  of  the  enemy's  coast,  from  which  it  was  evident  that  she 
could,  with  great  facility,  hold  communication  with  that  coast. 

"The  commission  awarded  to  the  claimant  the  sum  of  $45,684, 
Mr.  Commissioner  Frazer  dissenting." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Hale's 
Report  100-114.     See  also  Howard's  Report,  102, 107, 114, 118, 120. 

Mr.  Frazer  delivered,  in  the  cases  of  the  Sir  IVilliam 
Mr.  Fraae^g  diasent-  p^i  ^^^  Volant,  and  the  Science,  the  following  dissent- 
ing opinion.         ... 
^    *^  lug  opinion : 

**  1.  The  remarks  made  in  the  general  argument  for  the  claimants  urging 
that  claims  of  this  character  were  intended  to  be  referred  to  this  commiB- 
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flion  by  Article  XII.  of  the  treaty,  seem  niiuecesHary,  inasmnoh  as  onr  jiiria- 
diction  of  the  cases  is  not  qacstioned,  and  can  not  be. 

''If  it  is  intended  to  infer  that  there  mnst  be  an  award  of  damages,  from 
the  fact  that  ther^  is  jurisdiction,  I  can  not  a<lmit  the  inference.  Jurisdic- 
tion is  merely  the  power  to  hear  and  decide,  and  necessarily  involves  the  duty 
of  deciding  favorably  or  adversely  as  the  circumstances  shall  warrant. 

'*  2.  In  like  manner  the  somewhat  extended  remarks  of  the  general  argu- 
ment to  establish  that  bona  fide  trade  with  the  Mexican  x>ort  of  Matamoras 
was  not  a  violation  of  the  blockade,  and  conld  not  lawfully  be  reached  by 
the  blockade,  may  be  put  out  of  the  case.  No  such  thing  was  ever,  for  a 
moment,  pretended  by  the  United  States.  If,  however,  it  is  intended  to 
suggest  the  inference  that  damages  must  be  awarded  for  these  captures 
because  it  was  adjudged  that  these  vessels  were  in  fact  engaged  in  that 
bona  fide  trade,  then  I  deny  the  inference.  The  reason  is  a  good  one  for 
discharging  the  vessel,  but  it  has  little  to  do  with  the  question  whether 
damages  should  be  given.  That  depends  upon  the  inquiry,  was  there  good 
apparent  cause  for  making  the  capture. 

"3.  In  view  of  the  instructions  to  the  blockading  fleets  (satisfactory  to 
Lord  Kussell),  of  the  contemporaneous  disavowals  of  Mr.  Seward,  and  of 
the  uniform  decisions  of  the  American  prize  courts,  there  is  no  warrant 
for  the  assumption  (p.  21)  that '  these  captures  were  intended  to  affect  the 
trade  between  Great  Britain  and  Mexico.' 

*'4.  The  doctrine  that  this  commission  may,  by  its  decisions,  disregard 
the  law  of  nations,  in  deference  to  whatever  undefined  notions  of  'equity 
and  jnstice'  the  several  members  of  the  commission  may  happen  to  enter- 
tain from  time  to  time,  is  to  me  a  very  great  surprise.  It  brings  to  mind 
the  remark  of  an  eminent  English  law  judge,  resisting  the  establishment 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  equity  in  that  country,  to  the  eflect 
that  decisions  in  equity  depende<l  npoi^  the  individual  conscience  of  who- 
soever happened  to  be  chancellor,  and  were  therefore  as  uncertain  as  the 
length  of  the  chancellor*s  arm  or  foot !  From  such  equity  as  that  he  might 
well  have  wished  the  deliverance  of  his  countrj?.  The  injustice  of  his  re- 
proach is,  however,  seen  in  the  fact  that  '  equity  follows  the  law' — abides 
by  it — not  only  obeys  but  maintains  it,  and  administers  justice  according 
to  a  system  of  known  and  established  principles  sanctioned  by  precedent ; 
that  it  does  not  depend  npon  the  individual  conscience  of  the  judge. 

"What  is  the  law  of  nations  which  it  is  insisted  this  conmiission  may 
disregard?  All  definitions  of  it  are  in  accord,  substantially,  and  none 
of  them  better  than  Blackstone's,  '  that  w^hich  regulates  the  conduct  and 
mutual  intercourse  of  independent  states  with  each  other  by  reason  and 
natural  justice."  It  is  the  natnral  law  applied  to  nations  in  their  relations 
with  each  other,  so  far  as  they  have  consented  that  it  shall  be  thus  applied. 
It  is  wanting  m  some  of  the  essentials  of  strict  law,  however;  it  is  not 
prescribed  by  a  common  superior,  and  its  only  sanction  is  the  public 
opinion  of  Christendom.  Nor  is  it  a  complete  code  having  an  established 
rule  for  all  questions  that  may  arise.  It  is  yet  in  the  period  of  its  growth ; 
but  whenever  it  does  speak  it  utters  the  rule  which  the  wisdom  of  the 
nations  has  by  common  consent  found  to  be  most  in  consonance  with 
reason  and  natural  justice.  When  it  gives  a  rule  for  the  government  of  a 
given  cas%,  it  furnishes  the  full  measure  of  international  obligation  in 
that  oaae— is  the  only  standard  by  which  conduct  in  that  case  can  be 


3954  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

properly  tested.  I  n  other  words,  i  t  ascertains  what  is  '  eqn ity  and  j  astice ' 
between  natioos. 

"If  seeking  to  pay  a  compliment  to  the  eminent  men  who  negotiated 
the  treaty,  I  think  one  would  hardly  choose  to  say,  'they  authorized  the 
mixed  commission  at  will  to  substitute  for  the  rules  of  right  which  have 
been  sanctioned  1>y  all  Christian  powers  and  the  courts  of  both  countries 
the  individual  notions  of  the  commissioners  thereafter  to  be  chosen.' 

''The  application  sought  of  the  proposition  alluded  to  is,  in  substance, 
that,  though  the  facts  before  the  prize  court  fully  justified  its  judgments, 
according  to  the  international  law  as  oven  the  British  courts  would  them- 
selves declare  it  to-day,  yet  this  commission  may,  upon  some  imaginary 
ground  of  equity,  be  bound  nevertheless  to  award  damages.  I  can  only 
say  that  no  such  result  can  occur  here,  except  over  the  most  emphatic  and 
decided  dissent  with  which  I  can  oppose  it. 

"The  Science  (No.  391)  was  found  at  anchor  in  the  roadstead  outside  the 
mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande,  within  less  than  a  marine  league  of  the  Texas 
shore,  which  was  blockaded.  Her  outward  cargo,  then  discharged,  had 
consisted  in  part  of  Confederate  gray  cloth  (290  bales).  She  was^  in  fact^ 
consigned  to  Matamoras,  and  really  ha<l  discharged  her  cargo  there.  Mata- 
moras  was  forty  miles  up  the  river.  The  Texas  shore  Was  accessible  and 
less  than  two  and  a  half  miles  distant.  Captured  November  5,  1863;  had 
been  there  since  August  12. 

"The  Dashing  Ware  (No.  395)  was  found  at  anchor  near  the  Science,  but 
further  within  American  waters.  No  part  of  her  cargo  was  war  material. 
There  were,  however,  two  boxes  (£12,000)  of  gold  coin,  £7,000  of  which 
belonged  to  one  Caldwell,  whose  nationality  was  unknown,  but  it  is 
evident  he  was  not  British.  It  appeared  from  papers  on  board  that  at 
his  request  Lizardi  &  Co.,  British  merchants,  shipped  it  as  theirs,  the 
bill  of  lading  (p.  193)  containing  the  unusnal  recital  that  it  was  'all 
British  property.'  She  had  discharged  no  part  of  her  cargo.  Caldwell 
had  re(]uested  this  shipment  to  be  made  by  Lizardi  &  Co.,  as  their  prop- 
erty, in  their  name,  with  £5,000  to  be  advanced  by  them  to  him,  if  their 
consijrnee  at  Matamoras  approved  of  proposed  investments  of  it.  He  had 
specially  requested  that  it  be  insured,  'including  the  war  risk'  (p.  200). 
She  was,  in  fact,  bound  for  Matamoras. 

"Caldwell  made  no  claim,  but  a  claim  was  made  on  behalf  of  Lizardi 
&  Co.  for  the  whole  £12,000,  averring  that  'no  other pei-sons  are  interested 
therein,'  and  sworn  to  by  their  attorney.  Also,  in  the  same  behalf  and  to 
the  same  broad  extent,  by  Armando  Brothers,  to  whom  the  consignee  had 
indorsed  the  bill  of  lading. 

"  The  Volant  (No.  388)  was  captured  in  American  waters,  the  same  as  the 
Scictice  and  the  Dashing  Ware,  loaded  by  the  same  brokers  who  loaded  the 
Science,  and  had  Confederate  gray  cloth  (15  bales),  being  balance  of  invoice 
sent  by  Science.  The  remainder  of  her  cargo  was  blankets,  shoes  and 
woolen  stockings,  and  brandy.  She  had  not  discharged  her  cargo.  The 
invt>ice  on  board  described  the  cloth  (p.  73)  as  four  bales  blue  mixed,  one 
dark  mixed,  ten  sky  bine.  It  seems  that  the  whole  was  mixed,  no  sky  blue 
whatever.     The  manifest  showed  boots,  but  no  shoes. 

"The  Sir  William  Peel  (No.  243)  was  captured  at  the  mouth  of  the  Rio 
(irande,  in  Mexican  waters.  She  had  been  there  about  three  months. 
Her  cargo,  as  per  manifest,  had  been  niobtly  discharged  at  Matamoras, 
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and  she  had  taken  90i  bales  of  cotton,  part  of  her  return  cargo.  She  had 
two  25-poQnd  guns  mounted,  couttiderablo  ammnnition,  small  arms,  toma- 
hawks, cutlasses,  etc.,  for  boarding;  engines  six  feet  below  water  line 
Burden,  1,044  tons.    Signal  lights  were  on  her  at  night. 

''A  Confederate  officer,  it  was  sworn,  claimed  to  have  received  arms  from 
her,  landed  on  the  coast  of  Texas  at  night;  and  this  was  not  contradicted, 
though  there  was  opportunity.  There  is  other  strong  inculpatory  evidence, 
which  Ih,  however,  contradicted,  tending  to  show  both  the  inward  and  out- 
ward cargoes  to  have  been  Confederate  property. 

''  The  question  in  all  these  cases  is,  whether  or  not  there  was  probable 
cause  for  capture.  The  cargo  of  each  of  them  was  adapted  to  the  Texan 
market,  and  there  is  little  doubt  that  it  was  expected  ultimately  to  find 
sale  there,  whether  first  to  enter  into  the  general  stock  of  Matamoras,  or 
merely  to  observe  the  form  of  passing  through  that  place  in  transit  to 
Texas. 

''It  seems  from  the  evidence  that  the  merchandise  unladen  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Rio  Grande  for  Matamoras  was  conveyed  to  the  latter  place  either 
in  small  steamers  by  the  river,  or  in  wagons  by  land.  It  seems  also  that 
this  land  transportation  by  wagons  was  likewise  practicable  on  the  Texab 
side  from  the  coast  at  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

"  It  was  a  matter  of  notoriety  that  enormous  supplies  of  military  as  well 
as  other  goods  for  consumption  in  the  Confederacy  had  been  introduced 
through  Texas  direct,  until  the  blockade  of  that  coast  was  made  effective, 
and  afterwards  through  Matamoras.  It  was  equally  notorious  that  there 
was  in  Texas  a  great  demand  for  such  goods  when  these  vessels  were 
seized;  and  that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  rebel  authorities  to  ship  cotton 
abroad  rather  than  sell  it  at  home. 

''These  considerations  are  mentioned  to  show  the  strong  temptations 
which  existed  to  introduce  goods,  and  especially  arms  and  ammunition 
(which  could  not  go  through  Matamoras)  into  Texas  direct.  And  if 
accomplished,  it  would  avoid  Mexican  custom-house  scrutiny,  duties, 
charges,  and  detentions,  and  all  the  inconveniences  which  flow  from  cir- 
cuitous and  indirect  methods. 

"  Inasmuch  as  watchful  Federal  cruisers  were  present  almost  constantly, 
any  attempt  by  day  to  put  goods  upon  the  Texas  shore  would  have  been 
too  hazardous  for  probable  success.  If  done  at  all,  it  must  have  been  under 
cover  of  darkness  and  in  small  quantities  at  a  time  and  by  the  use  of 
small  boats.  This  would  consume  time,  and  would  be  greatly  facilitated 
by  nearness  of  the  ship  to  the  Texas  shore. 

"The  Science,  The  foregoing  observations  apply  in  all  these  cases. 
With  a  burden  of  only  300  tons,  the  length  of  her  visit  (nearly  three 
months)  was  of  itself  remarkable.  She  had  the  strong  temptation  to 
violate  the  blockade,  and  she  had  placed  herself  so  near  the  Texas  shore 
that  she  had  the  opportunity  to  do  it.  These  circninstances  of  suspicion 
she  created  and  did  not  explain.  If  a  ship  may  thus  put  herself  so  near 
a  blockaded  shore  for  months,  where,  under  cover  of  the  night,  she  can 
land  her  cargo  upon  it,  and  this  without  any  peril  or  cause  of  suspicion, 
then,  indeed,  the  right  of  blockade  is  less  valuable  to  a  belligerent  than 
I  believe  it  to  be. 

"I  am  thus  led  to  the  conclusion  not  merely  that  the  judgment  of  the 
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Supreme  Court  in  the  caae  of  the  Science  was  not  clearly  wrong,  but  that 
that  judgment  was  clearly  right. 

"The  Dashing  Ware.  The  foregoing  remarks  apply  with  equal  force  to 
the  case  of  the  Danhing  Wave,  except  that  she  had  but  recently  arrived 
at  the  place  where  she  was  seized;  and  in  this  case  there  is  superadded 
the  facts  concerning  the  coin  of  Caldwell.  A  Mexican  would  have  no  oc- 
casion thus  to  conceal  his  ownership.  A  Mexican  would  not  have  feared 
to  make  claim  in  the  prize  court.  He  was  either  Mexican  or  Confe<leratc^ 
for  his  country  had  political  troubles.  The  conclusion  is  difficult  to  «avoiil 
that  he  was  an  enemy  and  his  property  liable  to  capture,  contaminating 
all  that  belonged  really  to  Lizardi  &  Co. 

''  I  perceive  no  error  in  the  Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  this  case, 
except  in  its  failure  to  condemn  the  coin  as  lawful  prize. 

•'The  Volant  is  a  case  much  like  the  Dashing  Ware,  There  was  no  simu- 
lated ownership  of  cargo,  but  there  was  an  apparent  effort  to  mislead  by 
the  invoice  as  to  the  cloth — to  conceal  the  fact  that  it  was  Confederate 
g«ay. 

"  I  see  no  sufficient  reason  to  hold  in  this  that  the  judgment  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  was  wrong. 

**The  Sir  William  Peel  diff'ers  from  the  other  cases  in  the  fact  that  she 
was  captured  in  Mexican  waters,  where  she  had  a  right  to  l)e;  though  it 
seems  from  the  evidence  tliat  she  had  previously  been  in  Texan  waters. 
Ill  all  other  respects  the  case  is  stronger  against  the  ship  than  in  either  of 
the  others.  It  is  only  by  giving  her  the  benefit  of  doubts  that  I  can  say 
slie  should  not  have  been  condemned.  I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that 
there  was  abundant  reason  for  seizing  her  and  sending  her  in  for  adjudi- 
cation. 

''That  she  was  taken  in  Mexican  waters  was  a  violation  of  the  sover- 
eignty of  Mexico,  but  not  of  the  rights  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  which  could 
not  be  interposed  for  their  protection  except  by  Mexico,  was  the  doctrine 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court.  I  think  the  proi>osition  is  fully  supported  by 
reason  and  the  principles  of  justice,  and  that  it  is  a  sound  principle  of 
international  Jaw,  best  in  accord  with  the  adjudged  cases.'' 

On  the  question  of  the  assessment  of  damages  in  the  case  of  the  Sir 
William  Peel,  Mr.  Vrazer  delivered  the  following  dissenting  opinion : 

"Concerning  the  assessment  of  damages  in  the  case  of  the  tSir  William 
Peel  (the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  being 
deemed  erroneous  by  my  colleagues),  I  felt  constrained  to  dissent  upon  an 
important  point. 

"  The  ship  and  nearly  all  the  cargo  having  been  restored,  it  was  material 
to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  property  so  restored  .it  the  date  of  restitntiou. 
If  it  was  then  worth  as  much  as  when  captured,  the  only  legitimate  dam- 
ages, it  seemed  to  me,  would  be  its  use  during  the  period  of  detention, 
together  with  costs  and  expenses.  The  value,  I  thought,  should  be  taken 
at  the  time  and  place  of  restitution,  and  not  at  a  different  time.  It  had 
been  ascertained  at  that  time  by  an  appraisement  by  the  prize  court,  one 
of  the  appraisers  being  an  agent  of  the  claimants.  This  appraisc^meut 
was  in  round  numbers,  in  gold,  £67,500.  Hut  the  claimants  chose,  at 
very  great  expense,  to  take  thc^  property  to  Kngland,  where  they  sold  it, 
realizing  only  £39,600;  from  which  has  been  deducted  all  expensea  of 
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removal  to  England,  insurance,  and  other  expenses  of  its  preservation  and 
care  after  restitntion  (a  very  considerable  aggregate)  and  these  net  pro- 
ceeds, deducted  from  the  value  at  the  time  of  capture,  have  been  taken  as  a 
part  of  the  damages  awarded.  I  could  not  resist  the  conclusion  that  the 
cluiroantH  had,  after  restitution,  sacrificed  the  property  for  but  little  more 
than  half  its  value;  and  I  could  not  agree  that  the  United  States  should 
Slider  that  loss.  It  constitutes  about  three-fourths  of  the  large  sum 
awarded  in  the  case." 

In  the  case  of  the  Dutch  brig  Geziena  Heligonda,  Walter  Easton,  trustee, 
claimant,  No.  390,  the  claim  was  disallowed  apparently  on  the  ground 
that,  although  the  vessel  was  ostensibly  on  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to 
Matamoras  and  back,  she  wus,  when  captured,  seeking  to  enter  the  block- 
aded port  of  Brazos  Santiago,  in  Texas  (Hale's  Report,  127;  Howard's 
Report,  123). 

7.  Sale  of  Belligerent  Ship  in  Neutral  Port. 

Ca«,ofthe*^Geoigia."  " "^^^  steanisbip  Georgia,  m^^^d.  Bates, 
M.  P.,  claimant,  No.  429. 
'•The  memorial  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  recited  that  the 
Georgia  wa«  an  armed  vessel  of  the  Confederate  States;  that 
she  came  into  the  port  of  Liverpool  on  or  about  the  2d  May 
1864;  \\i\A  there  disarmed  and  advertised  for  sale;  and  that 
the  claimant,  on  the  2d  June  1864  purchased  her  without  any 
armament,  and  paid  for  her  in  good  faith  the  sum  of  £15,000 
sterling,  ber  full  value  at  the  time  of  the  purchase;  that  he 
immediately  changed  her  internal  arrangements  to  fit  her  for 
use  as  a  merchant  steamer,  and  on  the  18th  July  1864  char- 
tered her  to  the  Portuguese  Government  for  a  voyage  to  Lis- 
bon, Portugal,  having  spent  a  large  sum  of  money  in  the 
alterations  and  fittings  to  adapt  her  for  carrying  passengers 
and  cargo  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  charter  party;  that 
under  the  charter  party  the  vessel  was  laden  by  the  Portu- 
guese Government  with  coals  for  the  use  of  the  vessel,  and 
duly  cleared  at  Liverpool  on  her  voyage  to  Lisbon;  that  while 
pursuing  that  voyage,  <  in  a  peaceable  manner  and  in  violation 
of  no  law  whatsoever,'  she  was  unlawfully  captured  on  the 
high  seas  by  the  United  States  ship  of  war  Niagara;  was 
taken  into  the  port  of  Boston,  there  libelled  in  the  United 
States  district  court,  and  condemned  as  lawful  prize;  that  an 
appeal  was  taken  from  the  decree  of  the  district  court  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  which  on  the  hearing 
affirmed  the  decree  of  condemnation.  The  claimant  claimed 
an  award  for  £27,654,  besides  interest. 
<'To  this  meu^orial  t^e  United  States  demurred  as  setting 
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forth  iio  valid  claim  against  the  United  States;  *n  that  the 
memorial  showed  the  vessel  to  have  been  an  armed  vessel  of 
war  of  the  so-called  Confederate  States  of  America,  which 
were,  daring  the  whole  period  of  the  transactions  set  forth  in 
the  memorial,  at  war  with  the  United  States;  that  she  entered 
the  neutral  port  of  Liverpool  in  her  character  as  such  armed 
vessel  of  war,  and  was  there  purchased  by  the  claimant,  her 
armament  having  been  first  removed,  with  full  knowledge  of 
her  former  character  as  such  vessel  of  war,  belonging  to  a 
l)ower  at  war  with  the  United  States;  that  such  purchase  car- 
ried no  title  to  the  claimant  as  against  the  United  States  or 
as  against  their  right  to  capture  the  vessel  as  a  vessel  of  war; 
and  that  her  subsequent  capture  by  the  United  States,  as  set 
forth  in  the  memorial,  was  a  lawful  and  valid  capture,  and  the 
vessel  was  properly  and  lawfully  condemned  by  the  prize 
courts, 

"  The  counsel  for  the  United  States  submitted  the  case  on 
demurrer  on  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  delivered  on 
the  affirmance  of  the  decree  of  condemnation  (7  Wall.  32)  and 
without  further  argument. 

"  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  counsel  filed  an  argument  in  be- 
half of  the  claimant,  in  which  he  contended  that  the  doctrine 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  establishing  liability  of  the 
vessel  to  capture  after  her  disarmament  and  sale  was  unsound 
and  unsnstained  by  the  authorities  cited  in  the  opinion.  He 
cited  and  discussed  the  authorities  cited  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  its  opinion,  to  wit:  The  Minerva^  C  Kob.  397;  the  Baltic, 
11  Moore's  P.  C.  R.  145;  Story's  Notes  on  the  Principles  and 
Practice  of  Prize  Courts,  63;  Wildman,  vol.  2,  p.  90;  and  con- 
tended that  these  authorities  did  not  sustain  the  conclusions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  on  which  the  decree  of  affirmance  was 
based. 

"  The  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed." 

AnuTican  and  British  Claims  CoiiimiHsion,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871;  Arti- 
cle XII.  Hale's  Report^  139.     See  also  Howard's  Report,  153. 


8,  Miscellaneous  Cases. 
"This  claim  is  for  the  value  of  a  vessel 

tation/' 


*****      *  called  the  CotisiitHtion  and  her  cargo,  taken 


near  the  castle  of  San  Juan  de  Ulloa  in  1824 
by  the  Mexican  vessel  of  war  Igualen^  and  sent  into  Alva- 
rado.  She  was  condemned  with  her  cargo  by  a  prize  court, 
and  on  appeal  the  sentence  was  affirmed.    •    •    •    The  prize 
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court  condemned  tbe  vessel  be<;an8e  she  was  sailing  without 
a  paper  showing  her  character,  and  thus,  they  say,  she  was 
violating  the  cruising  ordinance  of  Mexico.  How  far  a  state 
may  regulate  commerce  within  her  own  waters  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  inquire  in  this  case,  since  the  .vessel  was  captured  on 
the  high  seas;  and  the  right  of  capture  in  such  cases  is,  in  the 
sibsence  of  treaty  stipulations,  dependent  on  the  law  of  na- 
tions. It  is  not  directly  settled  by  the  public  law  what  shall 
bC'  the  form  of  certificate  to  protect  the  vessels  of  neutral  na- 
tions sailing  on  the  high  seas  in  time  of  war.  A  bill  of  sale 
containing  a  description  of  the  vessel,  with  proof  of  citizen- 
ship in  the  owner,  may  be  suflBcient.  Yet  most  if  not  all  the 
nations  of  Europe  require  that  vessels  shall  be  provided  with 
registers,  passports,  sea  letters,  or  some  certificate  emanating 
from  the  state,  or  by  its  authority,  proving  the  character  of  the 
vessel.  The  Oonstitutionj  a  foreign-built  vessel  (her  former 
name  being  changed  by  the  purchaser),  was  purchased  by 
Oheti,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  was  not  entitled  to  any  certificate  from  the  pub- 
lic establishing  her  ownership  or  character.  The  bill  of  sale 
under  which  the  owner  claimed  to  navigate  his  vessel  did  not 
contain  a  descrix)tion  of  the  vessel  except  in  the  name,  and, 
though  attested,  as  was  also  the  citizenship  of  the  owner,  by 
a  notary  public,  would  seem  to  justify  the  detention  of  the  ves- 
sel by  the  captors.  We  think  the  case  before  the  prize  court 
admitted  further  proof  for  the  claimant.  In  cases  analogous, 
where  the  question  of  prize  if  determined  on  the  vessel's  papers 
would  have  justified  her  condemnation,  the  couits  have  per- 
mitted the  claimants  to  make  further  proof;  as  in  the  case  of  a 
vessel's  sailing  from  necessity  without  a  register,  or  its  acci- 
dental loss,  and  also  where  the  vessel  was  visited  and  some  of 
her  papers  necessary  for  her  defense  were  taken  away.  But  in 
such  cases  the  courts  have  ordered  the  vessels  to  be  restored 
on  payment  of  the  captors'  expenses.  We  think,  under  the 
circumstances,  that  the  vessel  should  not  have  been  condemned 
upon  the  ground  set  forth  in  the  judgment  of  the  prize  court 
at  Alvarado,  and  the  claimant  was  therefore  entitled  to  resti- 
tution of  the  property. 

**The  board  decides  that  the  claim  for  the  value  of  the  vessel 
at  Alvarado  is  a  valid  claim  against  Mexico,  and  the  same  is 
accordingly  allowed." 

Case  of  ZachariCj  assignee  oj  Cheti,  opinion  of  the  commissioners, 
Messrs.  Evans,  Smitli,  and  Paine,  under  tlio  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 
1849. 
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A  Mexican  vessel  named  the  Orieiite,  osten- 
Caseof  the<<Oriente."  sibly  bouud  from  oiie  Mexican  port  to  another 
with  a  cargo  of  salt,  pat  into  Kew  Orleans, 
which  was  then  blockaded  by  the  naval  forces  of  the  United 
States,  under  alleged  stress  of  weather.  She  was  seized  on 
suspicion  of  having  intended  to  run  the  blockade,  and,  on  the 
strength  of  certain  alleged  irregularities  in  her  papers,  her 
crew  were  taken  off  and  she  was  sent  to  New  York  to  be 
libeled  for  condemnation.  The  district  attorney  at  New  York 
examined  the  case  and,  finding  insufficient  cause  for  deten- 
tion, advised  the  Treasury  that  tlie  vessel  be  released.  This 
iidvice  the  Treasury  did  not  accept,  but  kept  her  in  custody 
for  several  months  longer,  when  she  was  discharged  without 
trial.  The  commission,  while  admitting  that  the  original 
detention  was  justifiable,  in  order  that  the  suspicions  might 
be  investigated,  held  that  the  refusal  to  discharge  the  vessel, 
after  the  suspicions  had  been  shown  to  be  unfounded,  was 
wrongful,  and  allowed  damages  for  it. 

Ednardo  Berron  v.  The  United  States^  No.  358,  convention  of  July; 4,  1868, 
MS.  Op.  1. 47. 

"  The  bark  Empress.  John  Loft«  mortgagee. 
Case  of  the  "Em-      ,    .  j_  ^-r     o««  '  »   »  ^ 

„  claimant,  No.  387. 

press."  ' 

"  This  vessel  was  captured  off  the  mouth  of 
the  Mississippi  River  in  November  1861,  sent  into  the  port  of 
New  York  and  there  libelled  for  adjudication  as  prize  in  the 
district  court.  The  district  court  adjudged  condemnation  of 
vessel  and  cargo.  (Blatchford's  Prize  Cases,  175.)  An  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
same  district,  under  the  practice  then  existing,  which  court 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  and  awarded  resti- 
tution [id.  659),  but  without  costs  or  damages  to  the  claimants. 
Pending  the  proceedings  in  the  prize  court  the  vessel  was  sold 
and  the  ])roceeds,  less  the  costs  taxed  against  the  same,  were 
paid  into  the  hands  of  the  proctors  of  the  claimants  in  the 
prize  court,  Pearson  and  others,  the  owners  of  the  vessel. 

"  The  memorial  alleged  that  this  money  was  attached  in  the 
hands  of  the  proctors  by  creditors  of  Pearson,  and  that  Pear- 
son's interest  in  the  same  was  appropriated  to  the  payment  of 
the  debts  due  from  him  to  the  attaching  creditors.  The  claim- 
ant. Loft,  alleged  himself  the  holder  of  a  mortgage  given  by  the 
owner,  Pearson,  to  him  to  secure  the  sum  of  £1,000  and  interest, 
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which  mortgage  was  wholly  due  and  unpaid.  It  alleged  that 
the  claimant  had  never  received  any  notice  of  the  capture  of 
the  bark,  except  as  he  learned  the  fact  from  the  owners  some 
time  after  the  capture,  and  that  he  was  then  informed  by  the 
owners  that  they  were  taking  the  necessary  and  proper  steps 
in  the  law  courts  for  the  i>urpose  of  protecting  their  interests. 

<<  The  memorial  also  alleged  that  the  bark,  at  the  time  of 
her  capture,  was  worth  the  sum  of  £4,()00,  and  that  it  became 
largely  depreciated  in  value  by  being  suffered  to  remain  with- 
out repairs,  and  without  i)roper  care  being  taken  of  it  during 
the  time  it  was  detained  prior  to  the  sale.  The  claimant 
claimed  the  amount  of  his  mortgage,  £1,000  and  interest. 

"  His  counsel  contended  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
having  ordered  the  restitution  of  the  vessel  to  the  claimants 
free  of  all  costs  and  charges,  it  was  plain  that  that  decree  had 
not  been  executed,  over  $2,000  having  been  retained  from  the 
proceeds  as  costs  and  charges,  and  the  proofs  failing  to  show 
that  the  remainder  of  the  proceeds  even  were  ever  paid  over 
in  any  manner  under  the  decree  of  the  court. 

<<On  the  part  of  the  United  States,  it  was  contended  that 
from  the  memorial  itself  it  appeared  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
vessel  were  regularly  paid  over  to  the  proctors  of  the  owners, 
the  only  claimants  appearing  in  the  prize  court,  excepting  only 
costs  allowed  by  the  court  as  claimants'  costs  out  of  the  fund. 
That  it  further  appeared  from  the  memorial  that  these  funds 
thus  paid  over  to  the  proctors  were  appropriated  by  regular 
judicial  process  to  the  payment  of  claims  of  attaching  creditors 
of  the  owners.  That  if  the  claimant.  Loft,  as  mortgagee,  had 
a  valid  lieu  upon  the  vessel  that  lien  could  have  been  followed  * 
against  the  proceeds  due,  had  he  seen  fit  to  take  the  necessary 
steps  for  that  purpose;  and  that  he  having  failed  to  do  so,  his 
lien  had  been  lost  by  his  own  negligence.  That,  as  to  the  sum 
withheld  for  costs,  nothing  appeared  to  show  that  that  sum  was 
excessive  in  amount,  or  was  improperly  withheld;  and  that  if 
such  ha<l  been  the  case,  the  remedy  of  the  claimant  or  of  his 
mortgagor,  Tftho  represented  his  interests  before  the  prize 
court,  was  ample  before  the  courts  themselves.  That  the 
whole  case  showed  no  ground  ot  international  reclamation  on 
behalf  of  this  claimant. 

^'  The  commission  unanimously  disallowed  the  claim.'^ 

Aiueriean  and  Hritish  ('laiiue  CommiHHion,  tn'aty  of  May  8, 1871,  Article 
XII.  Hale's  Report,  125.     See  also  Howard's  Keport,  149. 
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The    William  L.  BicJiardson,  a  registered 
Case  of  the  "wa-  American  schooner,  the  property  of  Cory  Wil 
"^  '  lustun  and  George  Goodrum,  citizens  of  the 

United  States,  on  October  11, 1864,  cleared  from 
San  Francisco,  under  the  command  of  Goodrum,  for  La  Paz, 
Territory  of  Arizona,  on  the  Colorado  River.  On  l)oard  of  the 
schooner  there  were  100  kegs  of  powder  belonging  to  the  Ari- 
zona Mining  Company,  a  New  York  corporation,  then  engaged 
in  mining  in  Arizona,  the  powder,  as  was  alleged,  being 
intended  for  use  in  that  business.  When  the  schooner  was  in 
the  Gulf  of  California,  near  the  port  of  La  Paz,  in  Mexico,  she 
was  brought  to  by  shots  from  the  French  war  steamer  Diamantj 
and  was  boarded.  The  officer  in  command  of  the  boarding 
party  demanded  the  schooner's  papers,  which  were  delivered 
up  under  protest,  and  the  schooner  herself  was  towed  to  a  point 
about  eight  miles  from  La  Paz,  where  the  hatches  were  opened 
and  the  powder  taken  possession  of  by  authority  of  the  com- 
mander of  the  Diamant. 

On  these  facts  damages  were  claimed,  on  behalf  of  Willustun 
and  Goodrum,  for  the  freight  on  the  powder,  for  the  detention 
of  the  schooner  for  ten  days,  and  for  the  breaking  up  of  their 
freighting  line  on  the  Colorado  River,  amounting  in  all  to 
$10,000;  and,  on  behalf  of  the  Arizona  Mining  Company,  for 
the  taking  of  the  powder  and  for  the  injury  to  the  company's 
business  resulting  from  its  loss. 

At  the  time  when  the  schooner  and  cargo  were  seized,  the 
coast  of  the  Gulf  of  California  was  guarded  by  French  cruis- 
ers, but  no  formal  blockade  of  the  Mexican  ports  in  that  quar- 
ter had  been  declared.  It  appeared,  however,  that  an  order 
had  been  given  by  the  French  authorities  to  the  French  consul 
at  San  Francisco  not  to  certify  any  invoice  of  powder  to  any 
port  in  Mexico;  and  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  and  the  appro- 
priation of  the  powder  were  justitled  by  counsel  for  the  French 
Republic  on  the  ground  that  the  presence  of  the  William  L, 
Richardson  so  near  the  western  shores  of  the  Gulf  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  near  the  port  of  La  Paz,  in  Mexico,  i^arranted  the 
conclusion  that  the  powder  was  destined  for  a  Mexican  port. 
The  bill  of  lading  and  the  testimony  showed  that  the  powder 
was  blasting  powder. 

It  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  France  that 
^^^*^rrraii©r"**^  the  powder  had  been  condemned  by  a  French 

tribunal  as  prize  of  war.  ^o  record  of  the 
condemnation  was  produced,  but  a  certificate  was  furnished, 
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made  by  the  minister  of  the  navy  and  of  the  colonies,  that 
100  kegs  of  powder  were  captured  on  board  the  ship  Richard- 
son by  the  French  avisOy  the  Diamante  of  the  naval  division  of 
the  Pacific;  that  the  seizure  of  the  powder,  regarded  as  con- 
traband of  war,  had  been  held  to  be  valid  by  the  council  of 
prizes;  that  its  value,  amounting  to  1,303  francs  and  70 
centimes,  had  been  the  subject  consequently  of  distribution 
among  the  captors,  and  that  the  production  of  a  copy  of  said 
judgment  was  not  possible,  the  archives  of  the  council  of 
prizes  having  been  burned  in  1871.  Upon  this  certificate  it 
was  contended  by  counsel  for  the  French  Government  that, 
as  to  the  powder,  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  second  article 
of  the  convention,  as  interpreted  by  the  diplomatic  represent- 
atives of  the  two  governments;  that  the  decision  of  the  case 
by  the  imperial  council  of  prizes  was  final;  that  its  decision 
that  the  powder  was  contraband  of  war  affected  the  vessel ; 
that  the  claims  6i  Goodrum  and  Willustun  should  be  rejected 
for  the  reason  that  the  ship  was  engaged  in  transporting  goods 
contraband  of  war,  and  consequently  that  no  claim  for  deten- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  searching  the  vessel  and  taking  there- 
from such  goods  could  be  maintained. 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  in  reply, 
Baply  of  ooonsel  for       . , . 

the  TTnited  StotM. 

**  By  the  treaty  of  1^53  between  Mexico  and  the  United 
States  the  United  States  was  entitled  to  the  free  navigation  of  the  Gulf  of 
California  for  the  purpose  of  ayailing  itself  of  the  river  Colorado,  which  is 
wholly  within  onr  jnrisdiction.  The  Richardson  sailed  from  San  Francisco, 
as  it  appears  from  the  record,  without  knowledge  that  a  blockade  had  been 
declared.  She  was  sailing  at  the  time  of  the  arrest  in  waters  to  which  we 
had  free  access  by  the  treaty,  and  that  right  of  access  was  not  disturbed  by 
the  circumstance  that  France  had  engaged  in  war  with  Mexico.  Those 
waters  remai ncd  free  to  us  for  all  onr  purposes.  If  war  existed,  and  a  block- 
ade had  been  declared,  then,  of  course,  we  had  no  right  to  run  the  blockade. 
If  this  vessel  had  been  engaged  in  running  the  blockade,  she  was  subject 
to  seizure.  But  the  mere  fact  that  she  was  using  the  waters  of  the  United 
States — this  vessel  being  a  vessel  of  the  United  States — ^gave  her  an  abso- 
lute right  to  bo  where  she  was.  She  was  precisely  in  the  situation  in 
which  a  vessel  clearing  from  Halifax,  in  Nova  Scotia,  and  bound  to  the 
Bermuda  Islands,  which  were  BritiHh  possessions,  would  have  beeu  during 
our  war  with  reference  to  the  blockade  on  our  coast.  It  would  not  have 
be<)n  competent  for  one  of  our  blockadiug  vessels  to  have  seized  a  British 
ship  when  thus  on  her  way  by  the  ordinary  course,  or  out  of  her  way  by 
stress  of  storm.  The  seizing  vessel  must  know,  before  laying  hands  on 
a  neutral  ship,  or  even  ordering  her  to  heave  to,  that  she  was  out  of  her 
proper  course  by  her  own  motion,  and  that  the  diversion  from  the  proper 
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course  must  have  been  of  such  a  nature  as  to  show  that  she  was  intending 
to  run  the  blockade.  Otherwise  the  assaulting  party  is  culpable,  and 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  freedom  of  the  sea.  The  Richardson  was  mov- 
ing toward  the  month  of  Oolora<lo  River  by  the  direct  line,  as  may  be 
seen  by  the  map.  She  was  hugging  the  coast,  to  be  sure — the  western  coast 
of  the  Gulf  of  California ;  but  that  was  the  lino  of  direct  movement  toward 
the  mouth  of  the  Colorado^iver.  The  idea  that  she  should  have  tnlcen  the 
middle  of  the  Gulf,  or  the  eastern  shore,  is  absurd,  as  the  western  coast 
was  the  nearer  way,  and  she  had  a  right  to  use  it.  I  say  further  that  even 
if  there  was  evidence  that  she  intended  to  land  at  La  Paz,  in  Mexico,  the 
most  that  could  have  been  done  by  a  blockading  vessel  was  to  intercept 
her  and  give  her  notice  that  she  could  not  enter  a  port  of  Mexico.  That 
is  what  the  JJiamant  was  bound  to  do.  She  had  no  right  to  board  the 
Richardson,  The  Richardson  was  equipped  with  clean  papers,  and  bound 
from  San  Francisco  to  a  port  on  the  Colorado  River.  She  was  in  waters 
which  by  treaty  we. had  a  right  to  use.  Therefore  the  French  vessel  had 
no  right,  even  if  the  master  had  absolute  knowledge  that  the  Richardson 
intended  to  enter  La  Paz,  in  Mexico,  to  do  anything  more  than  to  notify 
her  of  the  blockade.  Therefore  the  French  vejsel  was  in  fault  altogether. 
That  fact  established  carries  with  it  the  whole  of  this'case.     *     •     • 

''  We  were  upon  a  water  on  which  we  had  a  right  to  sail  our  ships,  and 
upon  two  grounds — first,  that  it  was  an  open  sea;  secondly,  if  it  was  not 
an  open  sea.  it  was  water  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Mexico,  and  if  it  was 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  Mexico,  then  we  had  a  right  to  sail  upon  it  by 
virtue  of  the  treaty  of  1853.  Therefore  we  had  a  right  to  be  upon  that 
water  at  that  particular  time,  unmolested  by  any  government  on  the  face 
of  the  earth.  If  Mexico  and  France  were  at  war,  the  only  limitation  upon 
that  right  would  be  the  right  of  France  to  enforce  against  us  the  rules  of 
war  in  reference  to  blockade.  All  that  the  THamant  had  a  right  to  do  was 
to  warn  us  off  if  she  thought  we  were  bound  to  a  port  of  Mexico  A^-ith  ar- 
ticles contraband  of  war,  or  to  aid  the  belligerent.'' 

By  the  actiou  of  a  majority  of  the  commission,  Baron  de 
Arinos  and  M.  Lefaivre,  the  cases  were  dismissed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction.  Commissioner  Aldis  dissented  from  the  decision 
of  the  majority,  and  reserved  the  right  to  file  an  opinion.  That 
right,  however,  in  the  end  was  not  exercised  by  him.  It  was 
understood  that  the  majority  of  the  commission  accepted  the 
certificate  of  the  minister  of  the  navy  and  of  the  colonies  as 
satisfactory  proof  that  the  case  had  been  judicially  disposed 
of,  conformably  to  the  diplomatic  agreement  between  the  two 
governments. 

The  Arizona  Mining  Co.  v.  The  Republic  of  FrancCf  No.  13;  George  Ooodrvm 
V.  The  Repubhc  of  France^  No.  16;  W.  W,  Willustun  and  W,  J.  Duttonj  Execu- 
tors of  the  Estate  of  Cory  Willustun,  v.  The  Republic  of  FrancCy  No.  17;  Bout- 
well's  Report,  197*  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  France  of  January  15, 1880. 
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The  memorialists  stated  that  in  the  year 
^***  ^huaa""^"^  ^^^y  while  they  were  in  partnership  and  resid- 
ing temporarily  at  the  city  of  Acapulco,  in 
Mexico,  they  became  the  owners  by  purchase  of  a  steamship 
called  the  Anahuac  and  of  a  schooner  called  the  Teresa^  both 
of  which  were  employed  by  them  in  the  transaction  of  their 
business  as  merchants.  The  e^idence  disclosed  the  fact  that, 
although  the  purchase  money  was  paid  by  memorialists,  the 
conveyance  was  made  to  a  Mexican  named  Barrera.  The 
reason  given  by  Barrera  for  this  arrangement  was  that  Mas- 
son  and  Tripler,  being  American  citizens,  could  not  own  a 
vessel  and  carry  on  the  coasting  trade  under  the  flag  of  Mexico. 
In  February  1804  the  vessels  left  Acapulco  for  Puerto  Angel, 
in  Mexico,  where  the  cargo  was  delivered  and  a  return  cargo 
taken  on  board.  Upon  their  return  from  Puerto  Angel  the 
Anahuac  was  boarded  by  an  officer  from  the  French  man-of- 
war  Le  Rhin,  Shortly  afterward  two  launches  from  a  French 
frigate  called  the  Pallas  were  sent,  and  the  men  and  officers 
from  the  launches  took  possession  of  the  two  vessels.  The 
vessels  making  the  seizure  were  a  part  of  the  blockading 
squadron  which  was  then  engaged  in  sui)port  of  what  was 
called  the  •*  imperial  party"  in  Mexico,  under  the  lead  of  Maxi- 
milian, in  opposition  to  what  was  known  as  the '<  republican 
government,"  or  "liberal  government,"  in  that  country.  The 
Anahuac  was  used  as  a  dispatch  boat  for  a  time,  and  there 
were  proceedings  by  which  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  declared 
to  be  prize  of  war  by  a  local  prize  court,  but  when  the  case 
was  brought  before  the  imperial  council  of  prizes  it  was  de- 
creed that  the  vessel  should  be  restored,  in  conformity  with  a 
decree  of  March  29,  1865,  by  which  it  was  provided  that  res- 
toration should  be  made  in  all  cases  where  vessels  and  cargoes 
had  not  been  "  definitively  condemned."  The  proceeds  of  the 
cargo  when  sold  were  deix)sited  to  the  credit  of  whomsoever  it 
might  concern  in  the  caisse  den  inraUdes  de  la  marine  at  Paris. 
It  appeared  that  the  vessel  was  never  restored,  the  reason 
given  being  that  it  was  not  practicable  to  find  the  owners. 

The  majority  of  the  commission,  Baron  de  Arinos  and  M. 
Lefaivre,  made  an  award  in  each  case,  in  the  terms  following: 

**  Washington,  March  J26, 1HS4. 
"The  cargo  of  the  Anahuac  was  sold  by  the  French  authori- 
ties, and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  amounting  to  0,820  francs 
and  57  centimes,  were  dei>osited  with  the  '  caisse  des  invalides 
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de  la  marine'  of  France.  The  court  of  prizes  of  France  decreed 
restoration  of  said  cargo,  or  of  its  proceeds,  to  its  owner. 

^^  We  award  that  the  French  Government  shall  pay  a  sum 
equal  to  one-half  of  said  proceeds  deposited  with  the  *  caisse 
des  invalides  de  la  marine'  of  France,  amounting  to  three 
thousand  and  four  hundred  and  fourteen  francs  and  78J  cen- 
times to  the  claimant,  as  owner  of  one  half  of  the  cargo  of  the 
Anahtiacj  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum 
from  April  1st,  A.  D.  1864;  and  when  said  award  shall  have 
been  paid  by  the  Government  of  the  French  Republic  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  of  America,  the  French 
Government  shall  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  claimant 
to  the  said  one-half  of  the  sum  of  six  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  twenty-nine  francs  and  57  centimes,  deposited  as  afore- 
said, with  accruing  interest. 

"  The  rest  of  the  claim  is  disallowed.'' 

Commissioner  Aldis  added  the  following: 

"While  I  assent  to  the  above  allowance,  I  must  respectfully 
express  the  opinion  that  the  further  sum  of  $4,888  ought  to  be 
allowed  for  the  Mexican  dollars,  which  I  think  were  taken  by 
the  French  military  authorities." 

William  C.  Tripler  v.  Ths  French  RepuhliCf  No.  4,  and  Thomas  Ma89on  v. 
The  French  BepubliCj  No.  15,  Boutwell's  Report,  195 :  Commission  under  the 
convention  between  the  United  States  and  France  of  January  15, 1880. 
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KBUTRALITY. 
1.  Oases  under  Abtiole  VII.  of  the  Jay  Treaty. 

Article  YII.  of  tbe  treaty  between  the 
Provide  of  the  ^^j^^  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November 
19,  1794,  commonly  called  the  Jay  Treaty, 
recites  that  ^^  whereas  certain  merchants  and  others,  His 
Majesty's  subjects,  complain  that  in  the  coarse  of  the  war'' 
then  pending  between  Great  Britain  and  France,  ^'they  have 
snstained  loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  the  capture  of  their  ves- 
sels and  merchandise,  taken  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  [United]  States  and  brought  into  the  ports  of  the  same, 
or  taken  by  vessels  originally  armed  in  ports  of  the  said  Stat.es: 
It  is  agreed  that  in  all  such  cases  where  restitution  shall  not 
have  been  made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  letter  from  Mr. 
Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated  at  Philadelphia,  September 
5, 1793,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  this  treaty,  the  com- 
plaints of  the  parties  shall  be  and  hereby  are  referred  to  the 
commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  virtue  of  this  article,  who 
are  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  proceed  in  the  like 
manner  relative  to  these  as  to  the  other  cases  committed  to 
them,  and  the  United  States  undertakes  to  pay  to  the  com- 
plainants or  claimants  in  specie,  without  deduction,  the  amount 
of  such  sums  as  shall  be  awarded  to  them  respectively  by  the 
said  commissioners,  and  at  the  times  and  places  which  in  such 
awards  shall  be  specified,  and  on  condition  of  such  releases  or 
assignments  to  be  given  by  the  claimants  as  in  the  said  awards 
may  be  directed;  and  it  is  further  agreed  that  not  only  the 
now-existing  cases,  •  •  *  but  also  all  such  as  shall  exist  at 
the  time  of  exchanging  the  ratifications  of  this  treaty  shall  be 
considered  as  being  within  the  provisions,  intent,  and  meaning 
of  this  article." 

The  origin  of  these  stipulations  has  been  traced  in  the  history 
of  the  commission  under  the  article  in  (piestion.^    The  cases 
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tbat  came  before  the  commission  will  now  be  examined,  with 
a  view  to  ascertain  the  principles  on  which  they  were  deter- 
mined. In  this  relation  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  certain 
preliminary  fa<;ts. 

When  M.  Genet,  the  French  minister,  ar- 
i^Q  *  »  rived  at  Charleston  in  April  1793  he  sent  the 
frigate  Emhuscadej  in  which  he  had  come  to 
the  United  States,  on  to  Philadelphia,  intending  himself  to 
make  the  journey  by  land.  On  the  way  to  Thiladelphia  the 
Emhuscade  fell  in  with  and  captured  the  British  ship  Grangej 
in  the  Delaware  Bay.  On  the  advice  of  the  Attorney-General 
of  the  United  States  that  the  Delaware  Bay  was  within  the 
jurisdicticm  and  protection  of  the  government,  a  request  was 
made  to  Genet  to  cause  the  Grange  and  her  cargo  to  be  re- 
stored.   With  this  request  he  complied.^ 

This  act  was  an  exception  to  his  general 
^'^ate  ^  course  of  conduct.    Having  brought  with  him 

a  large  number  of  blank  commissions,  he 
busily  employed  himself  after  his  arrival  in  the  United  States 
in  the  iittiug  out  and  arming  of  vessels  as  privateers.  Among 
the  earliest  of  this  class  were  Le  Citoyen  Genet^  Le  Sans 
Culottes^  and  Le  Vainqueur  de  la  Bastille j  from  Charleston; 
V Anti-George^  which  was  soon  lost,  from  Savannah;  Le  Car- 
magnole and  Ije  Petit  Democrat^  from  the  Delaware  River;  Xe 
Republicain,  which  was  soon  captured;  and  Le  Roland^  from 
Boston.  These  vessels  took  numerous  prizes,  which  Genet 
refused  to  cause  to  be  restored,  though  some  of  them  were 
seized  within  the  waters  of  the  United  States. 

At  this  time  the  United  States  had  neither 
Washington's  proo-   statutes  nor  precedents  on  the  subject  of  neu- 

t*^^^'^  *  ^^^'   ^^**^^^y»  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^*®  duties  of  neutrals  ever 
been  clearly  defined.    The  first  step  in  the  de- 
velopment of  the  government's  neutral  poJicy  was  the  issuance 
by  Washington,  April  22, 1793,  of  the  following  proclamation: 

"By  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

"A  PROCLAMATION. 

"  Whoreiis  it  appears  that  a  Btnte  of  war  exists  between  Austria,  Pniasia, 
Sardinia,  Great  Britain,  and  the  United  Netherlands,  of  the  one  part,  and 
?'rance  on  the  other,   and  the  duty  and  interest  of  the  United  Stat<»8 
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reciaire  that  they  should  with  siuoerity  autl  good  faith  adopt  and  pnrsue. 
a  ondiict  friendly  and  impartial  toward  the  belligerent  powers : 

"  I  have,  therefore,  thought  lit  by  these  presents  to  declare  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  observe  the  conduct  aforesaid  towards  those 
powers  respectively ;  and  to  exhort  and  warn  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  carefully  to  avoid  all  acts  and  proceedings  whatsoever  which  may 
in  any  manner  tend  to  contravene  such  disposition : 

"And  I  do  hereby  also  make  known  that  whosoever  of  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States  shall  render  himself  liable  to  punishment  or  forfeiture 
under  the  law  of  nations,  by  committing,  aiding,  or  abetting  hostilities 
against  any  of  the  said  powers,  or  by  carrying  to  any  of  them  those  arti- 
cles which  are  deemed  contraband  by  the  modem  usage  of  nations,  will 
not  receive  the  ])rotection  of  the  United  States  against  such  punishment 
or  forfeiture ;  and,  further,  that  I  have  given  instructions  to  those  officers 
to  whom  it  belongs,  to  cause  prosecutions  to  be  institntod  against  all  per- 
sons who  shall,  within  the  cognizance  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
violate  the  law  of  nations,  with  respect  to  the  powers  at  war,  or  any  of 
them. 

"  In  testimony  whereof  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  United  States  of 
Ameiica  io  be  affixed  to  these  presents,  and  signed  the  same  day  with  my 
band.  • 

"Done  at  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  the  22d  day  of  April  1793  and  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America  the  17th. 

"  Go.  Washington. 

"By  the  President: 
"Th.  Jefferson."' 

The  foregoing  proclamation  was  communicated  by  Mr.  Jef- 
ferson, as  Secretary  of  State,  to  the  ministers  of  the  belligerent 
powers  with  the  following  letter  or  note: 

"  PiiiLADKLi'HiA,  April  i23,  1703, 
"  Sir:  As  far  as  the  public  gazettes  aro  to  be  credited,  we  m<'iy  presume 
th!i.t  war  has  taken  place  among  several  of  the  nations  of  Europe,  in 
which  France,  Eng1an<l,  Holland,  nnd  Prussia  are  particularly  enj^aged. 
Disposed  ourselves  to  pursue  steadily  the  ways  of  peace,  and  to  remain  in 
friendship  with  all  nations,  the  President  of  the  United  States  hns  thought 
it  expedient,  by  the  proclamation,  of  which  I  enclose  you  a  copy,  to  notify 
this  disposition  to  our  citizens,  in  order  to  intimate  to  them  the  line  of  con- 
duct for  which  they  are  to  prepare;  and  this  he  has  done  without  waiting 
for  a  formal  notification  from  the  belligerent  powers.  lie  hopes  that  those 
powers,  and  your  nation  in  i)articular,  will  consider  this  early  precau- 
tion as  a  proof,  the  more  candid  as  it  has  been  unasked,  of  the  sincere 
and  impartial  intentions  of  our  country,  and  that  what  is  meant  merely 
as  a  general  intimation  to  onr  citizens  shall  not  be  construed  to  their  prej- 
udice in  any  courts  of  adipiralty,  as  if  it  w^ere  conclusive  evidence  of 
their  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  war,  and  of  the  powers  engaged  in  it. 
Of  this  we  could  not  give  them  conclusive  mfonuation  because  we  have  it 
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not  oarmsives;  and  till  it  is  given  to  as  iu  form,  and  so  commnnicated  to 
tbuni^  wo  must  consider  all  their  acts  as  lawful  which  would  have  been 
lawful  in  a  state  of  peace. 

"I  have,  etc.,  Th.  Jeffbrson." 

May  8, 1793,  Mr.  Hammond,  the  British  miD- 
Complaiiiteafjnola-  .^^^    informed  Mr,  Jefferson  that  two  British 
tionsof  Heutrahty.  ,    .    '      .  ^         ^       ,  ,     ,      ,*- 

bngantmes,  the  Four  Brothers  and  the  Morn- 
ing Star,  had  been  brought  by  the  French  frigate  Emhuscade 
into  Charleston,  where  they  had  been  condemned  as  prize 
by  the  French  consul,  who  was  assuming  to  exercise  the 
powers  of  a  court  of  admiralty.  He  also  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  a  considerable  quantity  of  arms  and  military 
accoutrements,  purchased  by  an  agent  of  the  French  Govern- 
ment, was  about  to  be  exported  from  New  York. 

On  the  15th  of  May  Mr.  Jefferson  replied  that  the  judicial 
act  performed  by  the  French  consul  at  Charleston  was  not 
warranted  by  the  usages  of  nations  nor  by  treaty,  and  conse- 
quently was  a  mere  nullity,  and  that  it  involved  a  disrespect 
to  the  United  States  to  which  the  government  could  not  be 
inattentive.  As  to  the  shipping  of  arms  and  munitions  of  war, 
he  said  that  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  were  "free  to 
make,  vend,  and  export  arms,"  subject  to  the  x>enalty  of  con- 
fiscation if  such  arms  should  be  seized  by  any  of  the  belliger- 
ents on  the  high  seas. 

The  Emhuscade  was  neither  fitted  out  nor 
DedaionoftheTTiiited  armed  in  the  United  States,  and  her  captures, 
Cot^  t  PhUadei-  ^^°^®^*^  made  within   the  jurisdiction   of  the 
-^^^  United  States,  did  not  in  themselves  involve 

the  government  in  any  responsibility.  Nu- 
merous captures  were,  however,  made  by  the  privateers  that 
were  fitted  out  and  armed  in  the  United  States.  On  the 
5th  of  June  1793  Mr.  Jefferson  informed  Mr.  Oenet  of  the 
decision  of  the  President  that  the  fitting  out  of  such  pri- 
vateers involved  a  violation  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  the 
United  States  as  a  neutral,  and  asked  that  they  be  required 
to  depart  from  the  ports  of  the  United  States.  Prior  to 
this  time  Le  Citoyen  Genet  had  seized  the  sbip  William,  of 
Glasgow,  and  the  brigantine  Active,  of  Bermuda;  and  at 
least  four  vessels  had  been  taken  by  Le  Sans  Culottes, 
among  which  was  the  brigantine  Fanny,  of  London.  Both 
the  William  and  the  Fanny  were  brought  into  the  port  of 
Philadelphia,  and  the  interposition  of  the  courts  was  invoked 
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to  secure  their  restitutiou.  Judge  Peters,  of  the  district  court 
of  the  XTuited  States  at  Philadelphia,  decided  in  June  1793 
that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  even  though  the 
capture  was  made  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United 
States.^ 

The  court  having  declared  itself  inoompe- 

Hamfltonrs  inrtm©-  ^^^j  ^^  intervene,  the  President  decided  to 

tions  to  Coil«eton  ^ct  for  himself.  The  diplomatic  correspondence 

of  ClIltOIDf. 

on  the  subject  is  reviewed  in  another  place,^ 
August  4,  1793,  Alexander  Hamilton,  as  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  issued  to  collectors  of  customs  the  following  in- 
structions:^ 

Inatructians  to  the  collectors  of  the  custome, 
"[Circular.] 

'' PiiiLADKLPHiA,  Augmt  4, 179S, 

''Sir:  It  appearing  that  repeated  contraveutions  of  onr  neutrality  have 
taken  place  in  the  ports  of  the  irnited  States  without  having  been  discov- 
ered in  time  for  prevention  or  remedy,  I  have  it  in  command  from  the 
President  to  address  to  the  collectors  of  the  respective  districts  a  particu- 
lar instruction  on  the  subject. 

''It  is  expected  that  the  officers  of  the  customs  in  each  district  will,  in 
the  course  of  their  official  functions,  have  a  vigilant  eye  upon  whatever 
may  be  passing  within  the  ports,  harbors,  creeks,  inlets,  and  waters  of 
such  district,  of  a  nature  to  contravene  the  laws  of  neutrality,  and  upon 
discovery  of  anything  of  the  kind  will  give  immediate  notice  to  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  State  and  to  the  attorney  of  the  judicial  district  compre- 
hending the  district  of  the  customs  within  which  any  such  contravention 
may  happen. 

"To  assist  the  judgment  of  the  officers  on  this  head  I  transmit  herewith 
a  schedule  of  rules  concerning  sundry'  particulars  which  have  been  adopted 
by  the  President  as  deductions  from  the  laws  of  neutrality  established 
and  received  among  nations.  Whatever  shall  be  contrary  to  these  rules 
will,  of  coarse,  be  notified  as  above  mentioned. 

"There  are  some  points  which,  pursuant  to  onr  treaties  and  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Executive,  I  ought  to  notice  to  you. 

"  If  any  vessel  of  either  of  the  powers  at  war  with  France  should  bring 
or  send  within  your  dintrict  a  prize  made  of  the  subjects,  people,  or  prop- 
erty of  France,  it  is  immediately  to  be  notified  to  the  governor  of  the 
State  in  order  that  measures  may  be  taken,  pursuant  to  the  seventeenth 
article  of  our  treaty  with  France,  to  oblige  such  vessel  and  her  prize,  or 
such  prize  when  sent  in  without  the  capturing  vessel,  to  depart. 

^Findlay  v.  The  Ship  William,  1  Peters'  Adm.  12;  Moxon  v.  The  Fanny,  2  Id. 
309.  Accompanying  the  report  in  the  former  case  .there  in  an  apologetic 
note  in  which  it  is  stated  that  "the  facts  were  not  accurately  investi- 
gated,'' and  that  "the  whole  of  the  case  was  novel  in  the  Tnited  Stutes.'' 

-Supra,  I.  Chapter  X. 

^  Am.  State  Papers,  For.  Rel.  I.  UO:  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers, 
Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint,  564. 
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"No  privateer  of  any  of  the  powers  at  war  with  France  coming  within 
a  district  of  the  United  States  can,  by  the  twenty -second  article  of  our 
treaty  with  France,  enjoy  any  other  privilege  than  that  of  purchasing  such 
victuals  as  shall  be  necessary  for  her  going  to  the  next  port  of  the  prince 
or  state  from  which  she  has  her  commission.  If  she  should  do  anything 
besides  this,  it  is  immediately  to  be  reported  to  the  governor  and  the 
attorney  of  the  district.  You  will  observe,  by  the  rules  transmitted,  that 
the  term  'privateer'  is  understood  not  to  extend  to  vessels  armed  for  mer- 
chandise and  war,  commonly  called  with  us  letters  of  marque,  nor.  of 
course,  to  vessels  of  war  in  the  immediate  service  of  the  government  of 
either  of  the  powers  at  war. 

"No  armed  vessel  which  has  been  or  shall  be  originally  fitted  out  in  any 
port  of  the  United  States  by  either  of  the  parties  at  war  is  henceforth  to 
have  asylum  in  any  district  of  the  United  States.  If  any  such  armed 
vessel  shall  appear  within  your  district,  she  is  immediately  to  be  notified 
to  the  governor  and  attorney  of  the  district,  which  is  also  to  be  done  in 
respect  to  any  prize  that  such  armed  vessel  shall  bring  or  send  in.  At 
foot  is  a  list  of  such  armed  vessels  of  the  above  description  as  have 
hitherto  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Executive. 

"The  purchasing  within  and  exporting  from  the  United  States,  by  way 
of  merchandise,  articles  commonly  called  contraband,  being  generally 
warlike  instruments  and  military  stores,  is  free  to  all.  the  pivrties  at  war 
and  is  not  to  be  interfered  with.  If  our  own  citizens  undertake  to  carry 
them  to  any  of  those  parties,  they  will  be  abandoned  to  the  penalties 
which  the  laws  of  war  authorize. 

"You  will  be  particularly  careful  to  observe,  and  to  notify  as  directed 
in  other  instances,  the  case  of  any  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  shall 
be  found  in  the  service  of  either  of  the  parties  at  war. 

"  In  case  any  vessel  shall  be  found  in  the  act  of  contravening  any  of  the 
rules  or  principles  which  are  the  ground  of  this  instruction,  she  is  to  be 
refused  a  clearance  until  she  shall  have  complied  with  what  the  governor 
shall  have  decided  in  reference  to  her.  Care,  however,  is  to  be  taken  in 
this  not  unnecessarily  or  unreasonably  to  embarrass  trade  or  to  vex  any  of 
the  parties  concerned. 

"  In  order  that  contraventions  may  be  the  better  ascertained,  it  is  de- 
sired that  the  officer  who  shall  first  go  on  board  any  vessel  arriving  within 
your  district  shall  make  an  accurate  survey  of  her  then  condition  as  to 
military  equipment,  to  be  forthwith  reported  to  you,  and  that  prior  to  her 
clearance  a  like  survey  be  made,  that  any  transgression  of  the  rules  laid 
down  may  be  ascertained. 

"  But  as  the  propriety  of  any  such  inspection  of  a  vessel  of  war  in  the 
immediate  service  of  the  government  of  a  foreign  nation  is  not  without 
question  in  reference  to  the  nsage  of  nations,  no  attempt  is  to  be  made  to 
inspect  any  such  vessel  till  further  order  on  the  point. 

"  The  President  desires  me  to  signify  to  you  his  most  particular  expecta- 
tion that  the  instruction  contained  in  this  letter  will  be  executed  with  the 
greatest  vigilance,  care,  activity,  and  impartiality.  Omissions  will  tend 
to  expose  the  Government  to  injurious  imputations  and  suspicions,  and 
proportionably  to  commit  the  good  faith  and  peace  of  the  country,  objects 
of  too  much  importance  not  to  engage  every  proper  exertion  of  your  zeal. 
"  I  am,  etc., 

"Alex ANDk.it  Hamilton. 
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'^KCHKDrLK  OF   KULE8. 

**1,  The  original  arming  and  equipping  of  vessels  in  the  ports  of  the 
United  States  by  any  of  the  belligerent  parties  for  military  service,  offen- 
sive or  defensive,  is  deemed  unlaw  fal. 

*'2.  Equipments  of  merchant  vessels  by  either  of  the  belligerent  parties 
in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  purely  for  the  accommodation  of  them 
as  such,  is  deemed  lawful. 

"3.  Equipments  in  the  ports  .of  the  United  States  of  vessels  of  war  in 
the  immediate  service  of  the  government  of  any  of  the  1>elligerent  parties 
which,  if  done  to  other  vessels,  would  lie  of  a  doubtful  nature  as  being 
applicable  either  to  commerce  or  war,  are  deemed  lawful;  except  those 
which  shall  have  made  prize  of  the  subjects^  people,  or  property  of  France 
coming  with  their  prizes  into  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  pursuant  to 
the  seventeenth  article  of  our  treaty  of  amity  and  commerce  with  France. 

**  4.  Equipments  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  by  any  of  the  parties 
at  war  with  France,  of  vessels  litted  for  merchandise  and  war,  whether 
with  or  without  commissions,  which  are  doubtful  in  their  nature  as  being 
applicable  either  to  commerce  or  war,  are  deemed  lawful;  except  thoe<; 
which  shall  have  made  prize,  etc. 

"5.  Equipments  of  any  of  the  vessels  of  France  in  the  ports  of  the 
United  States  which  are  doubtful  in  their  nature  as  being  applicable  to 
commerce  or  war  arc  deemed  lawful. 

''6.  Equipments  of  every  kind  in  the  ports  of  the  U^nited  States  of 
privateers  of  the  powers  at  war  with  France  are  deemed  unlawful. 

"  7.  Equipments  of  vessels  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States  which  are 
of  a  nature  solely  adapted  to  war  are  deemed  unlawful;  except  those 
stranded  or  wrecked,  as  mentioned  in  the  eighteenth  article  of  our  treaty 
with  France,  the  sixteenth  of  our  treaty  with  the  United  Netherlands,  the 
ninth  of  our  treaty  with  Prussia;  and  except  those  mentioned  in  the  nine- 
teenth article  of  our  treaty  with  France,  the  seventeenth  of  our  treaty 
with  the  United  Netherlands,  the  eighteenth  of  our  treaty  with  Prussia. 

''8.  Vessels  of  either  of  the  parties  not  armed,  or  armed  previous  to 
their  coming  into  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  which  shall  not  have  in- 
fringed any  of  the  foregoing  rules,  may  lawfully  engage  or  enlist  therein 
their  own  subjects  or  citizens,  not  being  inhabitants  of  the  United  States; 
except  privateers  of  the  powers  at  war  with  France,  and  except  those  ves- 
sels which  shall  have  made  prize,  etc." 

Je&non's  note  of       September  5,  1793,  Mr.  Jeffersou  addressed 
September  6.       to  Mr.  Hammond  the  following  note  :^ 

**  Philadelphia,  September '>,  1703, 
**  Sir  :  I  am  honored  with  yours  of  August  30th ;  mine  of  the  7th  of  that 
month  assured  you  that  measures  were  talcen  for  excluding  from  all 
further  asylum  in  our  ports  vessels  armed  in  them  to  cruise  on  nations 
with  which  we  are  at  ])eace,  and  for  the  restoration  of  the  prizes,  the 
Lovely  Lass,  Prince   JVUliam    Henry ,  and  the   Jane  of  Dnhl'my  and  that. 


'Am.  State  Papers,  For.  Rel.  1. 174. 


3974        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

should  the  measures  fur  restitution  fail  in  their  effect,  the  President  con- 
sidered it  as  incumhent  on  the  United  States  to  make  compensation  for 
the  vessels. 

'*  We  are  bound  by  our  treaties  with  three  of  the  belligerent  nations,  bg 
all  means  in  our  potver,  to  protect  and  defend  their  vessels  and  effects  in 
our  ports  or  waters,  or  on  the  seas  near  our  shores,  and  to  recover  and 
restore  the  same  to  the  right  owners  when  taken  from  them.  If  all  tbe 
means  in  our  power  are  used,  and  fail  in  their  effect,  we  are  not  bound  by 
our  treaties  with  those  nations  to  make  compensation. 

"Though  we  have  no  similar  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  it  was  the 
opinion  of  the  President  that  we  should  use  towards  that  nation  the  same 
rule,  which,  under  this  article,  was  to  govern  us  with  the  other  nations, 
and  even  to  extend  it  to  the  captures  made  on  the  high  aeas,  and  brought 
into  our  ports,  if  done  by  vessels  which  had  been  armed  within  them. 

"Having,  for  particular  reasons,  forborne  to  use  a2{  the  means  in  our 
poicer  for  the  restitution  of  the  three  vessels  mentioned  in  my  letter  of 
August  7th,  the  President  thought  it  incumbent  on  the  United  States  to 
make  compensation  for  them ;  and  though  nothing  was  said  in  that  letter 
of  other  vessels  taken  under  like  circumstances  and  brought  in  after  the 
5th  June  and  before  the  date  of  that  letter,  yet,  where  the  same  forbearance 
had  taken  place,  it  was  and  is  his  opinion  that  compensation  would  be 
equally  due. 

"As  to  prizes  made  under  the  same  circumstances  and  bronght  in 
after  the  date  of  that  letter^  the  President  determined  that  all  the  means  in 
our  power  should  be  used  for  their  restitution.  If  these  fail,  as  we  should 
not  be  bound  by  our  treaties  to  make  compensation  to  the  other  powers 
in  the  analogous  case,  he  did  not  mean  to  give  an  opinion  that  it  ought 
to  be  done  to  Great  Britain.  But  still,  if  any  cases  shall  arise  subsequent 
to  that  date  the  circumstances  of  which  shall  place  them  on  similar 
ground  with  those  before  it,  the  President  would  think  compensation 
equally  incumbent  on  the  United  States'. 

"Instructions  are  given  to  the  governors  of  the  different  States  to  use 
all  the  means  in  their  power  for  restoring  prizes  of  this  last  description 
found  within  their  ports.  Though  they  will,  of  course,  take  measures  to 
be  informed  of  them,  and  the  general  government  has  given  them  the  aid  of 
the  custom-house  officers  for  this  purpose,  yet  you  will  be  sensible  of  the 
importance  of  multiplying  the  channels  of  their  information,  as  far  as 
shall  depend  on  yourself  or  any  persons  under  your  direction,  in  order 
that  the  governors  may  use  the  means  in  their  power  for  making  restitu- 
tion. Without  knowledge  of  the  capture  thej'^  can  not  restore  it.  It 
will  always  be  best  to  give  the  notice  to  them  directly ;  but  any  informa- 
tion which  you  shall  be  pleased  to  send  to  me  also  at  any  time  shall  be 
forwarded  to  them  as  quickly  as  distance  will  permit. 

"  Hence  j'ou  will  perceive,  sir,  that  the  President  contemplates  reetitution 
or  compensation  in  the  cases,  before  the  7th  of  August,  and  after  that  date, 
restitution  J  if  it  can  be  effected  by  any  means  in  our  power;  and  that  it 
will  be  important  that  you  should  substantiate  the  fact  that  such  prizes 
are  in  our  ports  or  waters. 

"Your  list  of  the  privateers  illicitly  armed  in  our  portu  is,  I  believe, 
correct. 


NEUTRALITY.  3975 

"  With  respect  to  loBses  by  detention,  waste,  spoliation,  sustained  by 
vessels  taken  as  before  mentioned,  between  the  dates  of  June  5th  and 
August  7th,  it  is  proposed,  as  a  provisional  measare,  that  the  collector  of 
the  customs  of  the  district  and  the  British  consul,  or  any  other  person  you 
please,  shall  appoint  persons  to  establish  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo 
at  the  time  of  her  capture,  and  of  her  arrival  in  the  port  into  which  she 
is  brought,  according  to  their  value  in  that  port. 

''  If  this  shall  be  agreeable,  and  yon  will  be  pleased  to  signify  it  to  me, 
with  the  names  of  the  prizes  understood  to  be  of  this  description,  instrnc- 
tions  will  be  given  accordingly  to  the  collectors  of  the  customs  where  the 
respective  vessels  are. 

**  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

"Th.  Jefferson.' 

In  explanation  of  this  letter  it  may  be  observed  that  it  was 
on  the  5th  of  June  that  Jefferson  informed  Genet  of  the  Pres- 
ident's decision  that  the  fitting  out  and  arming  of  privateers 
by  the  belligerent  powers  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States  was 
unlawful,  and  also  of  the  President's  desire  that  all  privateers 
that  had  been  so  armed  should  depart.  The  decision  and  the 
desire  were  both  disregarded.  On  the  7th  of  August,  there- 
fore, the  President,  having  determined  to  carry  his  decision 
into  effect,  caused  Oenet  to  be  acquainted  that  he  considered 
it  the  duty  of  the  United  States  either  to  restore  or  to  make 
compensation  for  prizes  taken  subsequently  to  the  5th  of  June 
by  privateers  fitted  out  of  their  ports,  and  that  in  future  the 
United  States  would  take  ^^  efficacious  measures,"  both  to  pre- 
vent the  fitting  out  of  such  privateers  and  to  exclude  them 
from  their  jurisdiction;  but,  as  to  vessels  taken  and  brought 
in  between  June  5  and  August  7,  it  was  left  to  Genet  to  cause 
the  restitution  to  be  made,  in  default  of  which  the  United 
States  undertook  to  make  compensation,  looking  to  France  for 
reimbursement.  Among  the  vessels  in  this  category  were  the 
Jane  of  Dublin,  the  Lovely  Luss,  and  the  Prince  William 
Henry,  British  vessels,  taken  between  the  28th  of  June  and 
the  24th  of  July  by  Le  Citoyen  Oenet.  As  they  were  not  re- 
stored, the  United  States  by  the  note  of  September  5  engaged 
to  make  compensation  for  them,  as  well  as  for  any  others  in 
the  same  category.  As  to  vessels  brought  in  after  the  7th  of 
August,  the  President  promised  restitution,  if  it  could  be 
effected  "by  any  means  in  our  power;"  but  in  respect  of 
such  vessels  no  compensation  was  admitted  to  be  due,  unless 
there  should  be  some  forbearance  to  use  all  the  means  of 
restitution. 
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September  7, 1793,  Mr.  Jefferson  addressed 
Prohibition  of  Frencii  ^  j^^^j.  ^o  the  French  consuls,  requiring  them 

Wie  Jvixisdil^n  ^  ^®*^®  ^^  exercise  prize  jurisdictionJ    This 
letter  was  as  follows: 

"Philadelphia,  Sept.  7, 179S. 
''Sir:  FindlDg  by  the  protests  of  Beveral  of  the  consuls  of  France,  by 
their  advertisemeuts  in  the  public  papers,  and  other  proceedings,  and  by 
other  siilTicient  testimony,  that  they  claim  and  are  exercising  within  the 
United  Stales  a  general  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  in  particular  assume 
to  try  the  validity  of  prizes,  and  to  give  sentence  thereon,  as  judges  of 
admiralty,  and,  moreover,  that  they  are  undertaking  to  give  commissions 
within  the  United  States,  and  to  enlist  or  encourage  the  enlistment  of 
men,  natives  or  inhabitants  of  these  States,  to  commit  hostilities  on 
nations  with  whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace,  in  direct  opposition 
to  the  laws  of  the  land:  I  have  it  in  charge,  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  to  give  notice  to  all  the  consuls  and  vice-consuls  of  France 
in  the  United  States,  as  I  hereby  do  to  yoa,  that  if  any  of  them  shall 
commit  any  of  the  acts  before  mentioned,  or  assume  any  jurisdiction  not 
expressly  given  by  tlie  convention  between  France  and  the  United  States, 
the  exequatur  of  the  consul  so  transgressing  will  be  immediately  revoked, 
and  his  person  be  submitted  to  such  prosecutions  and  punishments  as  the 
hiws  may  prescribe  for  the  case. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc., 

"Th.  Jefferson. 
•'Citizen  Francois  Dupont, 

**  Consul,  Philadelphia. 
"  Citizen  Moissonibr, 

**rice-Conaulj  Maryland. 
"Citizen  Mangount, 

*^Con8H  I,  Charleston . 
"The  Citizen  Hauterive, 

**  Consul  from  the  Bepublie  of  France,  at  New  YorJc,^^ 

In  the  discharge  of  the  neutral  obligations 

^^^t  Jtion***'^^  ^y  ^^^^*^  *^®  aovernment  of  the  United  States 
acknowledged  itself  to  be  bound,  it  became 
necessary  to  determiue  the  distance  from  the  coast  to  which 
the  duty  of  protection  extended.  On  this  subject  Mr.  Jeffer- 
son addressed  to  Mr.  Hammond  the  following  note: 

"Germantown,  Noventher  8,  179S. 
"Sir:  The  President  of  the  United  States,  thinking  that,  before  it  shall 
be  finally  decided  to  what  distance  from  our  seashores  the  territorial  pro- 
tection of  the  United  States  shall  be  exercised,  it  will  be  proper  to  enter 
into  friendly  conferences  and  explanations  with  the  powers  chiefly  inter- 
ested in  the  navigation  of  the  seas  on  our  coasts,  and  relying  that  conven- 
ient occasions  may  bo  taken  for  these  hereafter,  finds  it  necessary  in  the 
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mean  time  to  fix  provisionally  on  Bome  distance  for  the  present  govern- 
ment of  these  questions.  Yon  are  sensible  that  very  different  opinions 
and  claims  have  been  heretofore  advanced  on  this  subject.  The  greatest 
distance  to  which  any  respectable  assent  among  nations  has  been  at  any 
time  given  has  been  the  extent  of  the  human  sight,  estimated  at  upward 
of  twenty  miles,  and  the  smallest  distance,  I  believe,  claimed  by  any  na- 
tion whatever  is  the  utmost  range  of  a  cannon  ball,  usually  stated  at  a  sea 
league.  Some  intermediate  distances  have  also  been  insisted  on,  and  that 
of  three  sea  leagues  has  some  authority  in  its  favor.  The  character  of  our 
coast,  remarkable  in  considerable  parts  of  It  for  admitting  no  vessels  of 
size  to  pass  near  the  shores,  would  entitle  us,  in  reason,  to  as  broad  a  mar- 
gin of  protected  navigation  as  any  nation  whatever.  Reserving,  however, 
the  ultimate  extent  of  this  for  future  deliberation,  the  President  gives 
instructions  to  the  officers  actiug  under  his  authority  to  consider  those 
heretofore  given  them  as  restrained  for  the  present  to  the  distance  of  one 
sea  league  or  three  geographical  miles  ft'om  the  seashores.  This  distance 
can  admit  of  no  opposition,  as  it  is  recognized  by  treaties  between  some 
of  the  powers  with  whom  we  are  connected  in  commerce  and  navigation, 
and  is  as  little,  or  less,  than  is  claimed  by  any  of  them  on  their  own  coasts. 

"  For  the  jurisdiction  of  the  rivers  and  bays  of  the  United  States,  the 
laws  of  the  several  States  are  understood  to  have  made  provision,  and  they 
are,  moreover,  as  being  landlocked,  within  the  body  of  the  United  States. 

"Examining,  by  this  rule,  the  case  of  the  British  brig  Fanny,  taken  on 
the  8th  of  May  last,  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  capture  was 
made  four  or  five  miles  from  the  land,  and  consequently  without  the  line 
provisionally  adopted  by  the  President,  as  before  mentioned. 
"I  have,  etc., 

'*Th.  Jefferson."* 

The  foregoing  note  was  followed  by  another,  in  which  it  was 
proposed  that  where  a  vessel  captured  by  one  of  the  belliger- 
ents shonld  be  reclaimed  as  having  been  taken  in  violation  of 
the  neutrality  of  the  United  States,  persons  should  be  ap- 
pointed as  representatives  of  the  governments  concerned  to 
ascertain  the  facts  and  decide  what  should  be  done.^ 

On  February  18, 1794,  however,  the  Supreme 
Deeision  of  the  8u-  q^^^^  rendered,  in  the  case  of  the  sloop  Betsey, 

PriiTjuilsdi^n  *  decision  that  dissipated  the  doubts  which 

had  existed  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 

of  the  United  States  to  intervene  in  respect  of  prizes  made  by 

cruisers  illegally  jetted  out  and  armed  in  the  United  States. 

*  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint, 
553. 

'^  Mr.  JeflTerson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  November  10,  1793,  British  Counter 
Case  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint,  554.  See,  also, 
circular  of  Mr.  Hamilton,  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  to  collectors  of 
customs,  February  10,  1794,  id.  568. 
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The  Betsey  was  captured  by  Le  Citoyen  Oenet  and  broaght  into 
Baltimore,  where  she  was  libeled  for  restitntion  in  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland.  The 
captor  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction,  and  his  plea  was  sustained. 
The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  district  court 
and  remanded  the  case  for  final  decision  on  the  merits,  holding 
that  the  district  court,  being  possessed  of  all  the  powers  of  a 
court  of  admiralty,  instance  as  well  as  prize,  was  competent 
to  decide  whether  restitution  should  be  made,  and  that  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction  which  had  been  exercised  by  the  French 
consuls  in  the  United  States  was  unwarranted  and  ^^not  of 
right."  * 

This  decision  was  followed  by  the  act  of  June 
^* jie  5*i79f  ""^  ^'  ^^^^^  definiug  the  duties  of  neutrality  and 
providing  for  their  execution,  as  follows: 

*'Sec.  1.  Jie  it  enacted  and  declared  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tiree  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  if  any  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  shall,  within  the  territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the 
same,  accept  and  exercise  a  commission  to  serve  a  foreign  prince  or  state 
in  war  by  land  or  sea,  the  person  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
high  misdemeanor,  and  Hhall  be  fined  not  more  than  two  thousand  doUars, 
and  shall  be  imprisoned  not  exceeding  three  years. 

"Sec.  2.  And  he  it  further  enacted  and  declared,  That  if  any  person  shall 
within  the  territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  enlist  or  enter 
himself,  or  hire  or  retain  another  person  to  enlist  or  enter  himself,  or  to 
go  beyond  the  limits  or  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  with  intent 
to  be  enlisted  or  entered  in  the  service  of  any  foreign  prince  or  state  as  a 
soldier,  or  as  a  marine  or  seaman  on  board  of  any  vessel  of  war,  letter  of 
marque  or  privateer,  every  person  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  high  misdemeanor,  and  shall  be  fined  not  exoeeding  one  thousand 
dollars,  and  be  imprisoned  not  exceeding  three  years :  Provided,  That  this 
shall  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign 
prince  or  state  who  shall  transiently  be  within  the  United  States  and  shall 
on  board  of  any  vessel  of  war,  letter  of  marque  or  privateer,  which  at  the 
time  of  its  arrival  within  the  United  States  was  fitted  and  equipped  as 
such,  enlist  or  enter  himself  or  hire  or  retain  Another  subject  or  citizen  of 
the  same  foreign  prince  or  state,  who  is  transiently  within  the  United 
States,  to  enlist  or  enter  himself  to  serve  such  prince  or  state  on  board 
such  vessel  of  war,  letter  of  marque  or  privateer,  if  the  Uhi ted  States  shall 
then  be  at  peace  with  such  prince  or  state:  And  protfided  further,  That 
if  any  person  so  enlisted  shall  within  thirty  days  after  such  enlistment 
voluntarily  discover,  upon  oath,  to  some  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  civil 
magistrate  the  person  or  persons  by  whom  he  was  so  enlisted,  so  as  that 
he  or  they  may  be  appreheiided  and  convicted  of  the  said  offence,  snoh 
person  so  discovering  the  offender  or  ofienders  shall  be  indemnified  from 
the  penalty  prescribed  by  this  act. 


>  Glass  v.  The  Shop  Betsey,  3  Dallas,  6. 


NEUTRALITY.  3979 

''Sec.  3.  And  he  itfuriher  enacted  and  declared ,  That  if  any  person  shall 
within  any  of  the  ports,  harbors,  bays,  rivers  or  other  waters  of  the  United 
States,  tit  oat  and  arm  or  attempt  to  fit  oat  and  arm  or  procure  to  be  fitted 
out  and  armed,  or  shall  knowingly  be  concerned  in  the  furnishing,  fitting 
out  or  arming  of  any  ship  or  vessel  with  intent  that  such  ship  or  vessel 
shall  be  employ e<l  in  the  service  of  any  foreign  prince  or  state  to  cruise  or 
commit  hostilities  upon  the  subjects,  citizens  or  property  of  another  for- 
eign prince  or  state  with  whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace,  or  shall 
issue  or  deliver  a  commission  within  the  territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  for  any  ship  or  vessel  to  the  intent  that  she  may  be  employed 
as  aforesaid,  every  such  person  so  oiTendin^  shall  upon  conviction  be  ad- 
judged guilty  of  a  high  misdemeanor,  and  shall  be  fined  and  imprisoned 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  which  the  conviction  shall  be  had,  so  as 
the  fine  to  be  imposed  shall  in  no  case  be  more  than  five  thousand  dollars 
and  the  term  of  imprisonment  shall  not  exceed  three  years,  and  every  such 
ship  or  vessel  with  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  together  with  all 
materials,  arms,  ammunition  and  stores  which  may  have  been  procured 
for  the  building  and  ecxulpment  thereof  shall  be  forfeited,  one-half  to  the 
nse  of  any  person  who  shall  give  information  of  the  ofiense  and  the  other 
half  to  the  use  of  the  United  States. 

Sbc.  4.  And  be  it  further  enacted  and  declared^  That  if  any  person  shall 
within  the  territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  increase  or  aug- 
ment, or  procure  to  be  increased  or  augmented,  or  shall  be  knowingly  con- 
cerned in  increasing  or  augmenting  the  force  of  any  ship  of  war,  cruiser 
or  other  armed  vessel  which  at  the  time  of  her  arrival  within  the  United 
States,  was  a  ship  of  war,  cruiser  or  armed  vessel  in  the  service  of  a  for- 
eign prince  or  state  or  belonging  to  the  subjects  or  citizens  of  such  prince 
or  state  the  same  being  at  war  with  another  foreign  prince  or  state  with 
whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace,  by  adding  to  the  number  or  size  of 
the  guns  of  such  vessel  prepared  for  use,  or  by  the  addition  thereto  of  any 
equipment  solely  applicable  to  war,  every  such  person  so  offending  shall 
upon  conviction  be  adjudged  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  shall  be  fined 
and  imprisoned  at  the>  discrection  of  the  court  in  which  the  conviction 
shall  be  had,  so  as  that  such  fine  shall  not  exceed  one  thousand  dollars, 
nor  the  term  of  imprisonment  be  more  than  one  year. 

Sec.  5.  And  he  it  farther  enacted  and  declared^  That  if  any  person  shall 
within  the  territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  begin  or  set  on 
foot  or  provide  or  prepare  the  means  for  any  military  expedition  or  enter- 
prise to  be  carried  on  from  thence  against  the  territory  or  dominions  of 
any  foreign  prince  or  state  with  whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace, 
every  such  person  so  offending  shall  upon  conviction  be  adjudged  guilty  of 
a  high  misdemeanor,  and  shall  suffer  fine  and  imprisonment  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  in  which  the  conviction  shall  he  had,  so  as  that  such  fine 
shall  not  exceed  three  thousand  dollars  nor  the  term  of  imprisonment  be 
more  than  three  years. 

**Sec.  6.  And  he  it  further  enacted  and  declared,  That  the  district  courts 
shall  take  cognizance  of  complaints  hy  whomsoever  instituted,  in  cases  of 
capture  made  within  the  waters  of  the  United  States,  or  within  a  manne 
league  of  the  coasts  or  shores  thereof. 

**  Sec.  7.  And  he  it  further  enacted  and  declared,  That  in  every  case  in  which 
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a  vessel  shall  be  fitted  out  and  armed,  or  attempted  so  to  be  fitted  out  and 
armed,  or  in  which  the  force  of  any  A'essel  of  war,  cruiser  or  other  armed 
vessel,  shall  be  increased  or  augmented,  or  in  which  any  military  expedi- 
tion or  enterprise  shall  be  begun  or  set  on  foot  contrary  to  the  prohibitions 
and  provisions  of  this  act ;  and  in  every  case  of  the  capture  of  a  ship  or 
vessel  within  the  jurisdiction  or  protection  of  the  United  States  as  above 
defined,  and  in  every  case  in  which  any  process  issuing  out  of  any  court  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  disobeyed  or  resisted  by  any.  person  or  persons 
having  the  custody  of  any  vessel  of  war,  cruiser  or  other  armed  vessel  of 
any  foreign  prince  or  state,  or  of  the  subjects  or  citizens  of  such  prince  or 
state,  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  or  such  other  person  as  he  shall  have  empowered  for  that  purpose, 
to  employ  such  part  of  the  land  or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  militia  thereof  as  shall  be  judged  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
posHession  of,  and  detaining  any  such  ship  or  vessel,  with  her  prize  or  prizes 
if  any,  in  order  to  the  execution  of  the  prohibitions  and  penalties  of  this 
act,  and  to  the  restoring  such  prize  or  prizes,  in  the  cases  in  which  resto- 
ration shall  have  been  adjudged,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
the  carrying  on  of  any  such  expedition  or  enterprise  from  the  territories 
of  the  United  States  against  the  territories  or  dominions  of  a  foreign  prince 
or  state,  with  whom  the  United  States  are  at  peace. 

''Sec.  8.  And  he  it  further  enacted  and  declared,  That  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or  such  other  person  as  he  shall 
have  empowered  for  that  purpose,  to  employ  such  part  of  the  land  or 
naval  forces  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  militia  thereof,  as  shall  be 
necessary  to  compel  any  foreign  ship  or  vessel  to  depart  the  United  States, 
in  all  cases  in  which,  by  the  laws  of  nations  or  the  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  they  ought  not  to  remain  within  the  United  States. 

"Skc.  9.  And  he  it  further  enacted,  That  nothing  in  the  foregoing  act 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  prosecution  or  punishment  of  treason, 
or  any  piracy  defined  by  a  treaty  or  other  law  of  the  United  States. 

**Sfx\  10.  And  he  it  further  niacied,  That  this  act  shall  continue  and  be 
in  force  for  and  during  the  term  of  two  years,  and  from  thence  to  the  end 
of  the  next  session  of  (l^ongress,  and  no  longer. 

"Approved,  June  5,  1794."  ' 

Briefly  summarized,  this  act  forbade :  1.  The  acceptance  and 
exercise  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereof,  of  a  commission  to  serve  a  foreign  belligerent. 
2.  Enlistments  in  the  United  States.  3.  The  fitting  out  and 
arming  of  vessels.  4.  The  augmenting  or  increasing  the  force 
of  armed  vessels.  5.  The  setting  on  foot  of  military  expedi- 
tions. The  President  was  authorized  to  use  the  land  and  naval 
forces  for  the  execution  of  these  provisions,  as  well  as  for  the 

'  1  stats,  at  L.  381.  This  act  was  continued  in  force  by  the  act  of  March 
2, 1797,  for  an  additional  period  of  two  years  and  to  the  end  of  the  next 
session  of  Cougress  thereafter.  (Id.  497. )  By  the  act  of  April  24,  1800, 
it  was  contiuned  in  folce  indeiinitely.    (2  id.  54.) 
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purpose  of  compelling  any  foreign  ship  or  vessel  to  depart, 
when  by  the  law  of  nations  or  the  treaties  it  ought  not  to  re- 
main J  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  act  of  Con- 
gress blazed  the  way  for  the  judicial  tribunals,  and  enabled 
them  to  interpose  with  purpose  and  effect  in  cases  involving 
the  obligations  of  neutrality.  Where  there  was  no  substantial 
increase,^  or  where  there  was  a  mere  replacement^  of  force  in 
the  United  States,  or  where  the  cruiser,  though  first  fitted  out 
and  armed  in  the  United  States,  was,  after  having  been  reduced 
there  to  her  original  condition,  subsequently  armed  and  com- 
missioned in  a  home  port,'*  or  where  there  was  no  distinctively 
warlike  eqitipping  and  arming  in  the  United  States,^  restitu- 
tion was  refused.  But,  where  the  cruiser  was  illegally  fitted 
out  and  armed  in  the  United  States,  her  prizes  were,  if  brought 
within  the  United  States,  restored.^  Such  was  the  rule,  though 
it  is  possible  that  it  may  not  have  been  fully  or  correctly  applied 
in  every  case. 

In  proceeding  now  to  examine  the  cases  that 

owigations  of  United  ^ame  before  the  commission  under  Article  VII. 

d^^TO^^^e^Ja'  of  the  Jay  Treaty,  the  language  of  which  has 

'£xea,ty.  .     already  been  quoted,  it  is  important  to  bear 

in  mind  precisely  what  were  the  obligations  of 

the  United  States  under  that  article. 

1.  The  article  recites  that  British  subjects  have  suffered  loss 
and  damage  by  reason  of  the  capture  of  their  vessels  and  mer- 
chandise (a)  "  taken  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
States  and  brought  into  the  ports  of  the  same"  (b)  "or  taken 
by  vessels  originally  armed  in  ports  of  the  said  States." 

2.  The  article  provides  that  the  commission  shall  exercise 
jurisdiction  "in  all  such  cases  where  restitution  shall  not  have 


>  U.  S,  V.  Guinet,  Wharton's  State  Trials,  93. 

2  Moodie  v.  Ship  Brothers,  Bee,  76. 

^Moodie  v.  The  Ship  Phwhe  AnnCf  3  Dallas,  319. 

*  WiWani80n  v.  Brig  BeUey,  Bee,  67 ;  British  Consul  v.  Ship  Marmaidf  Bee, 
69. 

^Moodie  v.  The  Ship  Alfred^  3  Dallas,  307. 

«  Talbot  V.  Jansen,  3  Dallas,  133  j  Oeyer  v,  Michel,  3  Dallas,  285;  Moodie  v. 
Betty  Caihcart,  Bee,  292;  3  Dallas,  288,  note.  **The  principle  is  now  firmly 
settled  that  prizes  made  by  vessels  which  have  violated  the  actn  of  Con- 
gress that  have  been  enacted  for  the  preservation  of  the  neutrality  of  the 
United  States,  if  brought  within  their  territory,  shall  be  restored."  Mar- 
shall, C.  J.,  The  Gran  Para,  7  Wheaton,  471,  486.  See  Safitissima  Trinidad, 
1  Brockenborough,  470. 
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been  made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Jeffer- 
son to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated  at  Philadelphia,  September  5, 
1793.'' 

Thus  the  obligation  of  the  United  States  to  m9rke  compensa- 
tion in  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  first  clause  is  measured  by 
the  tenor  of  the  letter  described  in  the  second. 

By  that  letter  the  United  States  acknowledged  their  obliga- 
tion— 

1.  To  restore  vessels  captured  within  their  jurisdiction. 

2.  To  restore  vessels  captured  on  the  high  seas  and  brought 
into  their  ports  by  cruisers  armed  within  them,  where  such 
vessels  were  captured  and  brought  in  after  June  6, 1793. 

3.  To  make  compensation  where,  as  in  the  cases  of  the  Lovely 
LdsSj  the  Jane  of  Dublin^  and  the  Prhice  William  Henry,  they 
had  forborne  to  use  all  the  means  in  their  power  to  perform 
obligations  1  and  2. 

In  this  relation  it  should  be  observed  that  obligation  1  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  limited  to  vessels  captured  and  brought 
in  after  June  5, 1793.  In  the  cases  of  the  brig  Fanny  and  the 
ship  William,  both  of  which  were  captured  and  brought  into 
port  before  that  date,  the  United  States  disclaimed  any  obliga- 
tion to  make  restitution  on  the  ground  that  the  vessels  were 
captured  more  than  a  marine  league  from  the  coast,  which  the 
President  had  provisionally  adopted  as  the  limit  of  the  protec- 
tion of  the  United  States.  It  was  impliedly  admitted  that 
restitution  \vould  have  been  due  if  the  captures  had  been  made 
within  that  belt.^  It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  the 
reason  for  this  distinction  was  that  it  was  on  the  date  men- 
tioned that  the  position  of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  the 
privateers  fitted  out  and  armed  in  their  ports  was  taken,  while 
the  obligation  to  extend  protection  to  vessels  within  their  juris- 
diction was  previously  admitted.  We  have  seen  that  in  the 
case  of  the  ship  Orange,  which  was  captured  in  the  Delaware 
Bay  and  brought  into  Philadelphia  in  April  1793,  restitution 
was  not  only  acknowledged  to  be  due,  but  was  actually 
effected. 

When  the  commission  under  Article  VII. 
Limite  of  oUigation  ^^^^  ^^  deliberate  on  the  claims  of  British  sub- 

"^'     tira!"^"^  jects,  the  first  question  that  arose  grew  out  of 

the  recital  as   to  vessels  and   merchandise 

"  taken  by  vessels  originally  armed  in  ports  of  the  said  [  United] 

'  IJritish  Counter  Caae  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint, 
553-554.  582. 
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States."  If  this  recital  could  either  be  sabstitnted  for  or 
added  to  the  terms  of  the  letter  of  JelSerson  to  Hammond,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  obligation  of  the  United  States 
in  respect  of  captures  made  by  vessels  originally  armed  in 
their  ports,  it  might  be  argued  that  the  mere  fact  of  arming  in 
the  United  States  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  claimants  to 
compensation  in  such  cases — and  in  fact  the  argument  was 
made.  Gore  and  Pinkney,  in  a  letter  to  Pickering  of  Decem- 
ber 4, 1797,  said: 

^^Some  claimants  have  contended  that  it  was  only  necessary 
to  prove  the  capture  to  have  been  made  by  a  French  vessel 
fitted  out  in  the  United  States  in  order  to  entitle  them  to  com- 
pensation under  that  article.  This  construction  is  supported 
by  civilians  eminent  for  their  talent  as  well  as  official  rank  and 
station  in  this  government. 

"They  do  not  hold  themselves  bound  to  prove  a  capacity  in 
the  United  States  to  make  restitution  by  the  captured  vessel 
having  been  within  their  jurisdiction,  or  that  the  United 
States  did  or  neglected  to  do  some  act  which  proved  a  for- 
bearance to  use  means  in  their  power  to  make  restitution. 

"It  will  likewise  be  contended  that  a  privateer  which  re- 
ceived any  addition  to  her  equipment  within  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  is  a  vessel  <  originally  armed  in  the  ports  of  the 
United  States'  within  the  meaning  of  those  terms,  as  used  in 
the  treaty." 

The  question  whether  compensation  was  due 
^"*mai  *  "  *"  ^^®^®  *  vessel,  though  captured  by  a  cruiser 
originally  armed  in  the  Unitetl  States,  never 
was  brought  within  their  jurisdiction,  was  decided  on  May  21, 
1798,  in  the  case  of  the  ship  Jamaica,  Martin,  master.  The 
question  was  determined  in  the  negative.  The  grounds  on 
which  it  was  so  determined  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Gore.  And  in  this  relation  it  is  proper  to  point  out 
that  Mr.  Gore,  while  adopting  the  letter  of  Jefferson  to  Ham- 
mond as  the  test  of  the  responsibility  of  the  United  States, 
said:  "The  ground  of  obligation  on  the  United  States  to 
compensate  for  loss  or  damage  resulting  from  a  capture  by 
vessels  originally  aqmed  in  their  ports,  was  the  forbearance  on 
their  part  to  use  the  means  in  their  power  to  restore  such  cap- 
tured property  when  brought  within  their  jurisdiction.  The 
counsel  for  the  claimant  seemed  to  suppose  that  the  obligation 
to  compensate  arose  from  the  circumstance  of  the  privateer 
being  originally  armed  in  the  United  States,  but  as  there  is 
not  the  smallest  evidence  to  induce  a  belief  that,  in  this  or  in 
any  other  case  the  goveTmnent  permitted  or  in  any  degree  con- 
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nived  at  snch  arming,  or  failed  to  use  all  the  means  in  their 
power  to  prevent  such  equipment,  there  is  no  ground  to  sup- 
port a  charge  on  the  fact  that  the  armament  originated  in 
their  ports." 

The  text  of  Mr.  Gore's  opinion  is  as  follows: 

Opinion  of  Mr.  Oora.  «  Claim  by  William  Hutchins  on  the  United 

States,  for  compensation  for  the  loss  and 

damage  which  has  accrued  to  the  owners  of  said  vessel  and 

cargo  by  the  capture  thereof  by  the  privateer ,  said 

to  have  been  originally  armed  in  the  United  States. 

"  The  question  of  arming  in  the  United  States  has  not  been 
considered  by  the  board,  because  it  appeared  from  the  claim- 
ant's own  statement  that  the  capture  was  on  the  high  seas; 
shortly  after  which,  and  before  her  arrival  in  any  port,  the  said 
ship  Jamaica  and  her  cargo  were  burnt  and  totally  destroyed; 
and  on  this  point,  viz,  that  the  captured  property  bad  never 
been  within  any  of  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  the  board, 
one  gentleman  only  dissenting,  were  of  opinion  that  the  case 
was  not  within  the  stipulation  of  the  article  under  which  the 
commissioners  act. 

''At  the  request  of  the  claimant  the  cause  has  been  recon- 
sidered and  counsel  heard,  who  has  endeavored  to  support  the 
two  following  positions,  viz,  that  the  statement  in  the  article 
of  the  complaints  of  His  Britannic  Majesty's  subjects  is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  description  of  cases,  and  included  every 
quality  necessary  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  the  compensation 
promised,  without  any  reference  to  the  letter  of  Mr.  Jefferson 
to  Mr.  Hammond,  annexed  to  the  treaty,  and  secondly,  that  in  a 
case  thus  circumstanced  the  law  of  nations  imposes  a  duty  on 
the  United  States  to  make  the  compensation  required. 

"The  article  states  that  *  certain  merchants  and  others.  His 
Majesty's  subjects,  complain  that  they  have  sustained  loss  and 
damage  by  reason  of  the  capture  of  their  vessels  and  mer- 
chandise, taken  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the  States, 
and  brought  into  the  porta  of  the  same,  or  taken  by  vessels 
originally  armed  in  ports  of  said  States.' 

"  TJie  above  is  the  complaint,  to  which  follows  the  agreement 
of  the  contracting  parties,  which  contains  the  promise  and 
stipulation  of  the  United  States.  It  is  '  that  in  all  snch  crises, 
where  restitution  shall  not  have  been  made,  agreeably  to  the 
tenor  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated 
at  Philadeli)hia,  Sept.  5, 1793,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to 
this  treaty,  the  complaints  of  the  parties  shall  be,  and  hereby 
are,  referred  to  the  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  virtue  of 
this  article,  who  are  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  proceed 
in  the  like  manner  relative  to  these  as  to  the  other  cases 
committed  to  them,'  etc. 

"  The  description  of  cases,  on  which  the  board  is  bound  to 
award  compensation,  is  not  conclusively  defined  in  the  com- 
plaints of  His  Majesty's  subjects,  for  in  the  agreement  afore 
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recited  it  appears  they  must  possess  another  ingredient  and 
be  conformable  to  another  rule. 

"They  must  be  such  cases  *  where  restitution  has  not  been 
made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  aforesaid  letter.'  To  avoid 
the  natural  and  obvious  effects  of  these  words,  it  has  been 
argued  that  they  are  introduced  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  an  obligation  on  the  United  States  to  compensate  for 
injury  sustained  by  capture,  etc.,  in  cases  where  they  had 
actually  effected  a  restitution  of  the  property  captured. 

"It  can  hardly  be  conceived  that  the  letter  should  have 
been  introduced  and  made  part  of  this  treaty  merely  to  avoid 
a  charge  on  the  United  States,  where  they  had  actually 
restored  the  thing  captured,  Ist,  because,  if  the  govern- 
ment of  said  States  had  caused  restitution  to  be  made  of 
property  thus  taken,  it  had  done  everything  which  the  law 
of  nations  obliged  them  to  do,  and  the  party  could  have  no 
)ust  cause  of  complaint  or  claim  against  them  for  compensa- 
tion. Secondly,  supposing  that  a  different  idea  of  the  duty  of 
the  United  States  was  entertained,  and  they  were  conceived 
liable  not  only  to  restore  the  thing  captured,  but  also  to  com- 
pensate for  any  collateral  or  conseciuential  damage  that  might 
have  resulted  from  the  capture,  and  that  restitution  had  been 
made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  that  letter,  it  is  not  probable 
that  damage  had  been  sustained  to  any  considerable  amount, 
or  at  least  to  such  a  degree  as  to  render  it  a  subject  for  national 
negotiation.  Neither  is  it  suggested  that  complaints  were 
made  of  injury  and  damage  sustained,  tho'  the  property  was 
restored.  And  further,  if  any  were,  the  complainants  are 
barred  according  to  this  construction  from  claiming  it  here, 
because  the  board  is  authorized  only  to  examine  those  cases 
where  restitution  has  not  been  made  agreeably  to  the  tenor 
of  that  letter,  and  therefore  the  parties  without  burthening 
the  treaty  with  this  letter  might  have  answered  every  pur- 
pose, if  this  was  their  object,  by  saying  *  where  the  property 
shall  not  have  been  restored.' 

"Tlie  letter,  then,  must  have  been  introduced,  and  these 
words,  <such  cases  where  restitution  has  not  been  made  agree- 
ably to  the  tenor  of  said  letter,'  to  define  the  circumstances  in 
which  the  United  States  were  bound  to  make  restitution,  and 
on  forbearance  whereof  they  were  obliged  to  make  compensa- 
tion. This  construction  corresponds  with  the  technical 
signification  of  the  words  '  according  to  the  tenor,'  as  used  in 
legal  instruments,  both  in  (Ireat  Britain  and  America,  ^ith 
the  received  understanding  of  the  terms  in  common  parlance, 
and  more  especially  with  their  use  in  diplomatic  correspondence 
and  in  treaties  between  different  nations. 

"By  the  words  of  this  promise  no  one  can  doubt  that  it 
would  be  a  good  reply  for  the  United  States  to  make  to  a  claim 
for  compensation  that  restitution  had  been  made  according  to 
the  tenor  of  said  letter.  It  would  have  been  a  satisfactory 
answer  in  the  United  States  to  a  demand  on  its  government  for 
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restitutiou  that  according  to  the  tenor,  that  is,  according  to 
the  force  and  obligation  of  their  promise,  as  contained  in  Mr. 
Jefferson's  letter,  they  were  not  bound  to  make  restitution. 

*'If  such  would  be  a  fit  answer  to  a  demand  for  restitution, 
there  can  be  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  equally  just  to  a 
claim  for  compensation,  because  that,  in  the  same  case,  they 
had  failed  to  restore. 

"To  support  the  claim  for  compensation  under  Buch  circum- 
stances would  be  saying  that  compensation  was  due  for  not 
restoring  where  the  party  complained  against  was  under  no 
obligation  to  restore. 

"By  the  promise  contained  in  this  letter  the  United  States 
were  bound  to  use  all  the  means  in  their  power  to  restore  prizes 
taken  by  vessels  originally  armed  in  their  ports,  if  brought 
within  them.  Suppose  a  vessel  to  be  thus  taken,  and,  after 
having  been  despoiled  of  most  of  her  cargo  on  the  high  seas 
by  the  captors,  to  arrive  in  some  port  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  means  are  there  successfully  used  to  restore  the  vessel, 
but  from  the  plunder  of  her  before  the  arrival  not  a  tenth  part 
of  the  property  captured  is  obtained  for  the  claimants,  yet 
according  to  the  construction  put  on  this  article  by  the  advo- 
cate for  the  claimants  no  claim  for  compensation  could  be 
supported,  for  restitution  had  been  made  according  to  the 
tenor  of  said  letter. 

"  It  would  be  charging  a  strange  inconsistency  In  the  parties 
to  this  agreement  to  suppose  the  United  States  not  liable  to 
restore  in  the  case  put,  beyond  what  was  in  their  power,  and 
also  not  liable  to  make  compensation  for  not  restoring,  and  yet, 
that  in  the  case  before  us,  where  no  part  was  ever  in  their 
power,  they  were  liable  to  make  compensation  for  the  whole. 
The  sum  might  be  greater  in  the  former  than  in  the  present 
case,  and  therefore  the  loss  to  the  individual  greater  in  that 
than  in  this  instance.  The  reason  for  not  restoring  the  whole 
in  the  one  case  is  precisely  the  same  as  for  not  restoring  a  part 
in  the  other,  and  therefore  the  demand  dependent  on  the  same 
principle.  A  construction  replete  with  such  contradictions  and 
injustice  ought  to  be  resisted  unless  absolutely  imposed  by  the 
express  meaning  of  the  terms.  Here  the  absurdities,  Howing 
from  the  construction  contended  for,  only  serve  to  confirm  the 
evident  intention  of  the  parties,  as  derived  from  the  common 
and  natural  force  of  the  terms  of  the  stipulation  as  before 
shown. 

"  The  letter  was  written  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  afford  satisfaction  to  the  British  minister  for  com- 
plaints of  His  Majesty's  subjects  on  account  of  loss  by  them 
sustained  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations.  It  has  not  been 
suggested  that  the  duties  of  the  United  States,  as  therein  de- 
fined and  applying  to  a  case  circumstanced  as  the  one  under 
consideration,  were  not  deemed  satisfactory  by  that  minister  or 
his  nation.  Neither  has  it  ever  been  contended  that  they  were 
liable  in  analogous  cases  to  restore  or  to  compensate  for  not 
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making  restitution  where  it  was  not  in  their  power  to  restore. 
It  is,  therefore,  natural  to  conclude  that  according  to  the 
understanding  of  both  nations  this  letter  fully  and  truly  defined 
the  duties  of  the  United  States  in  cases  circumstanced  like  the 
present. 

^^  However,  the  advocate  for  the  complainant  supposes  that 
the  law  of  nations  obliged  the  government  in  such  case  to  make 
compensation.  If  this  was  true  it  would  be  incumbent  on  us 
to  strain  the  language  of  the  article  (of  which  the  letter  is  as 
much  a  part  as  any  sentence)  as  far  as  possible,  to  bring  the 
cause  within  its  meaning.  To  support  the  doctrine  contended 
for  by  the  claimant  the  counsel  has  introduced  the  justifying 
memorial  of  His  Britannic  Majesty  in  answer  to  the  exposition 
of  the  court  of  France,  and  also  the  memorial  of  Sir  Joseph 
Torke  to  the  States  General  dated  2l8t  February  1777  and  the 
opinion  of  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  in  what  he  considers  a  like  case. 

^^  The  memorials  referred  to  were  made  during  the  Ameri- 
can war,  and  contain  the  complaints  of  Great  Britain  for  the 
countenance  and  support  which  these  two  powers  afforded  to 
the  United  States  in  that  contest,  and  especially  to  their  ships 
of  war  and  their  prizes. 

"  The  relation  which  the  United  States  bore  to  Great  Britain 
leaves  no  room  to  doubt  that  the  duties  of  France  and  of  the 
States  General  were  stated  as  favorably  for  the  complaining 
power,  as  the  law  of  nations  would  justify;  and  that  satisfac- 
tion for  loss  or  damage  was  demanded  in  every  case,  where 
it  could  be  exacted,  by  virtue  of  that  law,  and  that  complaint 
for  doing  or  permitting  to  be  done  what  the  law  forbade,  or 
omitting  to  do  what  their  duty  imposed,  could  not  fail  of  being 
introduced,  especially  when  it  is  remembered  that  the  justify- 
ing memorial  against  France  was  written  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  war  between  those  two  crowns.  It  should  also  be 
observed  that  Great  Britain,  in  those  memorials  and  in  all  her 
charges  against  those  powers,  founded  her  complaints,  not  only 
on  the  law  of  nations,  but  also  on  the  breach  of  express  stipu- 
lations of  treaty  then  subsisting  between  them  and  her.  She 
declares  that  by  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  the  treaty  of 
1763  (in  which  the  parties  contract  <  not  to  permit  any  hostili- 
ties by  land  or  sea,  and  to  contribute  to  their  mutual  glory, 
without  giving  any  succor  or  protection,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  those  who  would  do  any  prejudice  to  one  or  other  of  the 
high  contracting  parties'),  France  was  under  obligations  to  bar 
her  ports  against  the  American  vessels,  to  forbid  her  subjects 
to  have  any  commerce  with  that  rebellious  people,  and  not  to 
afford  either  protection  or  succor  to  the  domestic  enemies  of 
a  crown  with  which  she  had  sworn  a  sincere  and  inviolable 
friendship. 

"The  memorial  complains  that  France  'permitted  an  under- 
hand and  dangerous  war  to  issue  from  her  ports,'  and  this 
complaint  is  founded  entirely  on  the  ground  that  all  the  equip- 
ments there  made  were  done  with  the  knowledge  and  permis- 
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sion  of  the  government;  that  by  such  permission  vessels 
which  the  Americans  had  either  built  or  purchased  were  armed 
and  fitted  out  there  to  cruise  on  the  coast  of  Great  Britain: 
that  such  vessels,  chiefly  armed  by  Frenchmen,  who  entered 
under  the  eyes  of  their  governors,  took  many  British  ships, 
reentered  the  ports  of  France,  where  they  publicly  sold  their 
prizes  in  sight  of  the  royal  officers,  refitted  their  privateers, 
and  went  out  again  to  make  capture  of  tlie  persons  and 
property  of  His  Majesty's  subjects.  A  particular  vessel  is 
named  which,  after  the  strongest  representation  of  the  British 
minister  against  her  being  suffered  to  remain  in  port,  was  per- 
mitted to  stay,  and  the  captain  allowed  to  refit  his  ship,  to 
provide  himself  with  gunpowder,  and  also  with  French  sea- 
men, and  then  to  go  out  and  cruise  on  the  British,  iu  which 
cruise  the  same  privateer,  with  others,  took  15  British  ships, 
greater  part  whereof  were  carried  into  the  iK)rts  of  France 
and  sold.  No  demand  was  made  for  compensation  for  the  loss 
sustained  by  reason  of  these  captures. 

"  But  on  representations  being  made  of  the  injury  received 
by  these  equipments  and  sales  of  prizes,  it  was  deemed  satis- 
factory by  the  British  crown  that  the  King  of  France  declared 
his  resolution  to  banish  the  American  corsairs  from  his  ports, 
and  that  in  future  he  would  take  the  most  rigorous  measures 
to  prevent  the  sale  of  prizes  taken  from  the  subjects  of  Great 
Britain. 

"  Surely  then  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this  memorial 
is  directly  the  reverse  of  what  is  contended  lor  by  the  claim- 
ant's counsel.  The  cases  stated  have  a  much  stronger  claim 
on  a  government  for  compensation  than  those  described  in 
Mr.  Jefferson's  letter;  for  the  privateers,  it  is  declared,  were 
fitted  out  with  the  knowledge  and  permission  of  the  French 
Government;  that  the  prizes  taken  by  vessels  thus  fitted  out 
were  brought  in  and  publicly  sold  under  the  protection  of  the 
royal  officers,  who,  in  affording  this  protection,  conformed 
themselves  to  tlie  French  ministry,  and  yet  it  was  deemed  a  full 
satisfaction  that  the  government  })romised  to  banish  the  cor- 
sairs and  in  future  prohibit  the  sale  of  piizes.  Not  even  a 
demand  was  made  that  the  prizes  should  be  restored,  tho'  in 
the  power  of  France  to  make  the  restitution,  much  less  that 
compensation  should  be  made  by  the  government  for  the  loss 
sustained  from  not  restoring  those  which  had  not  been  brought 
into  their  ports,  altho'  taken  by  vessels  fitted  out  against  the 
remonstrances  of  the  British  minister  and  by  the  permission 
of  the  (rovemment  of  France. 

"The  memorial  of  Sir  Joseph  Yorke  states  *that  the  gover- 
nor of  St.  Eustatia  connived  at  the  hostile  equipment  of  the 
Americans  and  permitted  the  seizure  of  an  English  vessel  by 
an  American  pirate  within  cannon  shot  of  that  island,  and  did 
also  return  from  the  fortress  ot  his  government  the  salute  of 
a  rebel  flag.' 

"The  language  used  on  this  occasion  by  the  British  envoy 
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discovered  no  diBpoflitioii  to  abate,  in  any  degree,  of  the  jost 
demands  which  the  law  of  nations  authorized  hiin  to  make  on 
the  States  General. 

<<The  satisfaction  demanded  was  a  disavowal  of  the  salnte 
by  Fort  Orange  at  St.  Eustatia  and  the  dismission  and  recall 
of  the  governor.  No  demand  is  made  for  restitution  of  the 
English  vessel  or  for  compensation  for  not  restoring  her,  tho\ 
by  the  allegation,  the  governor  forbore  to  use  the  means  in 
his  power  to  defend  the  said  vessel  while  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  island  or  to  restore  her  after  the  capture. 

^'The  case  stated  from  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  is  that  of  a  Dutch 
vessel  forcibly  taken  out  of  the  waters  of  England,  by  a  French 
ship  of  war,  and  earned  to  France  as  prize. 

^'  On  a  memorial  to  the  King  of  England  on  this  subject,  Sir 
Leoline  gives  his  opinion  in  the  following  words,  viz:  'A  repa- 
ration is  justly  due  to  Your  Majesty  for  the  indignity  ofiered 
by  taking  the  Dutch  ship  out  of  your  protection,  and  the  repa- 
ration can  not  be  a  full  and  complete  one  unless  the  ship  and 
goods  be  restored,  or  else  the  full  equivalent  thereof,  with  the 
damages.  'Tis  true  the  Dutch  are  not  in  a  capacity  to  make 
a  direct  demand  for  such  restitution  from  the  French,  yet  if  the 
wrongdoer  do  carry  away  and  enjoy  the  fruits  of  his  violence, 
and  the  innocent  ally  be  bound  to  sit  down  by  his  loss,  the 
rights  of  ports  will  be  thought  not  asserted  to  the  full,  since 
they  consist  not  only  in  the  reverence  due  to  the  government, 
but  in  the  indemnity  of  all  parties  for  the  punishment  of  an 
unjust  violence,  such  as  this  is,  and  which  undoubtedly  belongs 
to  Your  Majesty,  and  to  Your  Majesty  alone,  to  punish.  The 
affront  to  authority  must  in  the  first  jilace  be  expiated,  but 
then  the  loss  to  the  party  violated  ought  to  be  fully  made  up. 
However,  the  time  and  manner  of  demanding  this  reparation 
is  not  (can  not  be)  prescribed  by  any  rule  of  law  that  I  know 
of;  therefore  I  shall  not  presume  to  speak  anything  in  it,  Your 
Majesty's  reasons  of  state  and  your  royal  resentment  being 
the  proper  measures  of  demand.' 

"What  demand  the  memorial  stated  does  not  appear;  but 
there  is  not  the  smallest  pretense,  from  the  opinion  of  Sir  L. 
Jenkins  on  this  case,  to  say  that  the  British  King  wa«  liable 
to  effect  a  restitution  or  make  compensation.  Evidently,  in 
his  judgment,  any  satisfaction  to  be  made  was  to  come  from 
France.  The  Dutch,  as  they  were.then  at  peace  with  the 
French,  might  demand  it  themselves;  but  as  the  King's  dignity 
had  been  injured  he  was  authorized  to  require  a  full  repara- 
tion, though  the  time  and  manner  of  demanding  the  reparation 
was  to  depend  solely  on  His  JVIajesty's  reasons  of  state  and 
royal  resentment. 

*'This  case  was  introduced  by  the  learned  advocate  to  sup- 
port, on  the  authority  of  Sir  L.  Jenkins,  the  doctrine  that  a 
neutral  nation  is  obliged  by  the  droit  public  to  use  all  the 
means  in  her  power  to  restore  the  property  of  the  subjects  of 
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another  nation,  taken  within  her  jurisdiction  by  the  enemies 
of  the  captured,  or  by  vessels  originally  armed  in  lier  ports, 
whether  brought  therein  or  not;  that  the  means  in  her  power, 
and  which  she  is  obliged  to  use,  are  to  make  war  against  the 
capturing  nation,  and  that,  if  she  fail  to  make  use  of  such 
extreme  means,  she  is  bound  to  make  compensation  to  the 
individuals  injured.  It  is  impossible  to  read  that  opinion  and 
not  to  form  a  directly  different  conclusion  as  to  the  means  to 
be  used  and  the  obligation  on  the  neutral  state  in  failure  of 
those  means. 

"According  to  the  principles  of  justice,  on  which  is  founded 
the  law  of  nations,  no  government  can  be  liable  to  compensate 
for  an  injury  which  they  did  not  commit,  or  for  not  preventing 
a  loss  when  out  of  their  power  to  prevent  it,  or  for  not  using 
means  in  their  power  to  restore  property  wrongfully  taken, 
when  such  property  never  came  within  the  reach  of  those 
means.  The  law  of  nations  is  thus  laid  down  by  Puffendorf 
and  Grotius  : 

"'One  people  may  offend  another  directly,  when  by  order  of 
their  sovereign  they  cause  a  damage  to  be  done  to  another  in 
any  manner,  or  indirectly,  when  a  sovereign  does  not  punish 
the  mischiefs  done  by  his  subjects  to  another  people,  or,  if  he 
could  hinder  them,  doth  not;  as,  for  example,  if  he  does  not 
use  the  best  means  he  can  and  ought  to  prevent  or  restrain 
robberies  and  piracies;  if  he  affords  a  reception  to  those  who 
have  wronged  and  injured  the  state;  in  all  those  cases  he  is 
obliged  to  restitution.'    (Puff.  3  B.  1  0. 11  sect  note.) 

'< '  Kings  and  magistrates  are  bound  to  make  reparation,  if 
they  do  not  use  such  means  as  they  may  and  ought  to  prevent 
robbery  and  piracy.  The  States  had  granted  letters  of  marque 
to  many  of  their  subjects  to  take  prizes  from  their  enemy, 
some  of  whom  robbed  their  own  subjects,  and  deserting  their 
native  country  roved  about  upon  the  seas,  and  would  not 
return ;  it  was  determined  that  the  States  were  not  bound  to 
make  reparation,  but  to  punish  and  deliver  up  the  delinquents 
if  they  could  be  taken.'     (Grotius,  2  B.  17  C.  20  S.) 

*'  *  Nor  are  kings  bound  to  make  reparation  if  their  soldiers, 
either  by  sea  or  land,  shall  do  their  subjects  or  allies  any 
dam<age  contrary  to  their  command;  which  is  proved  by  the 
testimonies  of  France  and  England.  But  if  any  one  be  bound 
to  make  reparation  for  \xhat  his  ministers  or  servants  do  with- 
out his  faulty  this  cause  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
nations,  but  by  the  civil  law;  not  by  that  in  general,  but  by 
certain  by-laws  made  against  mariners  and  some  others  for 
particular  reasons.'    (2  Gro.  17, 20.) 

"  Bynkershoek,  and  Lee,  who  has  adopted  all  his  principles 
and  authorities  from  Bynkershoek,  are  to  the  same  point: 

^'  *  In  the  case  of  the  husbandmen  and  servants  making  iron 
unlawfully  in  a  fiirin,  it  is  its  being  done  without  the  master's 
knowledge  which  exempts  him  from  ])iinishment,  and,  if  it 
had  been  done  with  his  privity,  he  would  suffer,  because  it  was 
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his  duty,  and  he  had  the  power  to  prevent  it.'    (Bynkershoek, 
2  I.  P.  1  B.  2  C;  Lee  on  Captures,  p.  187.) 

"  Conformably  to  these  principles,  I  find  a  case,  cited  from 
the  rolls  of  Parliament,  in  an  old  book  entitled  'His  Majesty's 
Propriety  and  Dominion  of  the  British  Seas  Asserted,'  wherein 
certain  ambassadors  from  the  Emperor  of  Flanders  *  demand 
that  inquiry  should  be  made  and  justice  rendered  aboat  a 
depredation  by  the  subjects  of  England  upon  the  English 
seas,  taking  wines  and  other  property  belonging  to  certain 
merchants  of  Flanders  toward  the  ports  of  Cranden,  within 
the  territory  and  jurisdiction  of  the  King  of  England,  alleging 
that  the  said  wines,  etc.,  were  brought  within  the  realm  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  King,  and  that  it  belonged  to  him  to  see  justice 
done  in  regard  to  that  he  is  the  Lord  of  the  /S'^a,'  etc. 

"  The  ground  of  demand  here  is  that  the  injury  was  done 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  King,  and  that  the  property,  for 
the  loss  of  which  justice  is  required,  was  also  brought  within 
his  realm  and  jurisdiction. 

"  Indeed,  nothing  could  be  more  incongruous  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  as  well  as  with  the  law  of  nations, 
than  to  render  an  individual  or  government  under  an  obliga- 
tion to  restore  that  which  was  never  in  his  power  to  restore, 
or  under  such  circumstances  to  compensate  for  not  restoring 
it,  when  the  loss  arose  without  the  smallest  fault  imputable  to 
such  government  or  individual. 

"  The  ground  of  obligation  on  the  United  States  to  compen- 
sate for  loss  or  damage  resulting  from  a  capture  by  vessels 
originally  armed  in  their  iKirts  was  the  forbearance  on  their 
part  to  use  the  means  in  their  power  to  restore  such  captured 
property  when  brought  within  their  jurisdiction. 

'^  The  counsel  for  the  claimant  seemed  to  suppose  that  the 
obligation  to  compensate  arose  from  the  circumstance  of  the 
privateer  being  originally  armed  in  the  United  States,  but  as 
there  is  not  the  smallest  evidence  to  induce  a  belief  that,  in 
this  or  in  any  other  case,  the  government  permitted  or  in  any 
degree  connived  at  such  arming,  or  failed  to  use  all  the  means 
in  their  power  to  prevent  such  equipment,  there  is  no  ground 
to  support  a  charge  on  the  fact  that  the  armament  originated 
in  their  ports. 

"  The  charge  against  France  in  the  memorial  before  quoted 

•  was  founded  expressly  on  the  fact  thjit  the  acts  of  which  His 

Britannic  Majesty  complained  were  done  with  the  hwtcledge 

and  permission  of  the  government  and  under  the  protection  of 

the  royal  officers. 

"  The  same  memorial  states  that  ^  it  is  well  known  that  the 
vigilance  of  the  laws  can  not  always  prevent  artful,  illicit 
traders,  who  appear  under  a  thousand  different  forms,  and 
whose  avidity  for  gains  makeis  them  brave  every  danger  and 
elude  every  precaution.'  And  in  repelling  certain  accusations 
of  the  French  court  it  says :  *  In  the  vast  and  extended  theatre 
of  a  naval  war  the  most  active  vigilance  and  the  most  steady 
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authority  are  unable  to  discover  or  suppress  every  disorder,  but 
every  time  that  the  court  of  Versailles  was  able  to  establish  the 
truth  of  any  real  injuries  that  its  subjects  had  sustained,  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  approbation  of  His  Majesty,  the  kiDg 
gave  the  most  speedy  and  efi'ectual  orders  to  stop  an  abuse 
which  injured  his  own  dignity  as  well  as  the  interest  of  his 
neighbours/  etc. 

"Thus  justly  did  Great  Britain  define  the  duties  and  re- 
sponsibility ot  a  nation  when  endeavouring  to  criminate  her 
enemy  and  justify  herself  to  the  world.  Where  there  is  no 
fault,  no  omission  of  duty,  there  can  be  nothing  whereon  to 
support  a  charge  of  responsibility  or  justify  a  complaint. 

"  It  is  conceded  by  all  that  the  express  stipulation  of  the 
article,  supposing  the  letter  to  be  part  thereof,  excludes  this 
case  from  our  consideration. 

"  The  law  of  nations,  as  stated  by  the  most  eminent  writers, 
clearly  proves  that  in  a  case  like  the  one  submitted  the  party 
has  no  claim  on  the  neutral  government  for  compensation,  and 
the  law,  as  thus  declared,  is  abundantly  exemplified  by  differ- 
ent writings  and  diplomatic  papers  produced  by  the  claimants 
counsel. 

"  My  former  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  claimant  is  not  en- 
titled to  compensation  under  this  treaty  is  confirmed  by  the 
fullest  conviction  that  the  claim,  if  considered  distinct  from 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  could  not  derive 
the  least  support  from  the  principles  of  justice  or  from  the 
law  or  practice  of  nations. 

"  C.  GoBB. 

"  Grays  Inn  Square,  21  May  1798:^ 

It  has  been  stated  that  while,  by  the  letter 
Cage  of  the  "Fanny."  of  Jefferson  to  Hammond  of  September  5, 
1793,  the  United  States  acknowledged  an  obli- 
gation to  restore  vessels  taken  by  cruisers  armed  within  their 
jurisdiction  only  where  such  vessels  were  captured  and  brought 
in  after  the  oth  of  the  preceding  June,  it  seems  to  have  been 
impliedly  admitted  in  the  cases  of  the  brig  Fanny  and  the  ship 
Williamy  which  were  captured  and  brought  in  before  that  date, 
that  restitution  would  have  been  due  if  the  vessels  had  been 
taken  in  territorial  waters.  The  cases  of  these  two  vessels  came  * 
before  the  commission  under  Article  VII.  and  the  claims  were 
dismissed.  In  the  case  of  the  William  no  opinion  was  delivered. 
In  the  case  of  the  Fanny  an  opinion  was  read  by  Mr.  Trumbull, 
in  which  he  seems  to  have  expressed  the  view  that  the  date 
in  question  was  intended  to  apply  to  all  claims,  whether  the 
taking  occurred  inside  or  outside  territorial  waters.  The 
question  before  him  was,  however,  that  of  a  vessel  captured 
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on  the  high  seas  by  a  cmiser  originally  armed  in  the  United 
States;  and  as  to  that  question  there  is  no  doubt  that  his 
opinion  expressed  the  views  of  the  commission.  His  opinion 
was  as  follows : 

0  •  f  Mr  Tnim  "^^  appears  from  the  protest  and  an  affi- 
^"^""bnu.  "  davit  of  the  master  (which  are  the  only  evi- 

dence before  us  relating  to  this  captare)  that 
this  was  a  British  vessel  huien  with  a  cargo  the  property  of 
British  subjects,  and  bound  from  Jamaica  to  Bsiltimore;  that 
she  was  captured  on  the  8th  day  of  May  17\K^  at  the  distance 
of  about  four  or  five  miles  from  Cape  Henry  by  the  French 
privateer  called  the  Sans  Culottes^  which  was  originally  armed 
in  the  port  of  Charleston  in  So.  Carolina. 

"From  the  affidavit  it  appears  that  the  Fanny  was  carried 
into  the  port  of  Philadelphia,  to  which  city  the  captain,  Pile, 
also  went,  ^and  that  upon  application  to  the  courts  of  justice 
he  (the  captain)  obtained  an  order  to  attach  the  vessel,  which 
this  deponent  did  as  she  lay  at  the  quay.'  It  is  further  stated 
in  this  affidavit  that 'the  deponent  (Capt.  Pile)  attended  m 
the  court  at  Philadelphia  the  trial  of  the  ship  William,  of  Glas- 
gow, taken  in  nearly  the  same  circumstances,  when  the  judge 
observed  that  he  thought  the  courts  of  America  had  no  right 
to  take  cognizance  of  or  in  the  least  to  interfere  between  the 
belligerent  powers.'  It  is  further  stated  that  a  demand  being 
made  the  same  day  for  the  value  or  restitution  of  the  said  ves- 
sels and  cargoes,  the  President  issued  an  order  the  same  night 
to  seize  the  said  vessels  in  the  behalf  and  for  the  account 
of  the  said  United  States,  and  which  was  accordingly  done.' 
The  affidavit  goes  on  to  say  that  ^  upon  this  the  deponent  made 
direct  application  to  George  Hammond,  esqr.,  His  Majesty's 
minister  plenipotentiary  in  Philadelphia,  as  to  what  steps  he 
had  best  pursue,  who  told  him  it  was  now  a  point  between  the 
British  and  American  governments;  that  it  was  useless  for 
the  deponent  to  remain  longer  in  America.  Thereupon  this 
deponent  quitted  America  in  search  of  other  employment.' 

''  Thus  far  the  testimony  goes,  but  we  have  no  information 
before  us  from  the  complainant  what,  or  whether  any,  further 
steps  were  ever  taken  by  him,  or  on  his  behalf,  for  the  recov- 
ery of  this  property,  either  before  the  judicial  or  the  executive 
power  of  the  United  States. 

"  That  part  of  the  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  between  Great 
Britain  and  the  United  States  by  which  complaints  of  this 
description  are  referred  to  the  examination  and  decision  of 
this  board  is  in  the  following  words: 

"  *And  whereas  certain  merchants  and  others.  His  Majesty's 
subjects,  complain  that,  in  the  course  of  the  war,  they  have 
sustained  loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  the  capture  of  their 
vessels  and  merchandise,  taken  within  the  limits  and  juris- 
diction of  the  States  and  brought  into  the  ports  of  the  same, 
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or  taken  by  vessels  originally  armed  in  ports  of  the  said 
States:  It  is  agreed  that  in  all  snch  cases  where  restitntiou 
shall  not  have  been  made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  letter 
from  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated  at  Philadelphia, 
Sept.  5th  1793,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  this  treaty;  the 
complaints  of  the  parties  shall  be  and  hereby  are  referred  to 
the  Commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  virtue  of  this  article, 
who  are  hereby  Authorized  and  required  to  proceed  in  the  like 
manner  relative  to  these  as  to  the  other  cases  committed  to 
them.' 

"  Without  discussing  whether  in  strict  grammatical  constnic- 
tion,  the  letter  therein  referred  to  does  or  not  form  a  part  of  the 
article,  this  at  least  is  manifest,  that  the  article  and  the  letter 
are  inseparably  connected,  so  that  in  every  case  which  can  be 
brought  before  the  board  under  the  above-recited  branch  of 
the  article,  the  preliminary  question  must  necessarily  be  not 
whether  restitution  has  already  and  absolutely  been  made  by 
the  United  States  in  the  case,  but  whether  restitution  has  been 
made  agreeably  to  the  tenor  of  the  lett^.  Hence  a  careful  exam- 
ination and  clear  understanding  of  the  engagements  contained 
in  that  letter  become  necessary,  it  being  manifest  that  in  all 
those  cases  where  the  stipulations  of  that  letter  shall  appear 
to  the  board  from  this  preliminary  enquiry  to  have  been  ful- 
filled, we  have  nothing  further  to  do,  and  that  it  is  only  in 
cases  where  we  shall  find  that  restitutio^i  according  to  the  Umor 
of  that  letter  has  not  been  made  that  the  board  are  to  proceed 
in  like  manner  as  in  other  cases  committed  to  them. 

"The  members  of  the  board  differ  very  materially  in  their 
understanding  of  the  tenor  of  this  letter.  I  have  heard  with 
attention  what  has  been  said  on  both  sides,  as  well  as  what 
was  said  in  a  former  case  by  counsel  of  high  reputation,  and  I 
have  endeavored  to  form  my  opinion  not  only  by  giving  due 
weight  to  all  that  I  have  so  heard,  but  more  especially  by  a 
careful  examination  of  the  correspondence  which  passed  at 
the  time,  and  on  the  subject  of  the  captures  complained  of 
between  Mr.  Jefferson,  then  the  American  Secretary  of  State, 
and  Mr.  Hammond  and  Mr.  Genet,  then  ministers  plenipoten- 
tiary of  the  British  and  French  nations.  In  cases  where  doubts 
arise  respecting  the  true  intentions  of  a  party  expressed  in  a 
written  act,  I  know  of  no  method  more  impartial  or  more  cer- 
tain of  ascertaining  such  intention  than  a  reference  to  the 
cotemporary  writings  of  the  party,  particularly  when,  as  in  the 
present  case,  the  writings  in  dispute  forms  a  part  of  a  connected 
and  important  series  relating  to  the  same  subject. 

<<The  President  of  the  United  States,  in  a  message  dated  the 
5th  Deer.  1793,  laid  before  the  Legislature  of  the  Union  copies 
of  the  correspondence  which  had  passed  between  the  officers  of 
the  American  Government  and  the  ministers  of  Great  Britain 
and  France  respecting  captures  said  to  have  been  illegally 
made  from  the  subjects  of  their  rcvspective  nations.  This  mes- 
sage and  the  papers  with  which  it  was  accompanied  were,  by 
order  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives,  printed  at  Philadelphia 
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the  same  year.  What  I  have  to  oft'er  to  the  board  as  the  gronnd 
of  the  opinioD  which  I  am  to  give  in  the  preseut  case  will  con- 
sist principally  of  extracts  from  that  publication. 

"The  first  paper  which  I  beg  leave  to  quote,  as  appearing  to 
me  essential  to  a  right  understanding  of  the  stipulations  con- 
tained in  the  letter  of  the  5th  September,  is  a  preceding  letter 
from  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated  5th  June  1793.  It 
is  as  follows: 

*  *  *  PHlLADBLPniA,  June  6th,  1893, 

" '  Sir:  In  the  letter  which  I  had  the  honour  of  writing  you  on  the  lotli 
May,  in  answer  to  yoar  several  memorialH  of  the  8th  of  that  month,  I  men  • 
tioned  that  the  President  reserved  for  further  consideration  a  part  of  the 
one  which  related  to  the  equipment  of  two  privateers  in  the  port  of 
Charleston.  The  part  alluded  to  was  that  wherein  yon  express  your  con- 
fidence that  the  Executive  Government  of  the  United  States  would  pursue 
measnres  for  repressing  such  practices  in  future,  and  for  restoring  to  their 
rightful  owners  anv  captures  which  such  privateers  might  bring  into  the 
ports  of  the  United  States. 

'"The  President,  after  a  full  investigation  of  this  subject  and  the  most 
mature  consideration,  has  charged  me  to  communicate  to  you  that  the  first 
part  of  this  application  is  found  to  be  just,  and  that  effectual  measures  are 
taken  for  preventing  repetitions  of  the  act  therein  complained  of;  but  that 
the  latter  part,  desiring  restitution  of  the  prizes,  in  understood  to  Ix^  incon- 
sistent with  the  rules  which  govern  sucn  cases,  aud  would  therefore  be 
unjustifiable  toward  the  other  party. 

'"The  principal  agents  in  this  transaction  were  French  citizens;  being 
within  the  United  States  at  the  moment  a  war  broke  out  between  their 
own  and  another  country,  they  determine  to  go  to  itH  defence,  lliey  pur- 
chase, arm,  and  equip  a  vessel  with  their  own  money,  man  it  themselves, 
receive  a  regular  commission  from  their  own  nation,  de])art  out  of  the 
United  States,  and  then  commence  hostilities  bv  capturing  a  vessel.  If, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  commission  of  the  captor  was  valid,  the 
property  according  to  the  laws  of  war  was,  by  the  capture,  transferred  to 
them,  and  it  would  be  an  aggression  on  their  nation  for  the  United  States 
to  rescue  it  from  them,  whether  on  the  high  seas  or  on  coming  into  their 
ports.  If  the  commission  was  not  valid,  and  consequently  the  property 
not  transferred  by  the  laws  of  war  to  the  captors,  then  the  case  would 
have  been  cognizable  in  our  courts  of  admiralty,  and  the  owners  might 
have  gone  thither  for  redress,  so  that  on  neither  supposition  would  the 
Executive  be  justifiable  in  interposing. 

'"With  respect  to  the  United  States,  the  transaction  ran  in  no  wise  be 
be  imputed  to  them.  -  It  was  in  the  first  moment  of  the  war,  in  one  of  their 
most  distant  ports,  before  measures  could  be  provided  by  the  government 
to  meet  all  the  cases  which  such  a  state  of  things  was  to  pro<luce,  impos- 
sible to  have  been  known,  and  therefore  impossible  to  have  lioen  prevented 
by  that  government. 

"  *  The  moment  it  was  known,  the  most  energetic  orders  were  sent  to 
every  State  and  port  in  the  Union  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the  accident. 
On  a  suggestion  that  citizens  of  the  United  States  had  taken  part  in  the 
act,  one  who  was  designated  was  instantly  committed  to  prison  for  prose- 
cution; one  or  two  others  have  since  been  named  and  committed  in  like 
manner,  and  should  it  appear  that  there  were  still  others,  no  measures  will 
be  spared  to  bring  them  to  justice.  The  President  has  even  gone  further, 
he  has  required  as  a  reparation  of  their  breach  of  respect  to  the  United 
States  that  the  vessels  so  armed  and  equipped  shall  depart  from  our  ports. 

"'You  will  see,  sir,  in  these  proceedings  of  the  President,  unequivocal 
proofs  of  the  line  of  strict  right  which  he  means  to  pursue.  The  measures 
now  mentioned  are  taken  in  justice  to  the  one  party ;  the  ulterior  measure 
of  seizing  and  restoring  the  prizes  is  declined  in  justi<'e  to  the  other,  and 
the  evil  thus  early  arrested  will  be  of  very  limited  efi'ects,  and  perhaps 
indeed  soon  disappear  altogether.' 
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'^A  letter  was  written  on  the  same  day  to  Mr.  Genet,  the 
minister  of  France,  on  the  subject  of  the  vessels  fitted  oat  at 
Charleston,  expressive  of  similar  sentiments,  and  containing 
an  express  demand  that  those  vessels  shoald  immediately 
depart  from  the  ports  of  the  United  States. 

"  Both  these  letters  clearly  explain  that  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  did  not  hold  itself  boand  to  restore  prizes 
made  by  the  vessels  in  question  on  the  high  seas  prior  to 
their  date. 

"  But  complaints  of  this  nature  continuing  to  be  made,  not- 
withstanding tlie  letter  above  mentioned  to  Mr.  Genet,  it  be- 
came necessary  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
should  vindicate  its  rights  in  a  more  energetic  manner;  and 
accordingly,  on  the  7th  August,  a  circular  letter  was  written  to 
the  governors,  etc.,  of  the  respective  States,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing appears  to  have  been  the  substance: 

'''  It  having  been  decided  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  that  no 
armed  vessel  which  has  been  or  shall  be  originally  fitted  out  in  any  port 
of  the  United  States  as  a  cruiser  or  privateer  by  either  of  the  parties  at 
war  is  to  have  asylum  in  any  of  the  ports  of  the  United  States;  in  case 
any  vessel  within  the  foregoing  description  shoald  arrive  in  any  port  or 
harbor  within  the  limits  of  your  "jurisdiction"  you  are  to  cause  her  to  be 
ordered  to  depart  immediately^  and  in  case  of  her  refusal  you  are  to  take 
effectual  measures  to  oblige  her  to  depart.  Force  is  not  to  be  resorted  to 
until  every  proper  effort  has  been  previously  made  to  procure  the  early 
departure  without  it.  If  any  such  vessel  or  vessels  shall  have  seut  or 
brought,  subsequent  to  the  5th  inatantj  or  should  hereafter  send  or  bring 
any  prize  or  prizes  into  any  port  or  harbor  within  your  "jurisdiction/' 
you  will  cause  such  prize  or  prizes  to  be  immediately  secured  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  restored  to  the  former  owners. 

"  *The  following  are  the  names  of  the  privateers  comprehended  within 
the  meaning  of  this  letter  that  have  hitherto  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  Governmvnt  of  the  United  States:  Citoyen  GeneU  Sans  Culottes,  Vain- 
queur  de  la  Basiille^  fitted  out  at  Charleston,  South  Carolina;  Petit  J)em- 
ocratj  Philadelphia;  Carmagnole,  Delaware.' 

"On  the  same  day  the  following  letters  were  written  by  Mr. 
Jefferson  to  the  British  and  French  ministers: 

'"Philadelphia,  7th  Aug t.  179S. 
'"To  Mr.  Hammond,  etc. 

"  *Sir:  a  constant  expectation  of  carrying  into  full  effect  the  declara- 
tion of  the  President  ngainst  permitting  the  armament  of  vessels  within 
the  ports  of  the  United  States,  to  cruise  on  nations  with  which  they  are  at 
peace,  has  hitherto  prevented  my  giving  you  a  final  answer  on  the  subject 
of  such  vessels  and  their  prizes.  Measures  to  that  effect  are  still  taking, 
and  particularly  for  (;xeluding  from  all  further  asylum  in  our  ports  the  ves- 
sels so  armed,  and  for  the  restoration  of  the  prizes,  the^  Lovely  Lass,  the  Prince 
William  Henry y  and  the  Jane  of  Dublin,  taken  by  them ;  and  I  am  author- 
ized in  the  meantime  to  assure  you  that,  should  the  measures  for  restora- 
tion fail  in  their  effect,  the  President  considers  it  as  incumbent  on  the 
United  States  to  make  compensation  for  the  vessels. 
** '  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  etc. 

'•'To  the  Minister  Plknipotkntiary  of  Great  Britain/ 

"  'Philadelphia,  August  7tk,  179S, 
•"To  the  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  Prance: 

"  'In  a  letter  of  .June  5th  I  had  the  honor  to  infoni,  you  that  the  Presi- 
dent, after  reconsidering  at  your  retiuest  the  case  of  vessels  armed  within 
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onr  ports  to  commit  hostilities  on  nations  at  peace  with  the  United  States, 
had  finally  determined  that  it  conld  not  be  admitted,  and  desired  that  all 
those  which  had  been  so  armed  should  depart  from  our  ports.  It  being 
understood  afterward  that  these  vesselH  either  still  remained  in  onr  ports 
or  had  only  left  them  to  cruise  on  our  coasts  and  return  again  with  their 
prizes,  and  that  another  vessel,  the  Petit  Democrat,  had  been  since  armed 
at  Philadelphia,  It  was  desired  in  my  letter  of  the  12th  July  that  such 
vessels,  with  their  prizes,  should  be  detained  till  a  determination  should  be 
had  of  what  was  to  be  done  under  these  circumstances.  In  disregard, 
however^  of  this  desire  the  Little  Democrat  went  out  immediately  on  a 
cruise. 

^"I  have  it  now  in  charge  to  inform  you  that  the  President  considers 
the  United  States  as  bound,  pursuant  to  positive  assurauces  given  in  con- 
formity to  the  laws  of  neutrality,  to  effectuate  the  restoration  of  or  to 
make  compensation  for  prizes  which  shall  have  been  made  of  any  of  the 
parties  at  war  with  France,  subeequent  to  the  5th  day  of  June  last,  by  priva- 
teers fitted  out  of  our  ports. 

**  *  That  it  is  consequently  expected  that  you  will  cause  restitution  to  be 
made  of  all  prizes  taken  and  brought  into  our  ports  subsequent  to  the  above- 
meutioned  day  by  such  privateers,  in  defect  of  which  the  President  considers 
it  as  incumbent  upon  the  United  States  to  indemnify  the  otvners  of  those 
prizes,  the  indemuification  to  be  reimbursed  by  the  French  nation. 

" '  That,  besides  taking  efficacious  measures  to  prevent  the  future  fitting 
out  of  privateers  iu  the  ports  of  the  United  States^  they  will  not  give 
asylum  therein  to  any  which  shall  have  been  at  any  time  so  fitted  out,  and 
will  cause  restitution  to  be  made  of  all  such  prizes  as  shall  be  hereafter 
brought  within  their  ports  by  any  of  the  said  privateers. 

"  'It  would  have  been  butproper  respect  to  the  authority  of  the  country 
had  that  been  consulted  before  these  armaments  were  undertaken.  It 
would  have  been  satisfactory,  however,  if  their  sense  of  them,  when 
declared,  had  been  duly  acquiesced  in.  Reparation  of  the  ii^nry  to  which 
the  United  States  have  been  made  so  involuntarily  instrumental  is  all 
which  now  remains,  and  in  this  your  compliance  can  not  but  be  expected.' 

^'  In  both  these  letters  we  see  a  direct  adherence  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  rule  adopted  in 
the  letter  of  the  5th  June,  as  well  as  the  establishment  of  a 
new  one  for  all  cases  which  might  occar  subsequent  to  the  7th 
August;  that  is,  to  consider  the  privateers  equipped  iu  ports 
of  the  United  States  without  the  knowledge  of  the  government, 
and  anterior  to  any  prohibition  of  such  acts  by  it,  as  legal 
cruisers  until  that  date,  June  5th,  and  as  illegal  from  the  date 
of  the  5th  June,  when  their  disapprobation  was  distinctly  com- 
municated to  the  minister  of  France.  The  letter  written  by 
Mr.  Jefferson  to  M.  Genet  on  the  subject  of  the  three  vessels 
mentioned  by  name,  and  dated  at  Philadelphia,  November 
22nd,  1793,  still  goe»  on  the  same  principle.    It  is  as  follows : 

*'  *  Philadelphia,  Xovr,  22nd,  1793. 
*'  'Sir:  In  a  letter  which  I  had  the  honor  of  writing  to  you  on  the  12th 
July,  I  informed  you  that  the  President  expected  that  the  Jane  of  Dublin, 
the  Lovely  Lass  and  the  Prince  William  Henry,  British  vessels  taken  by  the 
armed  vessel  Citoyen  Genet,  should  not  depart  from  our  ports  until  his 
ultimate  determination  thereon  shoald  be  made  known.  And  in  a  letter 
of  the  7th  of  August  I  gave  you  the  farther  information  that  the  President 
considered  the  Lnited  States  as  bound,  pursuant  to  positive  assurances 
given  in  conformity  to  the  laws  of  neutrality,  to  efifectuate  the  restoration 
of  or  to  make  compensation  for  prizes  made  subsequent  to  the  5th  day  of 
June  by  privateers  iitted  out  in  our  ports;  that  consequently  he  expected 
yon  to  cause  restitution  to  be  made  of  all  prizes  taken  and  brought  into 
our  ports  subsequent  to  the  said  5th  of  June  by  such  privateers,  in  defect 
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of  which  be  considered  it  as  incumbent  on  the  United  States  to  indemnify 
the  owners  of  snch  prizes,  the  iudemnification  to  be  reimbarsed  by  the 
French  nation. 

'^'This  determination  involved  the  brig  Jane  of  Dublin,  taken  by  the 
armed  vessel  Citoyen  Genet  on  the  24th  July ;  the  brig  Lovely  Lass,  taken 
by  the  same  vessel  on  the  4th  July,  and  the  brig  Prince  William  Henry, 
taken  by  the  same  vessel  on  the  28th  June.  And  I  have  it  in  charge  to 
enquire  of  you,  sir,  whether  these  three  brigs  have  been  given  up,  acoonl- 
ing  to  the  determination  of  the  President,  and  if  they  have  not,  to  repeat 
tbe  requisition,  that  they  be  delivered  up  to  their  former  owners. 
1  am,  etc' 

"They  were  not  given  up,  and  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  ^rather  than  employ  force  for  their  restitution,'  became 
obligated  to  make  compensation  agreeably  to  the  opinion  of 
the  President  expressed  in  Mr.  Jefferson's  letter  of  the  7th 
August. 

'•  Before  I  advert  to  the  letter  of  the  5th  September,  which  is 
by  the  treaty  made  the  rule  of  our  judgment  in  these  cases,  I 
shall  quote  one  more  letter  of  the  American  Secretary  of  State, 
which  still  more  clearly  explains  the  sense  of  that  government 
respecting  the  rule  adopted  by  that  of  the  5th  June,  and  at  the 
same  time  solves  a  doubt  which  may  sometimes  occur  to 
the  board  on  another  very  important  point.  It  is  a  letter  to  the 
French  minister,  and  in  the  following  words: 

" '  Germantown,  Xoveniher  8th,  1793. 

*'  *  Sir  :  I  have  now  to  *ackno'wledge  and  answer  your  letter  of  September 
13th,  wherein  you  desire  that  we  may  define  tbe  extent  of  the  line  of  terri- 
torial protection  on  the  coasts  of  the  Unitod  States,  observing  that 
governments  and  juriscouHults  have  different  views  on  this  subject. 

''  *  It  is  certain  that  heretofore  they  have  been  much  divided  in  opinion 
as  to  the  distance  from  their  seacoasts  to  which  they  might  reasonably 
claim  a  right  of  prohibiting  the  commitment  of  hostilities.  The  greatest 
distance  to  which  any  respectable  assent  among  nations  has  been  any  time 
given  has  been  the  extent  of  the  human  sigbt,  estimated  at  upwards  of 
twenty  miles ;  and  the  smallest  distance,  I  believe,  claimed  by  any  nation 
whatever,  is  the  utmost  range  of  a  cannon  ball,  usually  stated  at  one  sea 
league.  8omo  intermediate  distances  have  also  been  insisted  on,  and  that 
of  throe  sea  leaguea  has  some  authority  in  its  favor.  The  character  of  our 
coast,  remarkable  in  considerable  parts  of  it  for  admitting  no  vessel  of  0lze 
to  pass  near  the  shores,  would  entitle  us  iu  reason  to  as  broad  a  margin  of 
protected  navigation  as  any  nation  whatever.  Not  proposing,  however, 
at  this  time,  and  without  a  respectful  and  friendly  communication  with 
the  powers  interested  in  this  navigation,  to  fix  on  a  distance  to  which  we 
may  ultimately  insist  on  the  right  of  protection,  the  President  gives 
instructions  to  the  officers  acting  under  his  authority  to  consider  those 
heretofore  given  thorn  as  restrained  for  the  present  to  the  distance  of  one 
sea  league,  or  three  geographical  miles  from  the  seashores.  This  dis- 
tance can  admit  of  no  opposition,  as  it  is  recognized  by  treaties  between 
some  of  the  powers  with  whom  we  are  connected  in  commerce  and  naviga- 
tion, and  is  as  little  or  less  than  is  claimed  by  an^  of  them  on  their  own 
coasts.  Future  occasions  will  be  taken  to  enter  into  explanations  with 
them  as  to  the  ulterior  extent  to  which  we  may  reasonably  carry  onr 
jurisdiction.  For  that  of  the  rivers  and  bays  of  the  United  States,  the 
laws  of  the  several  States  are  understood  to  have  made  provision,  and  they 
are,  moreover,  as  being  landlocked,  within  the  body  of  the  United  States. 

'"Examining  by  this  rule  the  case  of  the  British  brig  Fanny,  taken  on 
the  8th  May  last  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  capture  was  made 
four  or  five  miles  from  the  land,  and  consequently  without  the  line  pro- 
visionally adopted  by  the  President  as  before  mentioned.'' 
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<<  III  the  last  paragraph  of  this  letter,  we  find  a  direct  appli- 
catiou  of  the  principles  of  the  letter  of  the  5th  June  to  a 
particular  case,  I  presume  the  one  now  under  consideration, 
as  I  can  find  no  mention  in  any  part  of  the  correspondence  of 
any  other  captured  vessel  call  the  Fanny  than  this  commanded 
by  Captain  Pile,  whose  protest  (which  is  printed  among  the 
other  papers  of  the  corresi>ondence)  states  the  same  date  of  cap- 
ture and  the  same  distance  firom  the  shore,  here  mentioned. 
The  legality  of  the  privateer  is  evidently  understood  here 
according  to  the  principle  of  the  letter  of  the  5th  June,  the 
capture  having  taken  place  prior  tjp  that  date,  and  the  only 
question  appears  to  have  been  whether  this  happened  within 
the  line  of  jurisdictional  protection  of  the  United  States;  from 
the  mastoids  protest  it  was  seen  it  did  not,  and  therefore  the 
prize  remained  to  the  captors. 

^^-Thus  far  we  can  be  at  no  loss  for  the  sentiments  of  the 
American  Government,  the  foregoing  letters  clearly  defining 
the  extent  to  which  they  held  their  nation  to  be  responsible  for 
the  captures  which  are  of  the  description  of  the  present  com- 
plaint. It  remains  to  examine  the  letter  of  the  5th  September, 
which  is  by  the  treaty  made  our  rule,  and  to  determine  whether 
it  contains  any  expression  which  can  be  understood  as  meant 
to  extend  such  responsibility.  The  letter  itself  having  been 
so  long  under  our  eyes  I  shall  only  copy  here  the  part  which 
has  a  direct  reference  to  the  present  question. 

^^  The  first  paragraph,  after  stating  that  it  is  an  answer  to 
one  from  Mr.  Hammond  djited  August  30th,  goes  on  to  recapit- 
ulate the  subject  of  the  letter  to  him,  dated  August  7th,  which 
contains  the  first  promise  of  compensation  for  the  tl^ree  enum- 
eraticd  vessels. 

^'The  second  states  what  were  the  obligations  on  this  sub- 
ject, which  the  United  States  had  by  treaty  contracted  with 
other  nations. 

'*The  third  states  the  determination  of  the  President  to  ex- 
tend the  same  rule  to  Great  Britain,  although  the  United  States 
were  not  bound  by  treaty  to  do  so,  and  even  to  extend  the  rule 
to  captures  made  on  the  high  seas  and  brought  into  ports  of 
the  United  States,  if  done  by  vessels  which  had  been  originally 
armed  within  them. 

"The  fourth  paragraph  of  the  letter  is  in  the  following 
words:  "-Havrng  for  particular  reasons  forborne  to  use  all 
the  means  in  our  power  for  the  restitution  of  the  three  vessels 
mentioned  in  my  letter  of  August  7th,  the  President  thought 
it  incumbent  on  the  United  States  to  make  compensation  for 
them;  and  though  nothing  was  said  in  that  letter  of  other 
vessels  taken  under  like  circumstances,  and  brought  in  after 
the  5th  June,  and  before  tlie  date  of  that  letter,  yet,  when  the 
same  forbearance  had  taken  ])lace,  it  was  and  is  his  opinion 
that  compensation  would  be  eciually  due.' 

"The  before-recited  letter  of  the  7th  August,  in  which  com- 
pensation had  been  promised  for  three  vessels  by  name,  con- 
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tained  no  express  stipulation  in  respect  to  other  cases  of  a 
similar  description  which  might  have  occurred.  I  have  reason 
to  believe  that  this  omission  will  be  found  to  have  occasioned 
Mr.  Hammond's  letter  of  the  30th,  in  answer  to  which  this 
paragraph  expressly  extends  the  same  principle,  which  had 
induced  the  promise  of  compensation  in  these  three  cases  to 
all  others  of  similar  character  which  might  have  occurred  be- 
tween the  5th  June  and  the  7th  August.  The  promise  is  lim- 
ited to  cases  occurring  between  those  dates,  and  in  this  is  to 
be  seen  an  unequivocal  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  of  the  principle  adopted  and  expressed  in  the  letter  of 
the  5th  June  respecting  captures  made  before  that  date.  The 
limitation  of  the  eugagement  to  cases  occurring  after  that 
date  leaves  no  doubt  of  their  having  considered  those  which 
had  occured  before  as  out  of  the  present  question,  and  as  hav- 
ing been  definitively  settled  by  the  distinct  determination  re- 
spectiug  them,  which  had  been  expressed  in  the  letter  of  that 
date. 

"The  fifth  paragraph  of  the  letter  of  the  5th  September 
relates  only  to  cases  which  might  occur  after  the  7th  August 

''The  sixth  states  what  instructions  had  been  given  to  the 
officers  of  the  United  States,  etc.,  on  this  subject. 

'<The  seventh  has  no  reference  to  the  present  question. 

"The  eighth  is  only  a  recapitulation  of  the  preceding  parts 
of  the  letter. 

"The  ninth  is  of  no  consequence  in  the  present  question. 

"The  tenth  respects  losses  by  detention,  waste,  and  spolia- 
tion, and,  as  well  as  those  of  the  fourth,  its  provisions  are 
limited  to  cases  which  had  occurred  or  might  occur  of  vessels 
brought  in  between  the  5th  June  and  the  7th  August.  And 
from  this  limitation  the  same  inference  is  to  be  msMle  respect- 
ing cases  which  had  occurred  prior  to  the  5th  June,  as  have 
already  been  made  under  the  fourth  paragraph. 

"  Thus  we  see  that  this  letter,  which  was  written  for  the  pur- 
pose of  explaining  clearly  to  the  British  minister  the  inten- 
tions of  the  American  Government,  respecting  the  captures  in 
question,  instead  of  deviating  from  the  principle  already  laid 
down  respecting  captures  made  before  the  5th  June,  does,  by 
limiting  in  two  passages  the  stipulation  of  compensation  to 
cases  occurring  after  that  date,  convey  as  forcibly  its  sense  of 
not  being  obligated  in  cases  preceding  that  date  is  could  have 
been  done  by  an  express  clause  of  exception. 

"All  the  documents  above  quoted  were  of  the  date  of  1793, 
the  latest  of  them  November  22nd.  They  were  all  public,  and 
in  the  hands  of  the  negotiators  of  the  present  treaty:  that 
treaty  which  was  signed  in  November  1794  makes  the  letter  of 
September  1793  the  standard  of  the  engagements  of  the  United 
States  in  cases  of  this  nature,  and  directs  us  in  all  cases  where 
restitution  shall  not  have  been  made,  agreeably  to  the  tenor 
of  that  letter,  to  proceed  as  in  the  other  cases  committed  to  us. 
The  tenor  of  that  letter  appears  to  me  to  respect  only  cases 
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occurring  after  the  5th  June,  and  contains  no  stipulation 
either  of  restitution  or  compensation  in  cases  anterior  to  that 
date.  The  case  of  the  Fanny,  Pile,  master,  now  under  consid- 
eration, is  of  anterior  date,  and  therefore  is,  in  my  opinion,  not 
within  the  powers  or  duty  of  this  board  further  to  consider. 

*/Jno.  Trumbull. 
"Grays  Inn,  October  I6th,  1798.^ 

In  the  case  of  the  Elizabeth.  Eoss,  master, 
Cbm  of  the  "Eliia-  .<_  «ii^i^*^i  «  <■ 

beth  ^^^  ^^  ^*^®       vessels  cap- 

tured and  brought  in  after  August  7, 1793, 
the  United  States  were  not  bound  to  make  compensation 
unless  it  was  shown  that  the  government  had  been  guilty  of 
some  forbearance  to  effect  restitution,  and  that  no  claim  could 
arise  where  the  complainant's  loss  was  due  to  his  own  negli- 
gence, [n  this  case  Mr.  Trumbull,  as  fifth  commissioner,  ren- 
dered the  following  opinion : 

"  This  ship  with  her  cargo  being  the  property 
Opinion ofMr. Tram-  ^f  British  subjects  was  taken  on  the  Uth  day 
of  May  1794  on  the  high  seas  by  two  vessels, 
alleged  to  have  been  illegally  armed  in  some  port  or  ports 
of  the  United  States,  and  commanded  by  two  persons  named 
Ballard  and  Talbot,  and  said  to  have  been  citizens  of  the  said 
States.  The  ship  was  brought  into  the  river  of  Savannah,  in 
Georgia,  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  and  into  the  port  of  Savannah 
on  the  27th  of  the  same  month. 

'*The  first  step  which  appears  from  the  testimony  before  us 
to  have  been  taken  on  the  behalf  of  the  owners  for  the  recovery 
of  their  property,  was  the  entering  a  protest  by  the  British 
vice-consul,  Mr.  Wallace,  and  the  mate  of  the  ship,  wherein  it 
is  stated  ^that  John  Wallace  and  John  Steward  put  in  their 
claims  as  to  the  right  of  property  of  said  ship  and  cargo,  before 
the  vice-consul  of  the  Hepublic  of  France,  residing  in  the  city 
of  Savannah,  and  filed  their  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
court;  that,  however,  the  said  ship  and  cargo  was  condemned.' 
Then  follow  copies  of  the  claim  and  plea  above  mentioned, 
exhibited  by  John  Wallace,  esq.,  and  John  Steward  to  the 
vice-consul  of  France  on  the  30th  day  of  May.  The  next  paper 
of  importance  is  a  notarial  protest  made  at  the  request  of  the 
same  parties  against  the  sale  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  dated  the 
6th  day  of  June,  on  which  day  the  same  appear  to  have  been 
sold  under  the  direction  of  the  house  of  Hills,  May  &  Wood- 
bridge,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  paid  to  them. 

'^On  the  20th  day  of  September  following,  a  libel  was  filed 
by  the  captain.  Boss,  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  ship  and 
cargo,  before  the  district  court  of  Georgia  having  by  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  original  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  prize, 
in  which,  after  stating  the  capture  of  the  ship  to  have  been 
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illegal,  and  that  the  ship  and  cargo  had  been  sold  by  Hills, 
May  &  Wood  bridge,  the  libellant  prays  *  that  the  asual  war- 
rants of  arrest  may  issue  out  of  the  court  to  arrest  the  said 
ship  and  cargo,  the  said  Ballard  &  Talbot  (captains  of  the 
capturing  vessels).  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge,  as  agents  for 
the  captors,  and  by  whose  orders  the  ship  and  cargo  had  been 
sold,  and  Joseph  Miller  the  purchaser  of  the  ship.'  From  the 
subsequent  proceedings  this  appears  to  have  been  done  as 
respects  the  ship  and  the  four  persons  last  named.  Ballard  & 
Talbot,  it  is  presumed,  had  sailed  before  the  date  of  the  UheL 
This  is  the  first  proceeding  which  appears  to  have  been  had  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  before  any  authority  of  the  United  States. 

"The  cause  proceeded  to  trial;  various  depositions  were 
taken  as  well  in  court  as  before  commissioners  duly  appointed, 
tending  to  ascertain  that  the  two  capturiug  vessels  had  been 
illegally  armed  in  ports  of  the  United  States;  that  Ballard  & 
Talbot  were  American  citizens,  and  that  Hills,  May  &  Wood- 
bridge,  in  selling  the  Elizabeih  and  cargo,  had  acted  as  the 
agents  of  the  captors;  and  on  the  20th  day  of  December  of  the 
same  year,  1794,  a  decree  was  issued  by  the  court  declaring 
the  capture  of  the  ship  Elizabeth  and  cargo  to  have  been  an 
illegal  spoliation,  and  ordering  the  ship  and  a  trifiing  remnant 
of  her  cargo  still  in  the  hands  of  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge, 
to  be  restored  to  the  libellant  for  the  use  of  the  owners- 

"  The  libel,  as  further  respected  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge 
was  dismissed,  and  Ballard  <&  Talbot  decreed  to  make  restitu- 
tion by  paying  the  amount  of  all  damages  of  what  nature 
soever  sustained  by  the  owners  in  conse(iuence  of  the  capture, 
such  damages  to  be  ascertained  by  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
assisted  by  three  merchants.  This  estimate  of  damage  was 
made  on  the  6th  and  10th  of  January  following. 

"From  this  decree  both  parties  appealed  to  the  circuit 
court,  before  whom  the  cause  was  reheard;  and  on  the  5th  day 
of  May  1795  the  decree  was  confirmed  inasmuch  as  regarded 
the  ship  and  remnant  of  cargo,  ordered  to  be  restored,  and  the 
said  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge  were  ordered  to  pay  the  libel- 
lant, for  the  use  of  the  owners,  the  full  value  of  the  cargo, 
amounting  to  $75,000,  with  costs. 

"  The  cause  was  next  appealed  by  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  after  mature 
examination  judgment  was  there  rendered  on  the  12th  day  of 
August  1796,  whereby  the  former  decree  was  reversed  in  as 
far  as  respected  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge;  'and  it  was 
further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  said  Hills, 
May  &  Woodbridge  should  pay  to  the  libellant,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owners,  the  amount  of  the  sales  of  the  cargo  which  had 
been  received  by  them  with  interest  to  the  date  of  judgment, 
being  $37,695.70  and  costs.' 

"  Two  memorials  are  filed  in  this  case,  which  stcite  in  general 
terms  that  subjects  of  His  Britannic  Majesty  'have  sustained 
considerable  loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  such  capture,'  and 
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that  restitution  has  not  been  made  ^agreeably  to  the  tenor  of 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  dated  at  Phila- 
delphia September  5th,  1793,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to 
the  above-mentioned  treaty;'  but  both  memorials  are  silent  as 
to  the  restitution  of  the  ship  and  the  remnant  of  cargo  which 
was  miiformly  decreed  in  all  the  American  courts,  and  also  as 
to  the  recovery  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  sum  decreed  by  the 
final  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  paid  by  the  house 
of  Hills,  May  &  Woodbridge. 

'<  Such  is  the  history  of  this  case. 

<<  In  order  to  be  capable  of  renderiug  a  right  judgment 
thereon,  a  careful  examination  of  the  obligations  imposed  on 
the  Government  of  America  by  the  letter  of  Mr.  Jefferson, 
above  alluded  to,  is  essential;  the  preliminary  question  in  this, 
as  in  all  other  complaints  of  this  description,  being  whether 
those  obligations  have  already  been  fulfilled.  If  they  have,  this 
is  not  a  case  submitted  to  the  further  examination  of  this  board 
by  the  treaty;  if  they  have  not,  then  only  are  we  to  proceed  in 
the  like  mauner  relative  to  this  as  to  the  other  cases  committed 
to  us. 

*'  The  variety  of  opinions  which  have  been  expressed  as  to 
the  extent  of  those  obligations  by  men  for  whose  judgment 
I  justly  entertain  the  highest  respect,  and  a  due  sense  of  the 
high  responsibility  of  a  situation  where  even  errors  of  judg- 
ment may  produce  evils  which  admit  of  no  remedy  but  one 
which  all  good  men  must  deprecate,  are  reasons  suflicieut  to 
urge  me  to  give  to  this  question  the  most  mature  and  impartial 
examination  of  which  my  mind  is  capable. 

^^  The  first  paragraph  of  the  letter  in  question  contains  no 
promise,  but  is  a  mere  recapitulation  of  the  subject  of  a  former 
one  of  August  7  th. 

'*  The  second  paragraph  is  as  follows :  '  We  are  bound  by  our 
treaties  with  three  of  the  belligereut  nations  by  all  the  means 
in  our  power  to  protect  and  defend  their  vessels  and  effects  in 
our  ports  and  waters,  or  on  the  seas  near  our  shores,  and  to 
recover  and  restore  the  same  to  their  right  owners  when  taken 
from  them.  If  all  the  means  in  our  power  are  used  and  fail 
in  their  effect,  we  are  not  bound  by  our  treaties  with  those 
nations  to  make  compensation.' 

"The  third  paragraph  proceeds:  *  Though  we  have  no  simi- 
lar treaty  with  Great  Britain,  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  Presi- 
dent that  we  should  use  towards  that  nation  the  same  rule, 
and  even  to  extend  it  to  captures  made  on  the  high  seas  and 
brought  into  our  ports,  if  done  by  vessels  which  had  been 
armed  within  the  same.' 

"  The  fourth  paragraph  relates  only  to  cases  occurring  be- 
tween the  5th  June  and  the  7th  August,  and  in  all  cases 
between  these  dates,  where  a  forbearance  to  use  all  the  means 
in  their  power  to  procure  restitution  had  taken  place,  it  is 
announced  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  President  that  the  United 
States  ought  to  make  compensation. 
6027.-VOL.  4 49 
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*'  The  fifth  paragraph  is  in  these  words:  'As  to  prizes  under 
the  same  circumstances'  (that  is,  within  the  line  of  jurisdic- 
tional protection,  or  even  on  the  high  seaSj  if  brought  within 
the  ports  of  the  United  States  and  made  by  vessels  armed 
within  those  ports)  '  and  brought  in  after  the  date  of  that  let- 
ter' (7th  August),  Hhe  President  determined  that  all  the 
means  in  oar  power  should  be  used  for  their  restitution.  If 
these  fail,  as  we  should  not  be  bound  by  our  treaties  to  make 
compensation  to  the  other  powers  in  the  analogous  case,  he  did 
not  mean  to  give  an  opinion  that  it  ought  to  be  done  to  Great 
Britain.'  It  haa  been  suggested  these  latter  words,  ^  he  did 
not  mean,  etc.,'  bind  the  United  States  to  make  compensation 
in  cases  where  the  means  used  to  procure  restitution  should 
fail  of  their  effect.  I  confess  I  know  not  on  what  principle 
of  grammar  or  of  logic  such  a  construction  can  be  supported. 
We  must  suppose  a  most  uncommon  and  unaccountable  degree 
of  complaisance  on  the  part  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  if  we  believe  that  he  intended  by  this  expression  to 
convey  thus  gratuitously,  and  without  even  the  demand  of  any 
equivalent,  to  a  nation  between  whom  and  the  United  States 
there  neither  existed  any  treaty,  nor  even  the  most  cordial 
good  understaudiug,  an  important  privilege  which  had  not 
been  granted  to  other  nations  by  treaties  formed  under  cir- 
cumstances which  would  have  justified  liberal  compliances  on 
the  part  of  America.  He  could  not  intend  this;  on  the  con- 
trary, if  the  expressions  *he  did  not  mean,  &c.,'  do  not  convey 
to  every  mind,  as  I  confess  they  do  to  mine,  an  absolute  ex- 
clusion of  the  idea  of  compensation  in  these  cases,  they  at 
least  cannot  be  tortured  to  convey  a  promise  of  making  it. 
But  if  any  doubt  or  uncertainty  could  be  supposed  in  the 
unconnected  expression,  its  meaning  is  rendered  unquestion- 
able by  the  following  sentence,  which  is  ^  But  still,  if  any  cases 
shall  arise  subsequent  to  that  date'  (7th  August),  *the  cir- 
cumstances of  which  shall  place  them  on  similar  grounds  with 
those  before  it,  the  President  would  think  compensation  equally 
incumbent  on  the  United  States.' 

'<  This  expression  renders  it  manifest  that  compensation  was 
not  meant  to  be  promised  generally  in  cases  where  all  the  means 
in  the  power  of  the  United  States  having  been  used  should 
have  failed  of  their  effect,  but  only  in  cases  ^  whose  circum- 
stances should  place  them  on  similar  grounds  with  those  before 
the  7th  August.' 

^^What  the  circumstances  here  alluded  to  were  has  been 
asked,  and  I  think  is  by  no  means  difficult  to  discover.  In  the 
several  circumstances  of  having  been  made  within  the  line  of 
jurisdictional  protection,  or  even  on  the  high  seas,  and  brought 
within  the  ports  of  the  United  States  by  vessels  armed  within 
these  ports,  the  captures  which  had  taken  place  before  the  7th 
August  and  those  which  might  take  place  after  that  date  re- 
sembled each  other;  confessedly  to  these  circumstances  the 
first  branch  of  the  paragraph  applies,  and  where  the  meaub 
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used  to  )>rocure  restitution  in  cases  of  this  description,  occur- 
ring after  the  7th  August,  should  fail  of  their  effect,  there 
competutation  was  not  intended.  The  circumstance  which  had 
produced  the  promise  of  compensation  in  cases  occurring  be- 
fore the  7th  August  is  expressly  declared  to  have  been  'a 
forbearance  to  use  all  the  means  in  their  power  to  procure 
restitution;'  and  it  was  doubtless  a  coincidence  in  this  cir- 
cumstance which  was  intended  to  bring  future  cases  within  the 
same  promise  of  compensation.  The  President  bad  indeed 
determined  ^  that  all  the  means  in  our  power  should  be  used 
for  the  restitution  of  vessels  brought  in  after  the  7th  August,' 
and  ^if  those  should  fail  of  their  effect  he  did  not  mean  to 
promise  compensation.'  But  as  situations  might  again  occur 
in  which  he  might  believe  it  wise  to  depart  from  this  determi- 
nation, therefore  that  case  is  provided  for  by  this  declaration 
that  where  that  circumstance  should  again  occur  of  a  forbear- 
ance, etc.,  there  he  would  think  compensation  equally  due. 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  letter, 
and  renders  it  consistent  and  clear  throughout.  The  letter  of 
the  7th  August  had  promised  compensatiou  for  three  vessels 
by  name,  ^  because  the  I'nited  States  had  forborne  to  use  all 
the  means  in  their  power  to  effect  their  restitution.'  The  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  letter  of  September  5th  extends  this  promise 
of  compensation  to  all  cases  occurring  before  the  7th  August, 
where  a  similar  forbearance  had  taken  place ;  and  the  fifth  now 
under  consideration  x)rovides  for  any  possible  deviation  from 
the  determination  therein  announced  of  using  all  the  mmnx, 
etc.,  for  restitution  by  still  further  extending  the  promise  of 
comx>ensation  to  any  future  case  wherein  prudential  motives 
might  again  dictate  a  forbearance.  The  principle  of  the  letter 
is  thus  simple  and  one  throughout,  and  a  forbearance  to  use 
all  the  means  in  their  power  to  procure  restitution  is  in  all  cases 
the  basis  of  the  promise  of  comperutation. 

*'I  shall  now  take  the  liberty  of  examining  what  that  for- 
bearance was  which  produced  this  obligation  in  the  opinion  of 
the  President  in  the  case  of  the  three  enumerated  vessels,  and 
the  state  papers  so  often  quoted  will  give  ample  information. 
On  the  25th  June  the  following  letter  had  been  written  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  to  the  minister  of  France: 

*' '  PiiiLADKLPHjA,  June  USth,  179,1, 
"  *Sik:  In  tb«  absence  of  the  }*re«ident  of  the  United  States  I  have  con- 
sulted with  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  and  of  War  on  the  subject  of 
the  ship  William^  and  generally  of  vessels  suggested  to  have  been  taken 
within  the  limits  of  the  protection  of  the  United  Sttates  by  the  armed  ves- 
sels of  your  nation,  ooiieeming  which  I  had  the  honour  of  a  convensatiou 
with  yon  yesterday,  and  we  are  so  well  assured  of  the  President's  way  of 
thinking  in  these  cases  that  we  undertake  to  say  that  it  will  be  more  njjr<)<'- 
able  to  him  that  such  vessels  should  be  detained  under  the  orders  of  your- 
self, or  of  the  consuls  of  France,  in  the  several  ports,  until  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  ghall  he  able  to  enquire  into  and  decide  upon  the  fact.  If 
this  arrangement  should  be  agreeable  to  you,  and  you  will  be  pleased  to 
give  the  proper  orders  to  the  several  consuls  of  your  nation,  the  governors 


4006  INTERNATIONAL    ARBITRATIONS. 

of  the  several  States  will  be  immediately  instructed  to  desire  the  oonsiil  of 
the  port  to  detain  vessels  on  whose  behalf  such  suggestions  shall  be  made, 
until  the  government  shall  decide  ou  their  case.  It  may  sometimes,  per- 
haps, happen  that  such  vessels  are  lirought  into  ports  where  there  is  no 
consul  of  your  nation  resident  nor  within  a  convenient  distance;  in  that 
case  the  governors  would  have  to  proceed  to  the  act  of  detention  them- 
selves, at  least  until  a  consul  could  be  called  in/ 

"  The  French  minister,  in  his  answer  of  June  26th,  declared 
that  this  proposition  was  perfectly  agreeable  to  faiin;  and  in 
conformity  to  this  arrangement  |>ri^e^  brought  into  ports  of  the 
United  States  be/ore  the  7th  AtuftLSt  were  not  held  in  the  custody 
of  any  officer  of  the  United  States^  civil  or  military^  but  were 
suflFered  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  captors,  under  the 
persuasion  that  they  would  be  given  up  in  all  cases  where  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  should  determine,  after  due 
examination,  that  they  had  been  illegally  taken,  and  ought  to 
be  restored  to  the  original  owners.  Under  this  arrangement 
the  brigs  Lovely  Lass,  Prince  William  Henry, SbudJaneof  Dublin, 
brought  in  between  the  5th  June  and  7th  August,  had  remained 
in  possession  of  the  captors.  The  Government  of  the  United 
States  having  made  the  necessary  examination,  had  demanded 
from  the  French  minister  their  restitution;  but  doubts  of  the 
success  of  this  demand  (arising  from  his  extraordinary  conduct) 
occasioned  the  letter  of  the  7th  August  to  Mr.  Bammond. 
The  demand  was  afterwards  formally  repeated  in  the  letter  to 
Mr.  Genet  of  November  22d,  which  I  have  had  occasion  to 
quote  in  the  case  of  the  Fanny ,  Pile;  the  answer  to  which  was 
as  follows : 

"  *  New  York,  eoth  Novr.,  179S. 
"  'To  Mr.  Jefferson,  Secretary  of  State,  etc, 

"  *  SiE:  It  i8  not  in  my  power  to  order  the  French  vessels  which  have 
received  letters  of  marqne  in  the  ports  of  the  ITiiited  States  in  virtue  of  oar 
treaties,  in  virtue  of  the  most  precise  instructions  to  me,  to  restore  the 

Eri/.es  which  they  have  been  authorized  to  make  on  our  enemies;  but  I 
ave  lon^  since  prescribed  to  our  consuls  neither  to  oppose,  nor  to  allow  to 
be  opposed,  any  renist an ce  to  the  moral  force  of  the  justii^e  of  the  United 
States,  if  it  thinks  it  may  interfere  in  affairs  relative  to  the  prizes,  or  of 
the  government,  if  it  pernists  in  the  system  against  which  I  have  incessantly 
mside  the  best  founded  representatiouH. 

**  *  Neither  is  it  in  my  power  to  consent  that  the  indemnities,  which  your 
government  proposes  to  have  paid  to  the  proprietors  of  the  said  prizes, 
should  be  placed  to  the  account  of  France.  1st.  Because  no  indemnity  is 
due,  but  when  some  damage  has  been  occasioned  in  the  use  of  a  right  which 
was  not  possessed ;  whereas,  our  treaties  and  my  instructions  prove  to  me 
that  wo  were  fully  authorized  to  arm  in  your  ports.  2nd.  Because,  accord- 
ing to  our  constitution,  as  well  as  yours,  the  Executive  has  not  the 
arbitrary  appropriation  of  the  funds  of  the  state;  and  the  executive  coun- 
cil of  France  and  their  delegat-es  could  not  consent  to  a  reimbursement 
of  the  indemnities  in  question,  but  when  the  legislative  body  shall  first 
have  renounced,  under  its  respousibity  to  the  people,  the  right  which  I 
have  been  expressly  iuHtructeu  to  maintain,  and  afterward  have  granted 
the  sums  demanded  by  our  enemies,  and  which  you  have  promised  them 
by  your  President.' 

'< After  this  formal  refusal  of  restitution  by  the  minister  of 
France,  no  means  reinaiued  by  which  that  restitution  could  be 
effected  but  force.    Force,  for  several  prudential  reasons,  was 
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not  resorted  to;  and  the  United  States,  <  having  thus  forborne  to 
use  all  the  means  in  their  power  for  the  restitution  of  the  three 
vessels  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  the  7th  August,  the  Presi 
dent  thought  it  incumbent  on  the  United  States  to  make  com- 
pensation for  them.' 

''The  sixth  and  seventh  paragraphs  speak  of  the  instruc- 
tions given  to  the  governors  of  the  several  States  to  use  all  the 
means  in  their  power  for  restoring  prizes  of  the  foregoiug  de- 
scription found  within  their  ports,  and  of  the  means  to  be 
taken  for  furnishing  them  with  the  necessary  information. 

''The  eighth  is  in  these  words:  'Hence  you  will  perceive, 
sir,  that  the  President  contemplates  restitution  or  compensa- 
tion in  the  cases  before  the  7th  August,  and  after  that  date 
restitution,  if  it  can  be  effected  by  any  means  in  our  power, 
And  that  it  will  be  important  that  you  should  substantiate  the 
fact  that  such  prizes  are  in  our  ports  or  waters.' 

"The  ninth  recognizes  as  just  a  list  of  illicit  privateers. 

"The  tenth  proposes  a  mode  of  ascertaining  the  losses  by 
detention,  waste,  or  spoliation  sustained  by  vessels  taken  as  be- 
fore mentioned,  between  the  dates  of  June  5th  and  August  7th. 

"  ^tYom  this  examination  of  the  letter  which  is  given  to  us 
for  a  rule,  it  results  that  It  was  the  opinion  of  the  President, 
therein  expressed,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  United  States 
to  make  restitution  of,  or  compensation  for,  all  such  vessels 
and  property  belonging  to  British  subjects  as  should  have 
been,  1st,  captured  between  the  dates  of  June  5th  and  August 
7th  within  tlie  line  of  jurisdictional  protection  of  the  United 
States,  or  even  on  the  high  seas,  if,  2ndly,  such  captured  ves- 
sels and  property  were  brought  into  the  ports  of  the  United 
States,  and,  3rdly,  provided  that,  in  cases  of  capture  on  the 
high  seas,  this  responsibility  should  be  limited  to  captures 
made  by  vessels  armed  within  their  ports;  and,  4thly,  that  the 
obligation  of  compensation  should  extend  only  to  captures 
made  before  the  7th  August,  in  which  the  United  States  had 
confessedly  forborne  to  use  all  the  means  in  their  power  to 
procure  restitution;  and  that,  with  respect  to  cases  of  captures 
made  under  the  1st,  2nd,  and  3rd  circumstances  above  enumer- 
ated, but  brought  in  after  the  7th  August,  the  President  had 
determined  that  all  the  means  in  the  power  of  the  United 
States  should  be  used  for  their  restitution,  and  that  he  thought 
that  compensation  would  be  equally  incumbent  on  the  United 
States  in  such  of  these  cases  (if  any  such  should  at  any  future 
time  occur)  where,  the  United  States  having  decreed  restitu- 
tion, and  the  captors  having  opposed  or  refused  to  comply  with 
or  submit  to  such  decree,  the  United  States  should  forbear  to 
carry  the  same  into  effect  by  force. 

"  Such  was  the  promise.  In  what  manner  was  that  promise 
to  be  carried  into  effect!  It  was  not  absolutely  to  restore  by 
the  hand  of  power  in  all  cases  where  complaint  should  be 
made;  if  it  had  been  such,  there  would  have  been  no  want  of 
complaints;  and  France  herself  would  have  had  a  better  rea- 
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son  for  making  them  than  any  other  party.  !No;  the  promise 
was  conditional.  We  will  restore  in  all  those  cases  of  coin- 
plaint  where  it  shall  be  established  by  sufficient  testimony 
that  the  facts  are  true  which  form  the  basis  of  our  promise- 
that  is,  that  the  property  claimed  belongs  to  British  subjects; 
that  it  was  taken  either  within  the  line  of  jurisdictional  pro- 
tection, or,  if  on  the  high  seas,  then  by  some  vessel  illegally 
armed  in  our  ports,  and  that  the  property  so  taken  has  been 
brought  within  our  ports.  By  whom  were  these  facts  to  be 
proved?  According  to  every  principle  of  reason,  justice,  or 
equity,  it  belongs  to  him  who  claims  the  benefit  of  a  promise 
to  prove  that  he  is  the  person  in  whose  favour,  or  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  promise  was  intended  to  operate; 
and  since  it  is  the  party  promising  redress  who  must  first  be 
convinced  by  testimony  of  the  truth  and  justice  of  the  com- 
plaint, before  the  obligation  of  his  promise  can  apply  and 
bind  him  to  performance  of  the  stipulated  relief,  he  is  of  course 
the  proper  person  to  decide  under  what  forms  and  in  what 
manner  the  examination  and  proof  of  these  facts  is  to  be  con- 
ducted. Accordingly,  every  civilized  nation  has  established 
laws  and  judicial  forms  for  doing  right,  for  redressing  wrongs, 
and  for  restoring  to  the  true  owner  property  which  may  have 
been  unjustly  wrested  Irom  him. 

^^And  in  no  situation  could  a  scrupulous  and  careful  atten- 
tion in  the  examination  of  facts,  on  which  rested  the  validity 
of  a  complaint  and  the  duty  of  redressing  it,  be  more  essen- 
tially re(iuisite  than  in  this.  The  seventeenth  article  of  the 
treaty  with  France  contained  these  words:  *It  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  ships  of  war  of  either  party,  and  privateers,  freely  to 
carry  whithersoever  they  please  the  ships  and  goods  taken  from 
their  enemies,  without  being  obliged  to  pay  any  duty  to  the 
officers  of  the  admiralty  or  any  other  judges;  nor  shall  such 
prizes  be  arrested  or  seized  when  they  come  to  and  enter  the 
ports  of  either  party;  nor  shall  the  searchers  or  other  officers 
of  those  places  search  the  same,  or  make  examination  concern- 
ing the  lawfulness  of  such  prises.^  The  extravagant  conduct  of 
a  minister  of  France  had  rendered  it  necessary  that  examina- 
tion should  be  made  by  the  government  of  America  concern- 
ing tlie  lawfulness  of  the  capture  of  certain  vessels  which  he 
insisted  were  prizes  to  French  privateers;  but  respect  for  the 
sacred  obligations  of  a  treaty,  as  well  as  for  the  interests  and 
opinions  of  an  ally,  required  that  a  proceeding  which  at  first 
sight  appeared,  and  by  the  minister  and  his  dependents  would 
of  course  be  represented  to  his  government,  to  be  an  infraction 
of  that  treaty,  should  be  conducted  with  the  most  scrupulous 
delicacy;  neither  probability  nor  suspicion,  however  strong, 
nor  assertion  however  apparently  well  founded,  could  justity 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  taking  any  step  in . 
the  face  of  such  a  stipulation.  Moral  certainty  of  the  illegal 
circ^umstancea  of  the  capture,  established  by  testimony  upon 
oath,  according  to  the  most  solemn  forms  of  judicial  proceed- 
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ing,  were  indispensably  necessary  to  that  end;  and  France 
might  justly  have  accused  America  of  favoring  her  enemies 
had  she  proceeded  in  a  less  guarded  manner. 

<^The  facts,  then,  on  which  a  complaint  of  loss  by  illegal 
capture  was  founded,  were  to  be  examined  according  to  the 
forms  ordained  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  country, 
and,  if  established,  then  the  obligation  to  efi'ect  restitution  was 
complet>e.  Here  I  must  again  refer  to  the  state  papers,  so 
often  quoted,  for  a  history  of  the  measures  which  were  actually 
taken  by  the  American  Government 

<^  The  first  expression  of  the  sentiments  of  the  government  on 
this  subject  is  the  following  extract  of  a  letter  written  by  Mr. 
Jefferson  to  Mr.  Temant,  the  French  minister,  prior  to  the 
arrival  of  Mr.  Genet,  dated  May  15th,  1793,  in  consequence  of 
certain  memorials  presented  by  Mr.  Hammond  on  the  8th : 
^  Our  information  is  not  perfect  on  the  subject-matter  of  another 
of  these  memorials,  which  states  that  a  vessel  had  been  fitted 
out  at  Oharleston,  manned  there,  and  partly,  too,  with  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  received  a  commission  there  to  cruise 
against  nations  at  peace  with  us,  and  has  taken  and  sent  a 
British  vessel  into  this  port.  Without  taking  all  these  facts 
for  granted,  we  have  not  hesitated  to  express  our  highest  dis- 
approbation of  the  conduct  of  any  of  our  citizens  who  may 
personally  engage  in  committing  hostilities  at  sea  against  any 
of  the  nations  parties  to  the  present  war,  to  declare  that  if  the 
case  has  happened,  or  that  should  it  happen,  we  will  exert  all 
the  means  with  which  the  laws  and  Constitution  have  anned  us  to 
discover  such  offenders  and  bring  them  to  condign  punishment; 
and  that  the  like  conduct  shall  be  observed  should  the  like  enttr 
prises  be  attempted  against  your  natiouj  I  am  authorized  to  give 
you  the  most  unreserved  a^isurance.  Our  friendship  for  all  the 
powers  at  war,  our  desire  to  pursue  ourselves  the  path  of  peace 
as  the  only  way  leading  surely  to  prosperity,  and  our  wish  to 
preserve  the  morals  of  our  citizens  from  being  vitiated  by 
courses  of  lawless  plunder  and  murder  are  a  security  that  our 
proceedings  in  this  respect  will  be  with  good  faith,  ft^rvor,  and 
vigilance.  The  arming  of  men  and  vessels  within  our  territory, 
and  without  consent  or  consultation  on  our  part,  to  wage  war 
on  nations  with  whi<*h  we  are  at  peace,  are  acts  which  we  will 
not  gratuitously  impute  to  the  public  authority  of  France. 
They  are  stated,  indeed,  with  positiveness,  in  one  of  the  memo- 
rials, but  our  unwillingness  to  believe  that  the  French  nation 
could  be  wanting  in  respect  or  friendship  to  us  on  any  occasion 
suspends  our  absent  to  and  conclusions  upon  these  statements  till 
further  evidenced 

*'  Soon  after  the  date  of  this  letter  M.  Genet  arrived  nt  Phil- 
adelphia, and  was  received  as  minister  of  the  republic  of 
France,  and  on  the  27th  of  May  he  wrote  to  the  Amertean  Sec- 
retary of  State  a  letter  in  which  he  avowed  his  having  granted 
commissions  of  his  nation  to  several  vessels  equipped  by  his 
advice  at  Charleston,  and  endeavored  to  vindicate  and  justity 
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tbe  measare.    This  letter  was  answered  on  the  5th  Jane  as 
follows: 

'*  *  Philadelphia,  June  Sthy  1793. 

" '  Sir  :  In  my  letter  of  the  15th  May  to  Mr.  Ternant,  your  predecessor, 
after  stating  the  answers  which  had  been  given  to  the  several  memorials 
of  the  British  minister  of  May  8th,  it  was  observed  that  a  part  remamed 
still  unanswered  of  that  which  respected  the  fitting  out  armed  vessels  in 
Charleston  to  cruise  against  nations  with  whom  we  are  at  peace.  ^ 

'^ '  In  a  conversation  which  I  had  afterwards  the  honor  of  holding  with 
you,  I  observed  that  one  of  these  armed  vessels,  the  Citoyen  Genet,  had 
come  into  this  port  with  a  prize ;  that  the  President  had  thereupon  taken 
the  case  into  further  consideration,  and  after  mature  consoltation  and  de- 
liberation was  of  opinion  that  the  arming  and  equipping  veasMlB  in  the 
ports  of  the  United  States  to  cruise  against  nations  with  whom  they  are 
at  peace  was  incompatible  with  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  the  United 
States ;  that  it  made  them  instrumental  to  the  annoyance  of  those  nations, 
and  thereby  tended  to  compromit  their  peace,  and  that  he  thought  it  nec- 
essary as  an  evidence  of  good  faith  to  them,  as  well  as  a  proper  reparation  to 
the  sovereignty  of  tbe  country,  that  the  armed  vessels  of  this  description 
should  depart  from  the  ports  of  the  United  States. 

•'  *The  letter  of  the  27th,  with  which  you  have  honored  me,  has  been 
laid  before  the  President,  and  that  part  of  it  which  contains  your  observa- 
tions on  this  Bubiect  has  been  particularly  attended  to;  the  respect  due  to 
whatever  comes  from  yoa,  friendHbip  to  the  French  nation,  and  juBtice  to  all, 
have  induced  him  to  reexamine  the  subject,  and  particularly  to  give  to  your 
representations  thereon  the  consideration  they  deservedly  claim.  After 
fully  weighing  again,  however,  all  the  principles  and  circumstances  of  the 
case,  the  result  appears  still  to  be  that  it  is  the  right  of  every  nation  to 
prohibit  acts  of  sovereignty  from  being  exercised  by  any  other  within  its 
limits,  and  the  duty  of  a  neutral  nation  to  prohibit  such  as  would  injure 
one  of  the  warring  powers ;  that  the  granting  military  commissions  within 
the  United  States  by  any  other  authority  than  their  own  is  an  infringe- 
ment on  their  sovereignty,  and  parti eul.irly  so  when  granted  to  their  own 
citizens  to  lead  them  to  commit  acts  contrary  to  the  duties  they  owe  to 
their  own  country;  that  the  departure  of  vessels  thus  illegally  e*quipped 
from  the  ports  of  the  United  States  will  be  but  an  acknowledgment  of  re- 
spect analogous  to  tbe  breach  of  it,  while  it  is  necessary  on  their  j)art  as 
an  evidence  of  their  faithful  neutrality.  On  those  considerations,  sir,  the 
President  thinks  that  the  United  States  owe  it  to  themselves  and  to  the 
nations  in  their  friendship  to  expect  this  act  of  reparation  on  the  part  of 
vessels  marked  in  their  very  equipment  with  ofifence  to  the  laws  of  the 
land,  of  which  the  law  of  nations  makes  an  integral  part.* 

*'  One  of  the  vessels  armed  at  Charleston  having  arrived  at 
Philadelphia,  and  information  having  been  legally  made  that 
two  of  her  officers  were  Americans  by  birth,  they  were  atrreated 
and  committed  to  prison  for  trial.  The  French  minister 
demanded  their  release  as  being  citizens  and  officers  of  the 
Bepublic  of  France;  to  this  demand  the  following  answer  was 
returned: 

"'Phiuldklphia,  June  6th,  179S. 

^'^Sir:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  note  on  the  subject 
of  Gideon  Heufield,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  engaged  on  board  an 
armed  vessel  in  the  service  of  France.  It  has  been  laid  before  tbi5  Presi- 
dent, and  referred  to  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  for  his 
opinion  on  the  matter  of  law,  and  I  have  now  the  honor  of  enclosing  yoa 
a  copy  of  that  opinion.  Mr.  Heufield  appears  to  be  in  the  custody  of  the 
civil  magistrate  over  whose  proceedings  the  Executive  has  no  control.  The  act 
with  which  he  is  charged  will  be  examined  by  a  jury  of  his  countrymen 
in  the  presence  of  judges  of  learning  and  integrity,  and,  if  it  is  not  con- 
trary to  the  laws  of  the  lund,  no  doubt  need  be  entertained  that  his  case 
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will  issne  accordingly.    The  forms  of  the  law  involve  certain  .necessary 
delays,  of  ^vhich,  however,  he  will  experience  none  hut  what  are  necessary. 

" '  P.  S.— After  writing  the  ahove  I  was  honoured  with  your  note  on  the 
Buhject  of  Sincletary,  on  which  it  is  in  my  power  to  say  nothing  more 
than  in  that  of  Henfield. 

'' '  The  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  has  the  honor  of  sabmit- 
ting  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  following  opinion  on  the  ease  of  Gideon 
Henfield,  as  represented  by  the  minister  of  »ance : 

''Mst.  It  may  well  be  aoubted  how  far  the  minister  of  France  has  a 
right  to  interfere.  Henfield  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is 
unusual  at  least  that  a  foreign  power  should  interfere  in  a  question  whether 
as  a  citizen  a  man  has  been  guilty  of  a  crime.  Nor  can  an  authority  be 
derived  from  Henfield  being  under  the  protection  of  the  French  Kepublic, 
because,  being  still  a  citizen  he  is  amenable  to  the  laws  which  operate  on 
citizens,  and  the  very  act  by  which  he  is  said  to  have  been  taken  under 
such  protection  is  a  violation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States.  If 
he  be  innocent  he  will  be  safe  in  the  hands  of  nis  countrj^men ;  if  guilty, 
the  respect  due  by  one  nation  to  the  decrees  of  another  demands  that  they 
be  acquiesced  in. 

<'  '2nd.  But  Henfield  is  punishable  because  treatien  are  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land,  and  by  treaties  with  three  of  the  powers  at  war  with  France 
it  is  stipulated  that  there  shall  be  peace  between  their  subjects  and  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States. 

"  '3rd.  He  is  indictable  at  the  common  law  because  his  conduct  comes 
within  the  description  of  disturbing  the  peace  of  the  United  States. 

"  'May  30th,  1793.  E.  Randolph.' 

'^In  answer  to  new  remonstrances  of  the  minister  of  France, 
a  letter  was  written  on  the  17th  June,  of  which  the  following 
is  an  extract: 

"  'The  testimony  of  these  and  other  writers  on  the  law  and  usage  of  na- 
tions, with  your  own  just  reflections  on  them,  will  satisfy  you  that  tho 
United  States,  in  prohibiting  all  the  belligerent  powers  from  equipping, 
armiuff,  and  manning  vessels  of  war  in  our  ports,  have  exercised  a  ri^ht 
and  a  dutv  with  justice  and  with  great  moderation.  By  our  treaties  with 
several  of  the  belligerent  powers,  which  are  a  part  of  the  laws  of  our 
land,  we  have  established  a  state  of  peace  with  them,  but,  without  ap- 
pealing to  treaties,  we  are  at  peace  with  them  all  by  the  laws  of  nature, 
for  by  nature's  law  man  is  at  peace  with  man  till  some  aggression  is  com- 
mitted which  by  the  same  law  authorizes  one  to  destroy  another  as  his 
enemy.  For  our  citizens,  then,  to  commit  murders  and  depredations  on  the 
members  of  nations  at  peace  with  us,  or  to  combine  to  do  it,  appeared  to 
the  Executive,  and  to  those  whom  they  consulted,  as  much  against  the  law 
of  the  land  ns  to  murder  or  rob,  or  combine  to  murder  or  rob,  its  own 
citizens,  and  as  much  to  require  punishment,  if  done  within  their  limits 
where  they  have  territorial  jurisdiction,  or  on  the  high  seas  where  they 
have  a  personal  jurisdiction-^that  is  to  say,  one  which  reaches  their  own 
citizens  only,  this  being  an  appropriate  part  of  each  nation  on  an  element 
where  all  have  a  common  jurisdiction.  So  say  our  laws,  as  we  understand 
them  ourselves.  To  them  the  appeal  is  made,  and  whether  we  have  con- 
strued them  well  or  ill,  the  constitutional  judges  will  decide.  Till  that 
decision  shall  be  obtained  the  Government  of  the  United  States  must  pur- 
sue what  they  think  right  with  firmness,  as  is  their  duty. 

"'On  the  first  attempt  that  was  macle,  the  President  was  desirous  of 
involving  in  the  censures  of  the  law  as  few  as  might  be;  such  of  the  in- 
dividuals only  therefore  as  were  citizens  of  the  United  States  were  singled 
out  for  prosecution.  But  this  second  attempt,  being  after  full  knowledge 
of  what  had  been  done  in  the  first,  and  indicating  a  disposition  to  go  on 
in  appoHtian  to  the  laws,  they  are  to  take  their  course  against  all  persons 
concerned,  whether  citizens  or  aliens,  the  latter  while  within  our  juris- 
diction, and  enjoying  the  protection  of  the  laws,  being  bound  to  obedience 
to  them,  and  to  avoid  disturbance  of  our  peace  within,  or  acts  which 
would  commit  it  without,  equally  as  our  citizens  are.' 
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^*  On  the  23d  Jane  the  following  letter  was  written  to  M. 
Genet: 

'".Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  in  consequence  of  the 
general  orders  given  by  the  President,  a  privateer  fitted  out  by  English 
subjects  within  the  State  of  Creorgia  to  cruise  against  the  citizens  of 
France  has  been  seized  hff  the  governor  of  Georgia,  and  such  legal protecuHonn 
are  ordered  cu  the  case  will  justify,  I  beg  you  to  be  assured  that  the  govern- 
ment w'U  uHe  the  utmost  vigilance  to  see  that  the  laws  which  forbid  these 
enterprises  are  carried  into  execution/ 

"  Ou  the  25th  June  the  letter  already  quoted  was  written, 
proposing  that  vessels  s^iggested  to  have  been  taken  by  priva- 
teers whose  illegality  had  been  declared  on  the  5th  June, 
should  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  minister  or  consuls  of 
France  until  the  American  Government  should  have  decided  on 
the  fact.  In  the  meantime  several  vessels  had  been  brought 
in  as  prizes,  and  proceedings  had  been  instituted  against  the 
captors  in  the  district  court  of  Pennsylvania,  having  original 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  prize.  This  court,  considering  the 
obligation  of  the  treaty  with  France  before  stated  as  para- 
mount, decided  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  following  letter  was  written  to  M.  Genet 
on  the  29th  June : 

'*'Sir:  The  persons  who  reclaimed  the  ship  WilUam  as  taken  within 
the  limits  of  tht;  protection  of  the  United  States,  having  thought  proper 
to  carry  their  claims  first  into  the  courts  of  admiralty ,  tkare  toaa  no  power  in 
this  country  which  could  take  the  vessel  out  of  the  custody  of  that  oourt  till  it 
should  decide  ilself  whether  it  had  jurisdiction  or  not  of  the  canse.  Having 
now  decided  that  it  had  not  jurisdiction,  the  same  complaint  is  lodged 
with  the  Executive. 

'<  *I  have  the  honor  to  inclose  you  the  testimony  whereon  the  complaint 
is  founded.  Should  this  satisfy  you  that  it  is  just,  you  will  be  so  good  as 
to  give  orders  to  the  consul  of  France  at  this  port  to  t<ake  the  vessel  into 
his  custody  and  deliver  her  to  the  owners;  should  it  be  overweighed  in 
your  judgment  by  any  contradictory  evidence  which  you  have  or  may 
acquire,  /  will  ask  a  communication  of  that  evidence,  and  that  the  consul 
retain  the  vessel  in  his  custody  until  the  Executive  of  the  United  States  shaU 
consider  and  decide  finally  on  the  subject,* 

''After  this  decision  of  the  inferior  court,  the  question  of  fact 
rested  for  examination  with  the  Executive.  The  foregoing  let 
ter  shews  the  mode  of  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring 
the  necessary  information  which  they  adopted,  and  this  will  be 
further  explained  by  a  letter  of  November  IGth,  which  will  be 
seen  below;  for,  lest  the  deljiy  of  sending  ou  complaints  and 
testimony  from  distant  parts  of  the  United  States  to  the  seat 
of  government  should  sometimes  become  prejudicial  and  vexa- 
tious, the  mode  pointed  out  in  the  following  letter  was  adopted: 

"*Germantown,  Novr.  16th,  179S, 
*'  'To  M.  (lENET,  etc. 

'*  'Sir:  As  in  cases  where  vessels  are  reclaimed  by  the  snb^jects  or  citi- 
zens of  belligerent  powers,  as  having  been  taken  within  the  line  of  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States,  it  becomes  ttecessary  to  ascertain  that  fact  by 
testimony  taken  according  to  the  laws  of  theVnited  States,  the  governors  of  the 
several  States,  to  whom  the  application  will  be  mi/lo  in  the  first  instance, 
are  iI(*Hired  immediately  to  notify  therp<tf  the  attorneys  of  their  respective 
districts.    The  attorney  is  instructed  thereupon  to  give  notice  to  the  prin- 
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cipal  agent  of  both  parties,  who  may  have  come  in  with  the  prize,  and  also 
to  the  consuls  of  the  nations  interested,  and  to  reoommeud  to  them  to  ap- 
point, by  mntnal  consent,  arbiters  to  decide  whether  the  captures  were 
made  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  as  stated  to  you  in 
my  letter  of  the  8th  inst»mt  (that  is  within  three  miles  from  the  shore), 
according  to  whose  awardthe  governor  may  proceed  to  deliver  the  vessel 
to  the  one  or  the  other  party.  But,  in  case  the  consul  or  the  parties  shall 
not  agree  to  name  Arbiters,  then  the  attorney,  or  some  person  substituted 
liy  him,  is  to  notify  them  of  time  and  place,  when  and  where  he  will  be,  in 
arder  to  lake  the  depositions  of  suck  witnesses  as  they  may  cause  to  come  before 
him,  which  depositions  he  is  to  transmit  for  the  information  and  decision  of  the 
President. 

" '  It  has  been  thought  best  to  put  this  business  into  such  a  train  as  that 
the  examination  of  the  facts  may  take  place  immediately,  and  before  the 
witnesses  may  have  again  departed  from  the  United  States,  which  would 
too  frequently  happen,  and  especially  in  the  distant  States,  if  it  should  be 
deferred  until  information  is  sent  to  the  executive  and  a  special  order 
awaited  to  take  the  depositions. 

''  'I  take  the  liberty  of  reciuesting  that  you  will  be  pleased  to  give  snch 
instructions  to  the  consuls  of  yonr  nation  as  may  facilitate  the  object  of 
this  regulation.  I  urge  it  with  the  more  earnestness  because  as  the  attor- 
neys of  the  districts  are  for  the  most  part  engaged  in  much  business  of 
their  own  they  will  rarely  be  able  to  attend  more  than  one  appointment, 
and  consequently  the  party  who  should  fail,  from  negligence  or  other  motives, 
to  2}roduce  his  witnesses  at  the  time  and  place  appointed,  might  lose  the  bene- 
fit of  their  testimony  altogether.  This  prompt  procedure  is  the  more  to 
be  insisted  on,  as  it  will  enable  the  President,  by  an  immediate  delivery  of 
the  vessel  and  cargo  to  the  party  having  title,  to  prevent  the  injuries 
consequent  on  long  delay.' 

*'Tbe  following  extra(*t  of  a  letter  written  on  the  9th  Sep- 
tember to  Mr.  Genet  is  very  clearly  expressive  of  the  opinion 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  American  Government  as  to 
the  powers  of  the  judicial  department: 

"'The  intention  of  the  letter  of  June  25th  having  been  to  permit  such 
vessels  to  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  consuls,  inst«'ad  of  that  of  a  mili- 
tary guard  (which  in  the  case  of  the  ship  William  appeared  to  have  been 
disagreeable  to  you),  the  indulgence  was  of  course  to  be  undeistood  as 
going  only  to  cases  where  the  executive  might  take  or  keep  possession 
with  a  military  guard,  and  not  to  interfere  with  the  authority  of  the  courts 
of  justice  in  any  case  wherein  they  should  undertake  to  act.  My  letter  of 
June  29th,  accordingly,  in  the  same  caKe  of  the  shi'p*  William,  informed  you 
that  no  power  in  this  country  would  take  a  vessel  out  of  the  custody  of 
the  courts,  and  that  it  was  only  because  they  decided  not  to  take  cogni- 
zance .of  that  case  that  it  resulted  to  the  executive  to  interfere  in  it. 

**  'Consequently  this  alone  put  it  in  their  power  to  leave  the  vessel  in 
the  hands  of  the  consni.  The  courts  of  Justice  exercise  the  sovereignty  of  this 
country  in  Judiciary  matters,  are  supreme  in  these,  and  liable  neither  to  control 
nor  opposition  from  any  other  branch  of  the  government,^ 

"  In  the  meantime  the  conduct  of  this  minister  of  France 
having  become  so  extravagant  and  his  language  so  offensive 
as  to  be  no  longer  tolerable,  the  American  Government  deter- 
mined to  demand  his  recall,  and  a  letter  was  written  on  the  16th 
of  August  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  American  minister 
in  France,  detailing  the  reasons  of  this  demand,  and  directing 
him  to  lay  the  same  before  the  Executive  Council  of  France. 
The  following  is  an  extract  of  that  letter: 

'"It  is  an  essential  attribute  of  the  jurisdiction  of  every  country  to 
preserve  peace,  to  punish  acts  in  breach  of  it,  and  to  restore  property 
taken  by  force  within  its  limits.    Accordingly,  this  right  of  protection 
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within  its  waters,  and  to  a  reasonable  distance  on  its  coasts,  has  been  ac- 
knowledged by  every  nation,  and  denied  to  none,  and  if  the  property 
seized  be  yet  within  their  power,  it  is  their  right  and  duty  to  redress  the 
wron^  themselves.  How  and  by  what  orsan  of  the  goTemment,  whether 
judiciary  or  executive,  it  shall  be  redressed,  is  not  yet  perfectly  settled  with 
ns.  One  of  the  subordinate  courts  of  admiralty  haa  been  of  opinion,  in 
the  first  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  ship  William,  that  it  does  not  belong 
to  the  judiciary.    Another,  perhaps,  may  be  of  a  contrary  opinion.    The 

tlie  court  of  last  resort  will 
[  declare  that  it  does  not  be- 

)  the  executive,  charged  with 
tlie^direction  of  the  military  force  of  the  ITnion  and  the  condifct  of  its 
affairs  with  foreign  nations.  But  this  is  a  mere  question  of  internal 
arrangement  between  the  different  departments  of  the  government,  depend- 
ing on  the  particular  diction  of  the  Constitution  and  laws;  and  it  can  in 
no  wise  concern  a  foreign  nation  to  which  department  these  have  dele- 
gated it.' 

"  Various  branches  of  the  judiciary  departmeut  entertained 
various  opinions  on  this  question.  In  Boston  the  district  court 
took  cognizance  so  early  as  August  1793,  and  the  French  con- 
sul at  that  port,  having  had  the  audacity  to  oppose  the  mar- 
shal in  the  execution  of  their  precept  by  removing  the  vessel 
which  he  had  orders  to  seize  under  the  guns  of  a  frigate,  and 
placing  a  guard  of  troops  of  his  nation  on  board  her,  the  court 
was  supported  in  its  authority,  its  proceedings  were  continued 
and  carried  to  full  effect,  and  the  exequatur  of  the  consul  was 
withdrawn. 

^'  These  various  letters  sufficiently  explain  the  sentiments  and 
conduct  of  tlie  (jovernment  from  the  commencement  of  these 
complaints,  and  while  it  appears  pretty  clearly  that  they 
regarded  the  question  as  of  a  nature  within  the  cognizance  of 
the  judiciary,  yet  we  see  no  want  of  activity,  energy,  or  good 
faith  to  remedy  by  their  own  exertion  the  evils  which  might 
arise  from  the  opposite  opinion  being  in  some  instances  held 
by  the  courts.  ^ 

"  AU  uncertainty  on  this  subject  was,  however,  removed  by 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  at  their 
session  in  Philadelphia  on  the  18th  of  February  1794,  which 
was  as  follows: 

"  'In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

"  *  United  States,  ss  : 
"* Alexander  S.  Glass  and  others,^ 
appellants, 

"  *The  Sloop  Betsey  and  Cargo,  etc., 
and  Pierre  Arcade  Johannene,  ap- 
pellee. 

"  'Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  Maryland  district 

" '  At  a  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  at  Phila- 
delphia, the  same  being  the  present  seat  of  the  National  Gov- 
ernment, on  Saturday  the  8th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of 
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our  Lord  1704,  before  the  Honorable  John  Jay,  Chief  Justice, 
and  the  Honorable  William  Gushing,  James  Wilson,  John  Blair, 
and  Wm.  Patterson,  esquires,  Associate  Justices  of  the  said 
court,  came  the  parties,  as  well  appellants  as  appellee,  in 
the  above  appeal  by  their  respective  advocates,  and  after  full 
hearing  of  all  and  singular  the  matters  and  things  set  forth 
and  contained  in  the  record  and  minutes  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  said  appeal,  as  well  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  Maryland 
district,  as  of  the  district  court  for  the  said  district,  and  sol- 
emn argument  being  had  thereon  by  the  said  advocates,  the 
said  Supreme  Court,  sitting  and  adjourning  from  day  to  day 
until  the  12th  day  of  February,  instant,  took  the  same  into 
consideration  and  held  the  same  under  advisement  until  the 
18th  day  of  February  aforesaid. 

**  *At  which  day  the  said  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  being  met,  and  the  advocates  aforesaid  attending  the 
court,  proce^ed  to  the  publication  of  their  final  sentence  or 
decree,  which,  being  read  and  filed,  is  in  the  words  following, 
to  wit: 

*'  *This  court  being  decidedly  of  opinion  that  every  district 
court  in  the  United  States  possesses  all  the  powers  of  a  court 
of  admiralty,  whether  considered  as  an  instance  or  as  a  prize 
court,  and  that  the  plea  of  the  aforesaid  appellee,  Pierre 
Arcade  Johannene,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court  of 
Maryland  is  insufficient;  therefore,  it  is  considered  by  the 
Supreme  Court  aforesaid,  and  now  finally  decreed  and  adjudged 
by  the  same,  that  the  said  plea  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
overruled  and  dismissed,  and  that  the  decree  of  the  said  dis- 
trict court  of  Maryland  founded  thereon  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  revoked,  reversed,  and  annulled. 

"  'And  the  Supreme  Court  being  further  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  district  court  of  Maryland  has  jurisdiction  competent 
to  enquire  and  to  decide  whether  in  the  present  case  restitu- 
tion ought  to  be  made  to  the  claimants,  or  either  of  them,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  that  is  whether  such  restitution  can  be  made 
consistently  with  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  treaties  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States :  Therefore  it  is  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  district  court  of  Maryland  do  proceed  to  determine 
upon  the  libel  of  the  said  Alexander  S.  Glass  and  others 
agreeably  to  law  and  right,  the  said  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  «aid  court  notwithstanding. 

"  'And  the  said  Supreme  Court  being  further  of  opinion  that 
no  foreign  power  can  of  right  institute  or  erect  any  court  of 
judicature  of  any  kind  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  but  such  only  as  may  be  warranted  by  and  be  in  pur- 
suance of  treaties,  it  is  therefore  decreed  and  adjudged  that 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  which  has  been  exercised  in  the 
United  States  by  the  consuls  of  France,  not  being  warranted, 
is  not  of  right 

"  *  It  is  further  ordered  by  the  said  Supreme  Court  that  this 
cause  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  remanded  to  the  district  court  for 
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the  Maryland  district  for  a  final  decision,  and  that  the  several 
parties  to  the  same  do  each  pay  their  own  costs.' 

"After  this  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court,  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  diflBculty  occurred  in  any  of  the  inferior  courts  on  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  but  that  justice  was  speedily  and  im- 
partially administered  is  to  be  presumed,  since  it  appears  from 
the  following  case  that,  even  in  Charleston  (of  which  place  we 
have  heard  such  a  strange  account  from  a  gentleman  who. 
altho'  he  resided  in  the  town,  appears  to  have  been  very  incor- 
rectly informed),  the  administration  of  justice  in  cases  of  this 
nature  was  not  interrupted.  This  case  is  extracted  from  a  let- 
ter of  Mr.  Fauchet,  the  French  minister,  successor  to  Mr. 
Genet,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated  Philadelphia,  13th  Sep- 
tember 1794: 

"*The  French  privateer  IJAmi  de  la  Poinie  d  Petre,  Captain  WUHam 
Talbot;  commissioned  at  Guadalonpe,  seized  near  the  Island  of  Caba  a 
Dutch  brigantiue,  called  De  Vrouw  Chi-istiana  Magdalena.  This  veasel  had 
been  originally  captured  by  a  French  armed  vessel  called  V Amour  de  la 
lAberUf  but  having  been  met  with  and  visited  by  VAmi  de  la  Poinie  a 
PetrCf  an«l  the  prize  master  who  had  been  put  on  board  by  the  first  captor 
not  beingable  to  produce  any  commission,  the  latter  mannedher  and  brought 
her  to  Charleston.  Having  arrived  at  that  port,  Captain  Talbot  was  ar- 
rested at  the  suit  of  the  Dutch  captain  sa  a  pirate,  and  aecurity  to  the 
amount  of  fourteen  thousand  dollars  was  demanded  from  him  for  hi*  liberty. 
Proceedings  were  immediately  instituted  against  the  captors  in  the  court 
of  admiralty,  and,  notwitlistaudiug  the  representations  of  the  French  con- 
sul, notwithstanding  documents  inrnishf^d  in  favor  of  Talbot  and  which, 
as  you  will  soon  see,  were  not  of  a  nature  to  be  refused,  the  prize  iras  ad- 
judged illeyal  and  restored  to  the  claimants.  I  could  have  wished,  sir,  to  have 
it  in  ray  power  to  send  you  a  formal  copy  of  the  decree  pronounced  by  the 
court;  but,  if  the  enclosed  extract  from  the  Gazette,  of  Charleston,  may 
be  deemed  sufficient  information,  it  appears  that  the  sentence  was  grounded 
on  the  illegal  equipment  of  the  capturing  vessels,  on  Captain  Talbot's 
being  a  citizen  of  tlie  United  states,  and  his  vessel  armed  at  Charleston. 

*'  *  CHARLE8TOK,  Saturday,  August  9th,  1794. 

<* '  Wednesday,  in  the  conrt  of  admiralty  for  this  district,  the  jad^e  pro- 
nounced his  decree  in  the  long-contested  cause  of  the  Dutch  brigantine  the 
Vrouw  Christiana  Magdalena,  captured  and  brought  into  this  port  by  the 
Captains  Ballard  and  Talbot. 

**  *  The  libel  was  on  behalf  of  the  captain  and  owners  of  the  said  brig- 
antine, claiming  ri'stitution  under  the  15th  and  19th  articles  of  the  treaty 
with  the  United  Netherlands.  A  plea  was  entered  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  under  the  17th  article  of  the  treaty  with  France  and  the  6th 
section  of  the  act  of  CongresH  of  the  5th  June  last,  entitled  ''  an  additional 
act  to  the  act  for  the  punishment  of  crimes  and  offenses  against  the  United 
States.''  A  claim  was  interposed  on  behalf  of  Captain  William  Talbot,  as 
a  French  citizen,  acting  under  a  commission  from  the  governor  of  Guada- 
loupe,  and  as  having  taken  this  vessel  out  of  the  possession  of  Captain 
Ballard,  the  original  captor,  his  ])ri/e  master  producing  no  commission. 

^^  'The  judge,  on  considering  the  arguments  in  support  of  the  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction,  overruled  the  same  as  irrelevant. 

** '  1st.  Because  the  17th  article  of  the  treaty  with  France  contemplates 
only  French  vessels  of  war  or  privatetTs  legally  appointed. 

•* '  2nd.  Because  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  5th  June 
last  does  not  lessen  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  in  any  case  of 
which  they  had  previous  cognizance;  and  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Glass  and  others,  against  the 
sloop  Jieisey,  etc.,  having  declared  that  every  district  court  of  the  United 
Stat^  possesses  all  the  power  of  an  admiralty  court,  whether  considered 
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as  an  iDstanoe  or  a  prize  court,  this  oanae  was  therefore  cognizable  therein 
by  the  law  of  nations  and  the  constitution  of  the  coart. 

*^  *The  judge  being  of  opinion  that  Captain  Ballard  had  acted  without 
any  commission  authorizing  him  to  cruise  or  arm  for  war,  and  had  not 
even  the  pretense  of  being  a  French  citizen ;  that  ('aptain  Talbot,  having 
armed  his  vessel  (then  an  American  bottom)  in  an  American  port,  pro- 
ceeded thence  to  Guadaloupe  for  the  express  purpose,  as  appeared  iu  evi- 
dence, of  changing  the  property,  applying  for  a  French  commission, 
obtaining  the  same  within  two  days  after  the  sale  of  the  vessel,  and  under 
color  of  such  commission  having  captured  the  said  brigantine  Vrouw 
Christiana  Magdalena^  which  acts  were  decreed  C(mtrary  to  the  19th  article 
of  the  treaty  with  the  United  Netherlands,  and  in  no  way  derogatory  to 
the  17th  article  of  the  treaty  with  France,  as  not  beine  within  the  pur- 
view or  intention  thereof;  restitution  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  was  there- 
fore decreed/ 

**The  iutroduction  of  so  many  quotations  has  drawn  this 
examination  to  a  length  which  I  wished  to  avoid;  but,  as  the 
question  is  important,  I  was  unwilling  to  omit  any  passage 
which  appeared  useful  to  a  clear  and  perfect  understanding 
of  it. 

"There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Elizabeth  and  her  cargo  were 
the  property  of  British  subjects;  that  she  was  captured  by 
privateers*  illegally  armed  in  ports  of  the  United  States;'  nor 
that  she  was  brought  into  a  port  of  the  same.  She  is  there- 
fore clearly  within  the  purview  of  the  letter  of  the  6th  Sep- 
tember; but,  having  been  captured  after  the  7th  of  August 
1793,  she  can  only  claim  the  benefit  stipulated  in  favor  of  such 
cases. 

"It  appears  from  the  first  part  of  this  enquiry  that  in  prom- 
ising to  use  all  the  means  in  their  power  for  the  restitution  of 
vessels  captured  after  that  date  the  United  States  did  not 
undertake  to  make  compensation  in  case  those  means  should  fail 
of  their  effect. 

"It  appears  that  by  the  expression  'all  the  means  in  their 
power,'  they  meant,  first,  those  means  which  the  Constitution 
and  laws  had  provided  for  the  redress  of  wrong  and  force, 
whenever  it  should  be  rendered  necessary  by  any  act  of  oppo- 
sition to  the  ordinary  course  of  justice.  That  although  doubts, 
entertained  by  a  part  of  the  judicial  establishment  of  its  juris- 
diction in  these  cases,  had  placed  them  for  a  time  under  the 
immediate  eye  of  the  executive  power,  yet  to  the  complainant 
this  produced  no  important  change,  since  the  same  examina- 
tion and  proof  of  facts  was  re(|uired  to  establish  the  justice  of 
his  complaint  and  to  guide  the  decision  of  the  President,  as 
would  have  been  required  before  the  judges.  That  after  the 
18th  February  1794,  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  had 
removed  those  doubts  which  had  for  a  time  infiuenced  the  con- 
duct of  some  of  the  inferior  courts.  And  it  does  not  appear 
that  after  that  decision  there  was  any  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
inferior  courts  in  rendering,  nor  any  opposition  on  the  part 
of  the  captors  to  the  execution  of,  their  process  or  decrees, 
insomuch  that  there  existed  no  occasion  thereafter  to  fulfill 
the  ultimatum  of  the  promise  by  exerting  force  to  compel 
restitution. 
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^*It  appears  from  the  case  of  the  Vrouw  Christiami  Mag- 
dalma,  decided  at  Charlestou  on  the  6th  Augast  1794,  aud 
which  is  spoken  of  as  a  long  contested  case,  that  the  means 
thus  provided  by  the  constitution  and  the  laws  were  effectaal 
to  procure  relief  in  cases  of  this  description,  when  properly 
pursued. 

^^  Although  the  JElizabeth  was  brought  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  so  early  as  the  19th  May  1794,  at 
which  time  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  dated  February 
18th  of  the  same  year,  and  the  course  proper  thereupon  to  be 
pursued  in  these  cases  must  have  been  long  known  in  Georgia, 
yet  it  does  not  appear  that  any  measures  were  taken  for  pur- 
suing that  course  until  the  date  of  the  libel  filed  by  the 
captain,  lioss,  on  the  20th  September  following.  It  does  not 
appear  that  after  the  filing  of  the  libel  on  the  20th  September 
there  was  any  greater  delay  than  usually  attends  the  proceed- 
ings of  European  courts  of  admiralty,  the  first  decree  having 
been  rendered  on  the  20th  December  1794,  the  first  appeal 
having  been  heard  and  judgment  rendered  on  the  5th  May 
1795,  and  the  final  decision  ^fore  the  Supreme  Court  having 
taken  place  on  the  12th  August  1796. 

'*  It  appears  that  all  these  decrees  ordered  not  only  re^titu- 
.  turn  of  all  that  part  of  the  property  which  actually  came,  or 
indeed  could  have  come,  within  the  custody  of  the  court  (and 
of  this  alone  as  courts  of  admiralty,  acting  according  to  the 
European  practice  in  rem^  they  might  strictly  be  held  to 
have  cognizance,  and  the  restitution  of  this,  without  much 
violence  of  construction,  might  be  considered  as  fulfilling  the 
promise  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  5th  September),  but  all 
these  decrees  went  much  further,  and  ordered  either  the  cap- 
tors or  their  agents  to  make  compensation  either  in  the  full 
value  of  the  property  captured,  or  in  the  amount  of  sales  which 
had  come  into  their  hands. 

"And  it  further  a])pears  from  the  case  of  the  Yrouw  Chris- 
tiana Magdalena  that  it  was  in  the  practice  of  the  courts  to 
require  bail  from  the  captor  in  cases  of  this  kind,  thereby  giv- 
ing to  the  party  complainant  all  the  certainty  of  the  ultimate 
satisfaction  of  his  demand,  when  established,  that  is,  I  believe, 
customary  among  nations  the  most  famed  for  the  correct  ad- 
ministration of  justice. 

"  Under  these  circumstances  I  confess  I  do  not  see  how  the 
memorialists  can  have  suffered  loss  in  this  case,  unless  by  that 
negligence  and  delay  which,  according  to  the  treaty,  precludes 
them  from  any  remedy  before  this  board. 

"There  was  manifest  negligence  and  delay  in  not  applying 
to  the  authority  of  the  United  States  before  the  20th  Septem- 
ber, which  gave  time  from  the  19th  May  preceding  for  the  cap- 
tors to  dispose  of  the  property,  and  thus  evade  the  powers  of 
a  court  whose  right  it  was  to  act  in  rem^  and  also  to  withdraw 
themselves  from  the  reach  of  the  court. 

<<  There  must  have  been  negligence  if  bail  wa«  not  demanded 
from  the  agents  of  the  captors. 
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^^And  there  must  have  been  negligence  if  the  final  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Coart  has  not  been  carried  into  effect  in  the 
restitution  of  the  ship  and  a  part  of  the  cargo, 

^^The  United  States,  in  using  the  means  they  did  for  the 
restitution  of  the  property  in  question,  appear  to  me  to  have 
done  in  this  case  all  that  they  would  or  could  have  done  if  the 
complainant  had  been  one  of  their  own  citizens;  all  that  the 
law  or  practice  of  nations  require  to  be  done  in  favor  of  a 
foreigner;  all  that  they  were  bound  to  do  in  behalf  ot  the  sub- 
jects of  allied  nations;  and  all  that  by  the  letter  of  5th  Sep- 
tember 1793  they  had  engaged  to  do  in  favor  of  British 
subjects.  They  are  not  bound  by  the  tenor  of  that  letter  to 
make  compensation  in  cases  of  this  nature,  where  those  means 
should  fail  of  their  effect.  And,  therefore,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  two  memorials  which  have  been  filed  in  this 
case  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

"Jno.  Trumbull. 

"London,  November  5th,  1798.^ 

While  the  foregoing  opinions  on  claims  that 
^l^"^Z:i  -«™  ™J-*«i  disclosecertain  carcli»al  rules  of 
decision,  further  light  may  be  thrown  on  the 
subject  by  an  examination  of  the  claims  that  were  allowed. 
As  to  these  claims  the  American  commissioners  made  no  report, 
beyond  the  bare  communication  to  their  government  from  time 
to  time,  in  the  cx)urse  of  a  letter,  of  the  fact  that  a  certain 
award,  or  certain  awards,  had  been  made. 

Prior  to  the  suspension  of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  in 
July  1799  five  awards  were  made  in  favor  of  British  claimants. 
These  awards  were  made  in  the  cases  of  the  Prince  William 
Henry,  the  Jane  of  Dublin,  and  the  Lovely  Lass,  the  vessels  in 
respect  of  which  liability  was  expressly  acknowledged,  on  the 
ground  that  though  they  were  captured  and  brought  in  after 
June  5,  1793,  by  privateers  originally  armed  in  the  United 
States,  the  government  had  forborne  to  use  all  the  means  in 
its  power  to  restore  them.  The  awards  in  question  were  as 
follows: 

Pnnce  William  Henry $1,843.91 

r3,280.00 

Jane  of  Dublin - ?  3, 549  00 

(  3, 036. 93 

Lovely  La$a 21,884.80 

Total 33,594.64 

After  the  reassembling  of  the  board  in  February  1802  seven 
awards  were  made  in  favor  of  British  claimants.    The  first  of 
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these  was  reported  by  Messrs.  Gore  and  Piukiiey  to  Mr. 
MadisoD  in  a  letter  of  Jaly  15, 1803,  to  which  they  said  that 
they  subjoined  an  abstract  of  the  only  award  made  against 
the  United  States  since  February  1802.  Unfortunately,  this 
abstract  has  disappeared.  Abstracts  of  the  other  awards 
were  communicated  from  time  to  time,  and  the  list  may  be 
stated  as  follows: 

Unknown $12,474.93 

Grenada  Packet,  Weiiiyss,  master 18,498.00 

Roehamptonf  Aitkin,  master 14, 965. 33 

(41,596,36 
FriefUUhip,  Strannock,  master j  2^  .^^8. 70 

Pilgrim,  Walstrnm,  master 1, 448. 88 

Providence,  Robertson,  master 7,072.01 

Total 109,833.50 

The  ship  Grenada  Packet^  of  Loudon,  was 
^p '  kBt'^     captured  on  the  high  seas  on  April  16, 1794, 
and  brought  into  Savannah,  by  the  French 
privateer  L^Ami  de  la  Pointe  A  Pitre^  which  was  fitted  out  and 
armed  in  the  United  States.    Soon  after  her  arrival  at  Savan- 
nah, the  Grenada  Packet  was  burned,  it  seems  accidentally.^ 

The  ship  Roehampton^  of  London,  was  cap- 
ThA  ''Soehampton."  tured  on  the  high  seas  in  September  17d3, 
and  brought  into  Baltimore  by  the  French 
privateer  Industry.  It  appears  that  on  September  6,  17d3, 
Mr.  Hammond  wrote  to  Mr.  Jeflferson  that  he  had  received 
information  that  a  privateer,  '^  named  the  Industry y  has,  within 
the  last  five  or  six  weeks,  been  armed,  manned,  and  equip- 
ped in  the  port  of  Baltimore."  On  the  7th  of  November 
Hammond  wrote  again,  in  relation  to  the  capture  of  the  Moe- 
hampton.  He  stated  that  the  Industry  was  one  of  two  vessels 
which,  in  consequence  of  a  positive  requisition  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  War,  a  member  of  the  executive  council  of  Maryland, 
named  Kelty,  was  in  the  preceding  August  appointed  to 
examine,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  they  had  been  arming 
for  hostile  purposes.  Though  the  information  obtained  by 
Eelty  on  his  arrival  in  Baltimore  was  deemed  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  immediate  seizure  and  dismantling  of  the  Industry  ^ 
he  was  on  the  following  day  induced  to  restore  her,  and  to 

1  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint 
614,615. 
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allow  her  to  be  refitted,  and  to  proceed  to  sea,  with  a  complete 
])rivateeriDg  equipment.  When,  not  long  afterward,  the  Roe- 
hampton  was  sent  in  as  a  prize,  the  British  consal  at  Balti- 
more, having  obtained  unquestionable  evidence  that  the 
Ind'ustry  had  undergone  a  material  alteration  in  form  and 
received  additions  to  her  force  in  that  port,  demanded  of  the 
governor  of  Maryland  that  the  ship  be  released.  The  gov- 
ernor refused  to  interfere,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
should  have  been  produced  when  the  owner  of  the  Industry 
was  present  to  controvert  it;  that  it  was  illegally  taken,  and 
that,  even  if  it  were  admitted,  it  did  not  authorize  him  to 
interpose.  An  appeal  of  the  owners  of  the  Roehampton  to  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  was  equally  unsuccessful, 
the  judge  holding  that  the  case  was  not  within  his  jurisdiction. 
The  Roehampton^  after  a  second  refusal  of  the  governor  to 
interfere,  was  then  sold  by  an  agent  of  )}he  cap  tor,  and  was  pur- 
chased by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  By  the  depositions 
obtained  by  the  British  consul,  it  appeared  that  when  the 
Industry  first  entered  the  port  of  Baltimore  she  carried  from 
four  to  six  guns,  that  during  her  stay  her  decks  were  altered 
and  strengthened,  new  port  holes  cut,  and  new  gun  carriages 
made,  and  that  when  she  departed  she  had  four  Gpounders, 
eight  4-pounders,  and  two  howitzers,  completely  mounted, 
besides  a  lage  quantity  of  newly  purchased  ammunition. 

Jefferson,  replying  to  Hammond  on  the  14th  of  November 
1793,  said  that  "restitution  of  prizes"  had  "been  made  by  the 
Executive  of  the  United  States  only  in  the  two  cases:  first,  of 
capture  within  their  jurisdiction  by  armed  vessels  originally 
constituted  such  without  the  limits  of  the  United  States;  or 
second,  of  capture,  either  within  or  without  their  jurisdiction, 
by  armed  vessels  originally  constituted  such  within  the  limits 
of  the  United  States,  which  last  have  been  called  proscribed 
vessels.'^  As  to  "  military  equix)ments  "  made  in  the  ports  of 
the  United  States,  they  "  were  ordered  to  be  suppressed  when 
detected,  and  the  vessel  reduced  to  her  original  condition," 
even  though  she  was  a  vessel  of  war  on  her  arrival;  but  if  the 
vessel  escaped  detection  altogether,  departed,  and  made  prizes, 
"the  Executive,"  declared  Jefferson,  "has  not  undertaken  to 
restore  the  prizes."  In  connection  with  this  declaration,  he 
observed  that  with  due  care,  especially  since  the  issuance  of 
regulations  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  the  preceding 
August,  it  could  scarcely  happen  that  military  equipments  of 
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^cT  K^rrutn.i^  *h.Mild  «»pe  diaeovery.  Vessels  that  were 
«;!:  Bil_Iic  i^riiap^  aometiines  escape,  but  U>  decide  tha* 
ii«  -sEl:«:>t  crcamstance-  of  military  equipment  m  me 
I*rt5  ,4  ih*  rniied  Stat«  should  inraUdate  a  ressel's  pn^ 
-cLr.Hi,-i  *J  tnws-  would  be  -^a  measure  of  incalculable 

Uinnj  thas  Mzn*d  that  no  demand  for  restitutiou  wouia 
Ii*oa  t:.e  sr-Hindof  ~a  mere  military  alteration  or  an  aug- 
m^uiinoa  of  force,"  Jefferson  said  that  he  would  consider 
Haaim^^nd  s  letter  -only  as  a  complaint  that  the  orders  of  tbe 
President  pn>b:b:ting  'ihe.se  have  not  had  their  effect  lu  the 
ease  of  t5:e  /•  i*4'ry,  and  inquire  whether,  if  this  be  so,  it  has 
hainieae»i  «-::her  from  neglect  or  conniTanoe  in  those  charged 
with  the  execation  of  tbes:<«  orders."  _ 

Proc**>i::.sr,  then,  to  review  the  evidence,  Jefferson  said  that 
when,  in  the  preee^iing  Au^mst.  an  investigation  was  niade  at 
the  re»,ae*t  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  neither  Captain  Kilty 
.*i.>  nor  the  British  consul  were  able  to  find  any  vessels  ans- 
wering the  iIe.-icription  of  those  that  were  the  objects  of  their 
iuquiry.  At  length,  however.  Captain  KUty,  observing  a 
si-htioner  which  appeared  to  have  been  making  some  equip- 
ments for  a  cruise,  to  have  added  to  her  guns  and  made  some 
alteration  in  her  waist,  thought  these  circumstances  merited 
•xamiiiatioH.  though  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  had  not  then  appeared.  He  therefore  had  the 
vessel  sei«Hl.  On  examination  -he  found  that  she  was  the 
s*  JuH>uer  IndH^Oy^  Captain  Carven,  from  St.  Douiingo,  and 
that  she  had  l»ee„  an  arme<l  ve.^^l  for  three  years  beforecoming 
he.-e.  and  as  hue  as  April  last  had  mounted  16  guns;  that  she 
ZnZr  rC'^  '*'!?  '^^  "^^'^  not1el^haUebad 

the  arrival  of  the  RoZu„^oZ  '^**^*^'-«  discharged  her."  A^ 
to  prnve  that  the  TndZZi'l:,^^  witnesses  had  come  forward 
at  Baltimore  l>efore  her  Jr„i  '"^^^  some  military  equipments 
t«iiuHl  bt^fore  her  departn,^^*^  ^**^  ^**^«  testimony  been  oh- 
eauaing  her  to  l>e  detained  tUl  *^^**^1*1  have  had  the  effect  ot 
to  the  ooiiditiou  in  which   sb  **       'Should  have  reduced  hetselt 

Nevertheless.  s,»d  Jefferson    "  ^r"*"*  **  **^®  *i™e  of  ^'^^  ^ 
the  prize,  was  iHMftvtly  ,,roi»er®^^**'^*«'"nor'8  refusal  to  restore 

iiervtHi,  rt^stitutioii  has  never  b«^  *    ^^   *»a8  been  before  ob- 

oiu)  he  matle,  on  a  meie  clandesu.!*  '**"**^  ^y  the  Executive,  nor 

®  alteration  or  augmentation 
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of  military  equipments,  which  was  all  that  the  new  testimony 
tended  to  prove."  The  President  had,  however,  ordered  a 
new  inquiry  to  be  made;  and  if  the  result  should  be  that  the 
Industry  really  did  make  any  military  equipments  in  the 
United  States,  instructions  would  be  given  to  reduce  her  to 
her  original  condition,  should  she  come  again  within  the  juris- 
diction.   In  conclusion,  Jefierson  said : 

"  On  the  whole,  sir,  I  hope  you  will  perceive  that,  on  the 
first  intimation,  through  their  own  channels,  and  without 
waiting  for  information  on  your  part  that  a  vessel  was  making 
military  equipments  at  Baltimore,  the  Executive  took  the  best 
measures  for  inquiring  into  the  fact,  in  order  to  prevent  or  sup- 
press such  equipments;  that  an  officer  of  high  respectability 
was  charged  with  the  inquiry;  that  he  made  it  with  great  dili- 
gence himself,  and  engaged  similar  inquiries  on  the  part  of  your 
vice-consul;  that  neither  of  them  could  find  that  this  privateer 
had  made  such  equipments,  or,  of  course,  that  there  was  any 
ground  for  reducing  or  detaining  her;  that  at  the  date  of  your 
letter  of  September  6  (the  first  intimation  received  from  you), 
the  privateer  was  departed,  had  taken  her  prize,  and  that  prize 
was  arriving  in  port;  that  the  new  evidence  taken  after  the 
arrival  can  produce  no  other  effect  than  the  institution  of  new 
inquiry,  and  a  reduction  of  the  force  of  the  privateer,  should 
she  appear  to  have  made  any  military  alterations  or  augmenta- 
tion, on  her  return  into  our  ports;  and  that  in  no  part  of  this 
procedure  is  there  the  smallest  ground  for  imputing  either 
negligence  or  connivance  to  any  of  the  officers  who  have  acted 
in  it," 

On  the  22d  of  November  1793  Hammond,  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  Jefferson's  letter,  said  that,  as  it  announced  the 
"fixed  determination"  of  the  government  ''not  to  restore" 
the  Boehampton,  he  deemed  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a 
minute  examination  of  the  reasoning  or  the  facts  by  which 
that  determination  was  justified.    Mr.  Hammond  added: 

"I  can  not,  however,  avoid  remarking  that,  although  your 
X)osition  may  be  well  founded,  ^that  it  would  be  a  measure  of 
incalculable  consequence  to  decide  that  the  smallest  circum- 
stance of  military  equipment  to  a  vessel  in  your  ports  should 
invalidate  her  prizes  through  all  time,'  it  may  also  be  a  meas- 
ure of  incalculable  mischief  to  the  general  commerce  of  friendly 
powers  (excepting  that  of  France)  trading  with  the  United 
States,  if  the  largest*  circumstances'  of  military  equipment 
superadded  to  French  privateers  in»  your  ports,  provided  they 
elude  the  vigilance  of  the  officers  appointed  to  watch  over 
proceedings  of  this  nature,  shall  not  be  considered  by  this  gov- 
ernment as  sufficient  to  invalidate  prizes  brought  into  its  ports 
by  vessels  under  this  predicament.    In  the  present  case  the 
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facts  are  that  the  schooner  Industry^  according  to  the  depo- 
sition of  Benjamin  Baker,  of  Baltimore,  at  whose  wharf  and 
shipyard  she  lay  during  her  additional  eqnipment,  had  no 
more  than  four  or  six.  cannon  mounted  when  she  was  bronght 
to  his  wharf;  that  when  she  left  it  she  had  four  O-pounders, 
eight 4-pounder8,  and  two  howitzers  completely  mounted;  and 
that  from  Mr.  Kelty's  report  it  appears  that  he  himself  was 
convinced  that  she  had  added  to  the  number  of  her  guns,  and 
had  made  alterations  of  a  warlike  nature,  but  as  he  could  not 
learn  whence  these  additional  cannon  had  been  procured,  he 
did  not  deem  himself  justified  in  refusing  his  assent  to  the 
authenticity  of  the  documents  produced  by  the  captain  of  the 
vessel,  or  in  detaining  her  any  longer. 

"The  privateer  Industry  was  therefore  allowed  to  depart 
from  Baltimore  under  an  augmentation  of  force  more  than 
double  to  that  of  her  original  appearance  in  that  port,  and  to 
which  augmentation  I  have  reason  to  believe  her  subsequent 
capture  of  the  ship  Roehampton  is  in  a  great  measure,  if  not 
entirely,  to  be  imputed."^ 

Though  Jefferson  in  his  letter  of  the  14th  of  November 
refers  to  the  clandestine  manner  in  which  the  additional  fitting 
out  and  arming  of  the  Industry  were  effected,  it  is  obvious  that 
he  did  so  merely  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  authori- 
ties of  the  United  States  were  not  guilty  of  any  connivance  or 
neglect,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  that  a  priva- 
teer that  had  illegally  augmented  her  force  might,  merely  by 
getting  to  sea  before  her  misconduct  was  discovered,  secure 
the  privilege  of  bringing  (or  sending)  in  and  disposing  of  her 
prizes.  The  ground  he  assumed  was  that  the  "mere  military 
alteration  or  an  augmentation  of  force,"  as  distinguished  from 
an  original  or  entire  fitting  out  and  arming,  did  not  afford  a 
basis  for  restitution. 

Before  the  case  of  the  Roehampton  came  before  the  commis- 
sion under  Article  VII.  several  vessels  captured  by  French 
cruisers  whose  force,  like  that  of  the  Industry^  was  only  aug- 
mented in  the  United  States,  were  restored  by  the  courts, 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  5,  1794.*'* 

The  ship  Frumdship,  Strannock,  master,  of 

The  "  Friendship."  London,  while  on  a  voyage  from  Jamaica  to 

Quebec,  was  captured  on  June  26,  1794,  and 

brought  into  Charleston  by  the  French  privateer  Monta^ne. 

'  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers j  Geneva  Arbitration^  American  reprint, 
544,  548, 555, 559. 

-  Geyer  v.  Michel,  3  Dallas,  2^5;  Moodie  v.  Betty  Cathcart,  Be«,  2«2,  3  Dal- 
laH,  288,  uot<^ ;  British  Consul  v.  SclMoner  Xancy,  Bee,  73. 
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This  privateer  wan  originally  an  American  schooner,  called 
the  Robert,  which  was  condemned  as  French  proi)erty  at 
Nassau,  New  Providence,  July  26,  1793.  Subsequently  she 
returned  to  Charleston,  where,  as  a  French  vessel,  she  was 
permitted  to  fit  out.  She  left  Charleston  armed  and  manned 
March  4,  1794,  and,  sailing  to  the  French  West  Indies, 
received  a  commission,  which  was  registered  at  Point-^-Pitre 
on  the  25th  of  March.  On  the  26th  of  April  she  returned  to 
Charleston  as  a  French  privateer,  and  sailing  thence  captured 
the  Friendship.  The  Friendfihipy  when  brought  in,  was  libelled 
for  restitution.  The  court  sustained  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction, 
and  on  August  18, 1794,  dismissed  the  libel  with  costs,  holding 
that,  as  the  commission  was  granted  in  a  French  port,  Article 
XVII.  of  the  treaty  of  amity  and  commerce  with  France  of 
1778  might  be  invoked  against  the  claim  of  restitution.*  On 
appeal,  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  reversed  this 
judgment  and  remanded  the  cause  to  the  district  court  for  trial 
on  the  merits.  Judge  Wilson,  who  heard  and  determined  the 
appeal,  holding  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  was 
ample,  and  that  the  claimant  ought  to  have  answered  and 
pleaded  the  treaty  in  bar  to  the  action,  leaving  it  to  the  court 
to  decide  how  far  the  treaty  was  available  for  that  purpose. 
Eestitution,  however,  was  not  obtained.  It  appears  that,  be- 
sides the  fact  that  the  Montague  obtained  her  commission  in 
the  French  West  Indies,  it  was  also  urged  in  behalf  of  the 
captor  that  her  arming  at  Charleston  did  not  exceed  what  was 
requisite  or  proper  for  the  protection  of  a  vessel  engaged  in 
commerce,  and  that  such  arming  was  not,  before  the  enact- 
ment of  the  neutrality  statute  of  June  5, 1794^  unlawftd. 

The  brig  Pilgrim^  of  Bristol,  England,  was 
The  "Pilgrim."  captured  October  6, 1793,  while  on  a  voyage 
from  Nanticoke,  Maryland,  to  Barbados,  by 
the  privateer  Sans  Oulottes,  one  of  the  so-called  proscribed 
vessels.  Moreover,  the  capture  was  made  at  the  distance 
of  two  and  one-half  miles  from  the  shore,  and  consequently 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  The  brig  was 
sent  into  Baltimore,  where  she  was  condemned  by  the  French 
consul  and  sold  to  an  American  citizen  within  a  month  of 
the  date  of  her  capture.  Five  months  later,  on  the  5th 
of  April  1794,  the   British  minister  was  informed  that  the 

'  Stanniok  y.  Ship  Friendehip,  Bee,  40. 
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President  had  instracted  the  Secretary  of  War  to  cause  the 
brig  to  be  restored.  These  instructions  appear  to  have  beeu 
given  without  attention  to  the  circumstance  of  the  sale,  and  a 
iudicial  proceeding  was  subsequently  instituted  by  the  govern- 
ment with  a  view  to  effect  restitution  by  that  means.  June  21, 
1794,  Edmund  Eandolph,  who  was  then  Secretary  of  State,  in- 
formed the  British  minister  that,  if  the  prosecution  should  not 
succeed,  the  government  would  "  consider  the  Pilgrim  as  stand- 
ing upon  an  equal  title  to  compensation  with  any  of  the  ves- 
sels illegally  captured."  It  appears  that  the  brig  was  subse- 
quently restored,  but  in  a  bad  condition.^  The  commission's 
award  of  $1,448.88,  in  favor  of  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo,  seems  to  have  been  for  damages,  which  probably  were 
awarded  in  accordance  with  the  following  principle,  stated  in 
a  letter  of  Jefferson  to  Hammond  of  December  26, 1793: 

^^  I  observed  to  you,  in  the  letter  of  September  5th,  that  we 
were  bound  by  treaties  with  three  of  the  belligerent  powers 
to  protect  their  vessels  on  our  coasts  and  waters  by  all  means 
in  our  power;  that  if  these  means  were  sincerely  used  in  any 
case,  and  should  fail  in  their  effect,  we  should  not  be  bound  to 
make  compensation  to  those  nations.  Though  these  means  be 
effectual  and  restitution  of  the  vessel  be  m^e,  yet  if  any  un- 
necessary delay  or  other  default  in  using  them  should  have 
been  the  cause  of  a  considerable  degree  of  waste  or  spoliation, 
we  should  probably  think  we  ought  to  make  it  good;  but 
whether  the  claim  be  for  compensation  of  a  vessel  not  restored, 
or  for  spoliation  before  her  restitution,  it  must  be  founded  on 
some  default  in  the  government."' 

In  accordance  with  this  lett.er  an  arrangement,  which  had 
been  proposed  for  ascertaining  damages  in  the  special  cases 
described  in  Jefferson's  letter  of  September  5, 1793,  was  made 
general,  so  that  a  provisional  valuation  might  be  obtained  in 
any  case  by  the  oflBcers  of  the  customs,  whenever  applied  to 
by  a  British  consul,  without  prejudice  to  the  question  whether 
in  the  particular  case  any  compensation  was  due.  The  precise 
character  of  the  arrangement  is  stated  in  the  following  circu- 
lar of  Hamilton  to  the  collectors  of  customs: 

"Treasury  Department,  February  lOj  1794. 
"Sir:  a  provisory  arrangement  has  been  agreed  upon  with 
the  ambassador  of  Great  Britain,  contained  in  a  letter  from 


■  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint, 
552, 580, 582, 612-613. 

^  British  Counter  Case  and  Papers,  Geneva  Arbitration,  American  reprint, 
561. 
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the  Secretary  of  State  to  him,  dated  26th  December  last,  to 
ascertain  the  losses  by  deteution,  waste,  or  spoliation  sus- 
tained by  such  vessels,  the  property  of  the  subjects  of  Great 
Britain,  as  have  been  or  shall  be  captured  by  French  priva- 
teers, armed  and  equipped  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States. 
^<In  order  that  these  measures  may  be  taken  with  as  little 
delay  as  circumstances  will  permit,  I  have  to  request  that  you 
will,  whenever  applied  to  by  any  of  the  consuls  of  Great 
Britain,  in  concert  with  the  consul,  appoint  persons  to  estab- 
lish the  value  of  such  vessels  and  cargoes  at  the  times  of  their 
capture,  and  of  their  arrival  in  the  port  into  which  they  are 
brought,  according  to  their  value  in  such  port,  transmitting  to 
me  the  documents  of  the  proceedings  in  each  case. 
"I  am,  etc., 

**A.  Hamilton.'' 

The  facts  in  the  case  of  the  Providence^  Bob- 
The*<Provideiioe.'*  ertson,  master,  are  not  disclosed  beyond  the 
circumstances  tliat  she  was  captured  by  the 
EmhuHcade  and  sent  to  the  United  States. 

2.  Gases  Under  the  Treaty  Between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  op  July  4,  1868. 

Glaimant  was  on  the  staff  of  Gen.  Jesus 
Ortega'!  Oaie.  Gonzales  Ortega,  who  at  the  time  of  claim- 
ant's arrest  wanted  to  be  President  of  the 
Mexican  Bepublic.  This  claim  he  based  upon  the  letter  of 
the  Mexican  constitution  of  1857,  which,  as  he  alleged,  was 
set  aside  by  President  Juarez  in  his  own  favor  by  a  decree 
prolonging  his  own  term  of  office.  General  Ortega,  with  claim- 
aat,  was  on  his  way  to  Mexico  to  assume  the  office  of  President 
and  levy  war  against  the  Juarez  government,  which  the  United 
States  had  recognized,  when,  having  already  been  warned  by 
General  Sheridan  at  New  Orleans  that  he  would  not  be  allowed 
to  proceed  through  his  lines  on  his  errand,  he  and  claimant 
were  arrested  on  the  bank  of  the  Kio  Grande  in  Texas.  It 
was  for  this  arrest  that  the  claim  was  made.  The  commis- 
sioners differing,  the  umpire  made  the  following  decision: 

"In  the  case  of  Fernando  M.  Ortega  v.  The  United  States^ 
Ko.  560,  the  claim  arises  out  of  the  arrest  of  the  claimant  by 
United  States  military  authorities  on  November  3,  1866,  at 
Brazos  de  Santiago,  Texas,  and  of  his  imprisonment  till  the 
10th  of  December.  The  arrest  and  imprisonment  are  not  de- 
nied by  the  defense,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  arrest  was 
due  to  information  furnished  by  the  Mexican  Government 
through  its  accredited  minister  at  Washington,  which  informa- 


4028        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

tion,  as  coining  from  a  friendly  sovereign  recognized  by  the 
United  States,  the  government  of  tbe  latter  was  bonnd  to 
believe.  The  Mexican  Government  denounced  the  claimant  as 
a  deserter,  a  traitor,  engaged  in  a  dangerons  conspiracy  to  sub- 
vert  the  Mexican  Government. 

"If  the  military  authorities  in  Texas,  then  under  martial 
law,  committed  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  it 
was  in  the  power  of  the  claimant  as  transient  through  that 
State  to  appeal  to  the  courts  of  justice  and  obtain  redress. 
But  when  the  Republic  of  Mexico  has  concluded  a  treaty  with 
the  United  States  for  the  settlement  of  claims  of  her  citizens 
arising  from  injuries  by  the  authorities  of  the  United  States, 
it  seems  to  the  umpire  very  questionable  whether  a  person 
who  was  denounced  as  a  traitor  by  the  Mexican  Government, 
and  was  arrested  and  imprisoned  on  account  of  that  denuncia- 
tion, can  now  present  himself  to  the  commission  as  a  Mexican 
citizen  and  claim  on  account  of  that  arrest  and  imprisonment. 

"  But  apart  from  this  question  the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that 
as  a  matter  of  comity  towards  a  friendly  government  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  was  not  only  justified  under  the 
circumstances  in  ordering  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the 
claimant,  but  that  it  was  its  duty  by  taking  that  course  to 
prevent  the  success  of  a  conspiracy  against  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, which  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
claimant  and  his  companions  were  endeavoring  to  carry  out 
under  shelter  of  the  neutral  territory  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  also  to  be  observed  that  the  measure  of  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment was  forced  upon  the  United  States  military  by  the  refusal 
of  the  claimant  and  his  companions  to  retire  to  a  |K)int  in  the 
United  States  where  their  object  could  not  so  easily  have  been 
carried  out,  and  where  there  would  have  been  less  danger  of  a 
breach  of  neutrality.  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  Gt)v- 
ernment  of  the  United  States  can  not  be  called  upon  to  make 
compensation  for  the  acts  of  their  officers  above  referred  to." 

Thornton,  umpire,  July  11, 1876,  Fernando  M,  Ortega  v.  The  United  States, 
No.  560,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  VI.  258. 

A  group  of  claims  against  the  United  States, 
rExp  tion  gp^^jj^g  q^^  ^f  ^.]j^  invasion  of  Lower  Cali- 
fornia in  1853  by  William  Walker  at  the  head 
of  a  band  of  adventurers  collected  in  the  United  States,  was 
presented  to  the  mixed  commission  under  the  convention 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  July  4, 1868.  The 
total  amount  claimed  was  $5,680,110— $2,071,300  for  the  de- 
struction of  property,  and  $3,608,810  as  damages  and  inter- 
est. The  titles  of  the  claims  were  as  follows;  Thomas  Warner^ 
No.  890;  Ouadalupe  MelendeZy  No.  891;  Pedro  Oastelum,  No. 
892;    Santiago  D.  Arce^  No.  893;   Loreto  Amador j  No.   894; 
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Santos  Cesena  and  Santana  Saez^  No.  895;  Francisco  del  Cas- 
tillo Megrete^  No.  905;  Juan  N.  Guerra^  No.  906. 
'  These  claims  formed  the  sabject  of  elaborate  and  able  briefs, 
one  of  the  briefs  of  Mr.  Ashton,  the  agent  of  the  United 
States,  before  the  umpire,  filling  123  printed  pages  and  pre- 
senting a  thorough  discussion  both  of  the  law  and  the  facts. 
The  cases  were,  however,  with  a  single  exception,  dismissed 
by  the  umpire.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  for  want  of  proof  of  the 
Mexican  citizenship  of  the  claimants.  The  exception  was  the 
case  of  Juan  N..  Ouerra^  No.  906,  which  was  also  dismissed,  but 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  evidence  to  support  the  claimant's 
statements. 

A  claim  against  Mexico,  based  on  the  circulation  of ''  calum- 
nious reports  "  touching  claimant's  connection  with  Walker's 
expedition,  was  dismissed  by  the  commissioners  on  the  ground 
that  the  facts  alleged  did  not  constitute  an  injury  by  Mexican 
authorities  in  the  sense  of  the  convention.^ 

A  large  number  of  claims  were  filed  before 
Bagdad  Claims,  the  commission  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  July  4, 1808, 
for  the  loss  and  destruction  of  goods  and  merchandise  by  the 
capture  and  pillage  of  Bagdad,  a  Mexican  town  situated  at 
the  mouth  and  on  the  bank  of  the  Bio  Grande,  on  the  morning 
of  January  5, 1866.  These  claims  were  presented  both  by  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  and  by  citizens  of  Mexico,  residents 
of  the  town  at  the  time  of  its  capture.  The  most  of  them 
were,  however,  presented  by  citizens  of  Mexico. 

In  the  Mexican  memorials  it  was  alleged,  as  the  ground  of 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  that  the  capture  and 
pillage  were  perpetrated  "  by  an  armed  force  of  colored  sol- 
diers, belonging  to  the  army  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
command  of  officers  of  the  said  army."  At  the  time  of  its 
capture,  Bagdad  had  for  some  time  been  in  the  possession  of 
the  Imperialist  forces,  under  the  immediate  command  of  one 
Colonel  Eico.  By  its  capture  it  was  restored  to  the  possession 
of  the  authorities  of  the  Mexican  Republic. 

The  history  of  the  transaetion  began  with  the  appointment 

by  President  Jaurez  November  12,  1864,  of  General  J.  M.  J. 

Carvajal  as  an  agent  of  Mexico,  with  authority  to  facilitate 

'  the  coming  of  foreigners  into  the  country,  to  augment  the 


I  Juan  N.  Bohinson  v.  Mexico,  No.  25,  MS.  Op.  II.  537. 
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military  forces  of  the  republic,  to  purchase  arms  and  muni- 
tions of  war,  to  raise  a  loan,  and  to  do  various  other  things  in 
aid  of  the  Kepublican  cause.  In  pursuance  of  this  commission 
General  Garvajal  came  to  the  United  States  and  among  other 
things  concluded  an  arrangement  with  General  Lew  Wallace, 
whereby  the  latter  was  to  enter  the  service  of  the  Bepublic 
of  Mexico  with  the  rank  of  major-general. 

In  the  summer  or  autumn  of  1865  General  Wallace  brought 
General  Carvajal  and  Gen.  E.  Clay  Crawford  together  in  New 
York  City,  as  the  result  of  which  General  Crawford  also 
agreed  to  enter  the  Mexican  service.  To  this  end  he  proceeded . 
to  the  liio  Grande,  under  instructions  from  General  Wallace, 
"cautiously  to  canvass  the  military  district  of  Texas,  adjacent 
to  the  Eio  Grande,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  the  number  of 
veteran  discharged  soldiers  willing  to  enter  the  Mexican  serv- 
ice," and  to  try  to  enlist  them,  both  officers  aud  men,  into  his 
organization.  He  was  specially  charged  to  ascertain,  through 
Colonel  Treviiio,  "  the  whereabouts  of  Col.  John  S.  Ford,  late 
of  the  rebel  service,"  and  to  endeavor  to  employ  him  to  raise  "  a 
regiment  of  Texas  cavalry."  General  Crawford  himself  was 
to' complete,  if  possible-,  a  brigade  of  infantry  of  three  regi- 
ments, and  for  this  purpose  he  was  to  be  "  at  liberty  to  accept 
discharged  Federal  soldiers  without  arms^  sending  them  into 
rendezvous  for  organization."  The  rendezvous  was  to  be  on 
the  American  side  of  the  Eio  Grande.  Unless  an  arrangement 
was  made  with  Colonel  Ford  no  cavalry  were  to  be  enlisted  or 
brought  into  the  rendezvous,  as  they  were  difficult  to  subsist 
and  would  straggle  and  subject  the  plan  to  exposure.  Arms, 
uniforms,  aud  ammunition  were  not  to  be  purchased.  After 
placing  the  men  in  camp.  General  Crawford  was  not  to  cross 
the  Eio  Grande  into  Mexico,  nor  to  permit  any  of  his  officers 
or  men  to  do  so,  until  General  Carvajal  should  arrive,  unless  he 
should  be  otherwise  instructed  either  by  General  Carvajal  or 
by  General  Wallace.  On  General  Carvajal's  arrival  on  the 
Eio  Grande,  General  Crawford  was  instructed  that  "  he  was  of 
course  to  be  governed  by  his  orders." 

General  Crawford,  bearing  these  instructions  and  a  commis- 
sion from  Carvajal  as  a  general  of  division,  arrived  at  Browns- 
ville, Texas,  about  November  1,  1865,  and  there  met  Francisco 
De  Leon,  who  was  then  acting  governor  of  the  State  of  Tamaa- 
lipas.  Colonel  Trevino,  Gen.  Guadalupe  Garcia,  Colonel  Hino- 
josa,  and  other  military  officers  of  the  Mexican  Eepublic    Ac- 
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oompanied  by  General  Garcia,  Governor  De  Leon,  Colonel 
Gfirza,  aid-de  camp  on  the  staff  of  General  Escobedo,  and 
other  oflScers,  he  went  to  lieynosa,  where  General  Escobedo 
then  had  his  headquarters.  He  was  presented  by  General 
Escobedo  to  the  troops  as  an  officer  of  the  republic,  and  subse- 
quently to  the  officers  as  a  general  of  division  in  the  Mexican 
army.  General  Escobedo  was  then  commander  of  the  Kepub- 
lican  forces  in  the  north.  He  returned  General  Crawford's 
visit  at  Brownsville,  accompanied  by  a  number  of  Mexican 
officers,  and  the  subject  of  capturing  Bagdad  was  then  dis- 
cussed. In  subsequent  communications  General  Escobedo  ad- 
dressed General  Crawford  as  an  officer  in  the  Mexican  service. 
In  a  letter  of  December  27,  1865,  he  urged  him  to  ^^act  as 
speedily  as  possible."  Crawford  had  no  commission  irom  Pres- 
ident Juarez. 

Early  in  the  morning  of  January  4,  18G6,  a  consultation  was 
held  at  the  house  of  Thomas  D.  3ears,  at  Olarksville,  Texas, 
just  across  the  river  from  Bagdad,  in  regard  to  an  attack  on 
the  latter  place.  Sears  was  said  to  have  a  commission  from 
Governor  I)e  Leon,  appointing  him  an  officer  in  the  Mexican 
Liberal  navy.  Among  those  present  were  persons  named 
Bead,  Lamberton,  Shaw,  McDonald,  Littlefield,  and  Earl. 
Bead  was  a  '^  staff  officer"  of  Crawford's;  Lamberton  was  said 
to  have  a  commission  from  De  Leon  as  a  captain  in  the  Liberal 
army;  Shaw,  McDonald,  Littleiield,  and  Earl  were  all  repre- 
sented as  officers  in  the  Mexican  army  or  navy.  They  all 
claimed  to  be  acting  under  the  immediate  authority  of  De  Leon 
and  Crawford.  Neither  of  those  persons,  however,  was  present. 
Some  of  the  party  proposed  to  send  for  them,  and  to  delay  the 
attack  until  they  should  arrive  and  assume  command  of  the 
movement;  but  Bead, "  as  a  staff  officer  "  of  Crawford's,  assumed 
the  responsibility  of  an  immediate  attack,  though  he  consented 
to  send  an  express  for  De  Leon  and  Crawford,  who  were  then 
at  Brownsville.  A  messenger  was  accordingly  dispatched,  but 
about  4  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  January  5, 1866 ,''  the  above- 
named  party,  with  the  addition  of  others,  mostly  negroes  and 
some  Mexicans,  in  all  about  one  hundred,  all  under  the  com- 
mand of  Bead,  crossed  the  river  into  Bagdad."  The  croSvS- 
ing  was  effected  by  means  of  an  English  vessel  lying  in  the 
river*  The  town  was  captured  with  but  little  trouble.  Gov- 
ernor De  Leon  arrived  in  Olarksville  within  three  hours  after 
the  attack,  crossed  the  river  into  Bagdad,  assumed  command 
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of  the  artackiug  party,  and  paroled  the  prisoners.  General 
Crawford  arrived'  at  Glarksville  late  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
6th.  General  Escobedo  arrived  there  in  the  evening  of  the 
same  day  aud  crossed  into  Bagdad  on  the  6th  and  assumed 
command. 

January  25, 1866,  a  military  commission  was  assembled  at 
Brazos  Santiago,  Texas,  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  General 
Sheridan,  with  instructions  to  report  on  the  capture  of  Bagdad. 
Among  the  witnesses  before  the  commission  was  Col.  J.  D. 
Davis,  the  commander  of  the  United  States  forces  at  Glarks- 
ville. He  produced  a  letter  from  Governor  de  Leon,  of  Janu- 
ary 5, 1866,  addressed  to  him,  saying:  "This  place  [Bagdad] 
was  captured  last  night  by  a  force  of  Republican  soldiers  of 
Mexico,  acting  under  the  orders  of  G^n.  R.  Clay  Crawford.'^ 
A  letter  was  also  laid  before  the  commission  from  General 
Escobedo  to  MajorGeneral  Weitzel,  commanding  the  district 
of  the  Rio  Grande,  of  January  5, 1866,  written  from  Browns- 
ville, and  saying:  "I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  the 
forces  under  my  command  have  taken  the  post  of  Bagdad.  Mr. 
Crawford,  without  my  orders,  has  started,  it  is  said,  to  take 
command  of  said  post.  As  he  has  no  instructions  from  me,  I 
beg  that  you  detain  him  on  his  march  in  order  to  avoid  com- 
plications of  the  gravest  nature.  I  st^rt  immediately  to  place 
myself  at  the  head  of  my  troops  in  Bagdad,  from  which  point 
I  shall  write  to  you  whatever  may  be  of  interest.''  Among  the 
persons  engaged  in  the  attack  was  Col.  Adolfo  Garza,  who  had, 
as  it  appears,  been  designated  by  General  Escobedo  to  com- 
mand the  expedition.  After  the  capture  General  Escobedo 
placed  Col.  Enrique  Mejia  in  command  of  the  forces  at  Bag- 
dad, Colonel  Garza  remaining  second  in  command  under  him. 

By  all  the  testimony  before  the  military  commission  it  ap- 
peared that  Bagdad  was  captured  by  Read,  Sears,  Garza,  Lam- 
berton,  McDonald,  and  others,  aided  by  a  small  force  of 
Mexicans  and  negroes,  suddenly  collected  together,  some  of 
whom  were  deserters  and  discharged  spldiers  fk>m  the  Army 
of  the  United  States,  aud  others  of  whom  still  belonged  to  it. 
None  of  the  persons  named  was  an  officer  of  that  army. 

A  number  of  witnesses  for  the  Mexican  claimants  before  the 
mixed  commission  testified  that  the  town  was  captured  and 
pillaged  by  colored  soldiers  belonging  to  the  Army  of  the 
United  States,  under  white  officers  who  wore  the  uniform  of 
officers  of  the  United  States  Army.    Some  of  the  leaders  prob- 
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ably  did  wear  that  uniform.  Bead,  Earle,  and  Sears  had  only 
recently  been  discharged  from  the  service.  But  no  witness 
identified  by  name^  rank,  or  otherwise  any  actual  ofiicer  of  the 
United  States  Army  as  being  present  at  the  capture.  Jan- 
uary 7, 1866,  General  Escobedo,  who  had  then  arrived  at  Bag- 
dad and  investigated  the  afiair,  and  who  had  in  the  meantime 
quarreled  with  General  Crawford  at  Brownsville,  again  wrote 
to  General  Weitzel,  saying,  ^^  at  daylight  on  the  morning  of  the 
5th  a  band  of  adventurers,  without  any  official  character, 
attacked  this  village  [Bagdad]  and  committed  all  kinds  of 
depredations."  January  9  Oolonel  Mejia  made  a  report  to  the 
same  effect,  refusing,  as  General  Escobedo  had  done,  to  recog- 
nize the  military  character  of  Crawford  and  his  associates. 
On  January  19  Mejia  made  another  report  to  General  Escobedo, 
in  which,  referring  to  the  depositions  of  certain  witnesses,  he 
declared  that  the  expedition  was  commanded  by  Colonel  Davis, 
of  the  One  hundred  and  eighteenth  regiment  of  the  United 
States  Army.  None  of  the  witnesses,  however,  to  whom  the 
report  referred  proved  the  presence  of  Colonel  Davis;  and  the 
latter  testified  before  the  military  commission  that  he  was  at 
the  time  in  bed  at  his  camp,  in  Clarksville,  and  that  no  officer 
of  his  command  was,  so  far  as  he  knew,  concerned  in  the 
attack. 

After  the  capture  of  the  town.  Sears  and  some  of  his  associ- 
ates claimed,  as  persons  acting  under  the  authority  of  the 
Mexican  Bepublic,  the  right  to  take  the  goods  of  their  enemies 
as  prize  or  booty  of  war,  and  immediately  began  to  seize  the 
goods  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  and  transfer  them  across 
the  river  to  Clarksville.  Under  the  circumstances,  and  espe- 
cially as  General  Escobedo  had  disowned  the  military  charac- 
ter of  the  captors,  the  customs  authorities  of  the  United  States, 
in  order  to  arrest  irregular  importations,  stopped  the  ferries 
across  the  river  for  a  short  time.  A  military  guard  was 
furnished  to  the  deputy  collector  by  General  Weitzel  to  enable 
him  to  protect  the  property  arriving,  and  exact  the  payment  of 
duties.  At  this  time  great  excitement  and  confusion  existed 
at  Clarksville,  where  men,  women,  and  children  were  seeking 
refuge  from  Bagdad.  The  military  guard  seized  the  goods 
brought  from  Bagdad  to  Clarksville,  and  the  officer  in  command 
retained  them  in  his  possession,  except  where  proof  of  ownership 
was  furnished  and  the  revenue  laws  were  complied  with.  In 
some  cases  the  claimants,  having  proved  their  title,  took  their 


4034  INTERNATIONAL   ARBITRATIONS. 

goods  back  to  Bagdad  withoat  paying  daty.  Where  conflict- 
ing claims  were  made,  the  parties  were  left  to  refer  their  dis- 
pute to  the  judicial  authorities. 

The  military  authorities  of  the  United  States  acted  in  the 
same  spirit.  After  investigating  the  capture,  and  declaring 
those  concerned  in  it  to  have  acted  without  authority,  General 
Escobedo  requested  of  General  Weitzel  a  loan  of  two  hundred 
troops  to  assist  in  the  restoration  of  order  and  the  protection  of 
private  property  from  pillage,  besides  asking  him,  as  has  been 
seen,  not  to  recognize  R.  Clay  Crawford  in  any  capacity  what- 
ever. General  Weitzel  complied  with  both  these  requests. 
With  the  aid  of  the  United  States  troops,  General  Escobedo 
took  military  possession  of  the  town,  expelled  Crawford  and 
his  followers,  and  ultimately  reestablished  order. 

It  was  alleged  by  some  of  the  witnesses  for  the  claimants 
before  the  mixed  commission  that  the  troops  of  the  United 
States  sent  by  General  Weitzel  at  General  Escobedo's  re- 
quest remained  in  Bagdad,  and  that  they  participated,  both 
officers  and  men,  in  the  pillage  and  robbery  of  the  inhabitants. 
To  this  accusation  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Ashton, 
replied  (1)  that  if  it  had  been  true,  the  United  States  ought 
not  to  be  held  responsible,  since  the  troops,  though  under  the 
command  of  United  States  officers,  were  to  be  considered  for 
the  time  being  as  in  the  service  of  the  Mexican  Bepublic,  they 
having  been  sent  to  Bagdad  and  kept  there  at  the  special 
instance  and  request  of  General  Escobedo;  (2)  that  the  accu- 
sation was  not  true  in  fact,  but  (3)  that,  if  the  goods  of  any  of 
the  inhabitants  were  taken  after  the  United  States  troops 
occupied  the  town,  such  taking  was  not  to  be  considered  as 
pillage  or  robbery  in  the  common  acceptation  of  those  terms, 
but  as  the  seizure,  made  by  direction  of  Colonel  Mejia  and  his 
associates,  acting  under  the  authority  of  General  Escobedo,  of 
the  goods  of  their  enemies,  the  Imperialists,  for  the  purpose  of 
confiscating  them.  That  such  seizures  were  made  appeared 
from  the  evidence,'  but  the  Mexican  witnesses  evidently  drew 
no  distinction  between  seizures  made  by  persons  under  a  claim 
of  right,  and  common  pillage. 

On  all  the  facts  the  agent  of  the  United 

igumont  0    r.      -  g^j^|.^g  contended  that  the  Mexican  claimants 

and  the  Mexican  Government  had  no  legal  or 

moral  ground  of  complaint  against  the  United  States  on  ac- 

» Dip.  Cor.  18tM5,  part  3,  pp.  133-138, 158. 
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count  of  the  traoBactioiis  at  Bagdad.    As  to  the  legal  aspects 
of  the  case,  he  maintaiued — 

1.  That  the  clahnants,  being  permanent  inhabitants  either 
of  Matamoras  or  of  Bagdad,  which  were  at  the  time  in  the 
possession  of  the  Imperialist  aathorities,  military  and  civil, 
could  not  be  considered  as  ^<  citizens  of  the  Mexican  Bepublic" 
in  the  sense  of  the  convention.'  It  was  true,  said  Mr.  Ashton, 
that  these  decisions  did  not  directly  determine  the  effect  of  a 
hostile  occupation  of  a  i>ortion  of  the  territory  of  a  state  upon 
the  political  relations  and  status  of  its  citizens  residing  in  the 
conquered  country,  but  he  submitted  whether  they  did  not 
^'  tend  to  show  that  in  contemplation  of  the  law  of  nations  the 
state  connections  of  such  citizens  were  suspended  during  the 
presence  of  the  paramount  force,  so  far  as  regards  foreign 
states  and  their  citizens."* 

2.  That,  whether  they  were  so  far  citizens  of  Mexico  as  to  be 
entitled  to  present  their  claims  before  the  commission  or  not, 
they  were  unquestionably  within  the  legal  designation  of  ene- 
mies of  the  Mexican  Bepublic.  The  territory  they  occupied 
was  enemy's  territory,  and  their  having  been  attacked  could 
not  be  asserted  by  Mexico  as  an  injury  to  its  citizens.^ 

3.  That  the  consideration  of  these  questions  was  in  fact  ren- 
dered superfluous  by  the  circumstance  that  the  expedition 
against  Bagdad  was  organized  and  conducted  by  officers  of 
the  army  of  the  Mexican  Bepublic;  that  all  the  parties  en- 
gaged therein  were  acting  under  the  authority  or  color  of  the 
authority  of  the  Mexican  Government;  and  that  no  officer  of 
the  United  States  Army  or  Government  participated  in  the 
pillage  which  ensued  upon  the  capture  of  the  town. 

4.  That  if  the  movement  against  Mexico  had  not  been  so 
organized  and  conducted,  but  had.  been  carried  on  by  private 
individuals  oi>erating  from  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  would  not  under  the 

>  United  States  v.  Rice,  4  Wheaton,  246;  Fleming  v.  Page,  9  Howard,  614; 
Thorington  ▼.  Smith,  S  WaUace,  9;  opinion  of  Attorney-General  Black,  9 
Op.  42. 

» Pufendorf,  Bk.  VIII.  Ch.  XI.  sec.  8;  The  Foltina,  1  Dodson,  461;  Bud- 
ing  V.  Smith,  2  Hagg.  Consist.  382;  Elphinetone  y,  Bedreeohwnd,  Knapp,  388; 
Fabrigae  v.  Moelyn,  Cowper,  166. 

3 The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black.  636 ;  The  Bella  Ouidita,  1  Bob.  207;  4  Wheaton 
264;  2  Gallison,  601;  9  Howard,  616;  1  Dodson,  161. 
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circumstances  have  beeu  liable,  since  no  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  American  authorities  was  shown.^ 

Nearly  all  the  claims  against  Mexico  grow- 
ciaims  against  Mez-  j^g  ^^^  ^f  ^jj^  transaction  in  question  were 
wo:  Opinion    Mr.  ^igmjgg^^  j^y  h^q  commissioners.    In  the  case 
WadflwortiL 

of  John  Friery  v.  Mexico^  No.  541,  MS.  Op.  V. 

18,  Mr.  Wadsworth  delivered  the  following  opinion  : 

<<A  body  of  armed  men  of  all  nations  and  colors,  acting 
under  tbe  oiders  of  leaders  deriving  their  authority  from  the 
Mexican  Government,  through  General  Oarviyal,  instigated 
by  General  Escobedo,  and  assisted  by  Governor  De  Leon, 
assaulted  and  captured  Bagdad  on  the  morning  of  the  5th 
January  1866.  Tbe  town  at  the  time  was  within  the  lines  of 
the  French  and  the  Imperialists,  and  garrisoned  and  held  by  a 
body  of  their  troops,  which  were  taken  prisoners  by  the  assail- 
ants. 

*'As  war  was  raging  at  the  time  between  the  Gt>vernment  of 
Mexico  and  the  French,  and  all  persons  residing  in  the  town 
of  Bagdad  were  enemies  of  the  Mexican  Government,  without 
distinction,  they  can  not  complain  of  injuries  received  from 
the  assailing  party  while  the  assault  was  in  progress.  It  is 
true  that  after  the  capture  of  the  place  by  the  Mexican  forces, 
it  was  tbe  duty  of  the  officers  commanding  to  restrain  pillage 
and  protect  life  and  property  so  far  as  in  their  power. 

^^I  am  too  familiar  with  the  facts  attending  the  scandalous 
aiiair  not  to  know  that  in  the  earlier  hours  of  the  attack  it 
was  out  of  the  power  of  Eead  and  Governor  De  Leon  (who 
commanded)  to  restrain  the  disorders  and  that  this  could  not 
be  done  until  Escobedo  borrowed  from  the  United  States  com- 
mander, on  the  opposite  bank,  a  portion  of  his  troops  for  the 
purpose. 

'<In  the  mean  time  pillaging  went  on,  all  parties  taking  a 
hand  in  it — the  assailants,  the  garrison,  and  the  mob.  The 
disorders  were  disgraceful  enough,  but  just  such  as  are  inci- 
dent to  the  assault  upon  a  town  held  by  troops,  and  made  in 
the  darkness  and  crowned  with  success.  I  can  not  deny  the 
right  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  to  assail  and  capture  a 
town  held  by  its  enemies,  and  do  not  see  how  the  government 
is  to  be  made  responsible  for  the  disorders  which  accompany 
a  successful  assault  upon  such  a  town,  committed  upon  per- 
sons or  against  the  property  of  persons  who  are  at  the  time 
enemies,  when  I  am  sure  it  was  impossible  for  tbe  parties  in 
command  to  restrain  these  disorders. 

"These  were  tbe  hazards  of  war,  and  claimant,  residing  in 
the  town  where  the  contest  rages,  must  share  the  fortunes  of 
the  rest  of  the  inhabitants.     His  small  effects  were  plundered 

'  Grotins,  De  Jure  Belli,  Bk.  II.  ch.  XXL;  Vattel,  Bk.  XL  chap.  VL  aeo. 
72;  I  Phillimore,  chap.  X.  sec.  218. 
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in  the  earlier  moments  of  the  capture  of  the  place,  and  before 
the  anthorities  possessed  the  meaos  or  had  the  time  to  restore 
order  and  preserve  discipline.  We  can  not  tell  who  did  the 
mischief;  it  certainly  was  not  ordered  by  the  officers  or  coun- 
tenanced by  them,  so  far  as  the  proof  speaks.  It  would  not 
be  just  to  hold  a  belligerent  responsible  for  such  unauthorized 
acts  committed  in  an  armed  town  just  taken  by  assault. 
Claimant's  own  fellow  townsmen,  or  his  Imperialist  defenders 
may  have  committed  them  for  aught  we  know.  But  even  if 
some  of  the  assailing  party  made  a  spoil  of  his  goods  it  would 
be  going  a  great  way  to  affirm  responsibility  on  the  part  of 
the  government. 

^^I  think  the  case  must  be  dismissed,  and  so  it  is  ordered 
accordingly." 

Mr.  Zamacona,   in  another  claim   against 
Mexico,  delivered  the  following  opinion : 

"In  case  No.  139,  of  the  Mexican  docket, 
relating  to  the  claim  of  Francisco  (iarcia  Muguerza,  the  un- 
dersigned has  given  his  opinion  on  what  may  be  termed  the 
historical  part  of  this  case.     He  then  maintained  and  now 
repeats  that  the  Mexican  Government  can  not  be  charged 
with  responsibility  for  the  disorders  that  occurred  in  Bagdad 
in  January  1866,  but  the  authorities  and  officers  of  the  United 
States.    This  implies  that  the  claim  can  not  be  made  against 
the  Mexican  Government,  and  should  therefore  be  dismissed." 
In  the  case  of  Bernardino  and  Francisco 
CUiiM  againft  the  Qarda  Muguerza  v.   The   United   States,  No. 
J^'f^^J^"**^**;  139,  MS.  Op.  VI.  262,  m  which  the  commis- 
Sdwsrd  ThomtoiL  s'oners  were  unable  to   agree,  Sir  Edward 
Thornton,  as  umpire,  rendered  the  following 
decision: 

"After  a  careful  examination  and  study  of  the  voluminous 
evidence  submitted  on  both  sides  in  the  case  of  Bernardino 
and  Francisco  Garcia  Muguerza  v.  The  United  States^  No.  139, 
the  umpire  is  fully  satisfied  and  convinced  that  the  party  who 
on  the  morning  of  the  5th  of  January  1866  attacked  and  cap- 
tured the  town  of  Bagdad  in  Mexico,  did  so  at  the  instigation 
primarily  of  General  Escobedo,  commander  in  chief  of  the 
Mexican  army  of  the  north,  and  secondarily  of  R.  Clay  Craw- 
ford, and  that  in  the  attack  upon  the  town  the  party  was  under 
the  immediate  command  and  leaxlership  of  Read,  McDonald, 
Lambertson,  and  others.  It  is  evident  that  General  Escobedo 
had  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  authorized  Craw- 
ford to  enlist  men  in  the  United  States  for  the  service  of  Mex- 
ico, and  to  organize  the  attack  upon  Bagdad  with  men  so 
enlisted;  and  that  Crawford  entrusted  Bead  with  the  prepara- 
tion and  carrying  out  of  the  attack. 
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"  General  Escobedo,  in  his  letter  of  the  same  day  to  General 
Weitzel,  accepted  and  assumed  the  resx>on8ibility  of  the  act, 
and  stated  that  ^the  forces  under  my  Jhis]  command  have 
taken  the  post  of  Bagdad.'  Indeed,  it  is  far  from  probable 
that  the  same  general  on  the  same  day  would  have  applied  to 
Colonel  Moon  for  a  United  States  force  to  preserve  order  in 
Bagdad  if  he  had  supposed  that  he  was  entitled  to  complain 
that  a  portion  of  the  same  force  had  attacked  and  plundered 
Bagdad. 

^'  It  is  evident  that  none  of  the  leaders  above  mentioned 
were  officers  of  the  United  States  Army  5  they  appear  to  have 
been  dressed  in  United  States  uniforms,  but  that  was  an  act 
for  which  the  United  States  Government  was  in  no  way  re- 
sponsible. The  leaders  were  in  the  service  and  under  the  orders 
of  the  Mexican  Government.  The  umpire  can  not  discover  that 
any  United  States  officer  was  present  or  gaye  any  order  during 
the  attack  and  capture  of  Bagdad. 

*^  There  is  no  doubt  that  there  were  some  colored  soldiers  in 
United  States  uniforms,  and  belonging  to  a  United  States 
regiment  stationed  at  Clarksville,  who  took  part  in  the  attack^ 
but  it  is  pretty  clear  that  they  did  so  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  their  own  officers,  and  that  as  soon  as  the  latter 
became  acquainted  with  the  fact  they  ordered  the  arrest  of 
those  soldiers.  The  umpire  does  not  even  consider  that  it  is 
shown  that  there  was  a  want  of  due  diligence  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  officers  in  not  preventing  these  men  from 
joining  the  expedition.  General  Escobedo  had  authorized  a 
violation  of  the  United  States  laws  in  encouraging  the  enlist- 
ment of  men  in  the  United  States  to  fight  against  the  French, 
and  preparing  the  attack  upon  Bagdad  from  the  United  States. 
If  there  was  a  want  of  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  authorities  in  not  discovering  that  such  violations  of 
the  law  were  being  committed  and  in  not  preventing  them,  it 
is  possible  that  the  commanders  of  the  French  forces  might 
have  been  justified  in  remonstrating  against  it;  but  certainly 
the  Mexican  Government,  in  whose  interest,  and  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  commander  in  chief  of  whose  army  of  the  north, 
Americans  were  engaged  as  Mexican  officers,  men  were  enlisted, 
and  the  attack  on  Bagdad  was  organized  in  the  United  States 
territory,  and  United  States  soldiers  were  seduced  from  their 
duty,  was  not  in  a  position  to  protest  against  the  consequences 
of  the  infractions  committed  by  its  own  officers  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States. 

"  It  does  not  appear  that  much  plundering,  except  perhaps 
of  spirituous  liquors,  was  done  by  the  United  States  armed 
soldiers.  The  greater  and  more  valuable  part  of  the  goods 
were  undoubtedly  carried  off  by  the  leaders  of  the  expedition. 
But  whether  these  acts  were  committed  by  the  one  or  the  other, 
the  umpire  considers  that  the  Mexican  Government  alone  is 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  its  own  officers,  and  that  Gigneral 
Escobedo  both  knew  and  assumed  the  responsibility,  and  for 
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that  very  reason  asked  for  the  assistance  of  the  United  States 
troops  to  prevent  the  pillage  which  was  being  committed  by 
persons  who  must  have  formed  part  of  ^the  forces  under  his 
command/  which,  in  the  language  of  his  letter  of  January  Sth, 
1866,  had  <  taken  the  post  of  Bagdad.' 

"  The  umpire  is  therefore  forced  into  the  conclusion  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  can  in  no  way  be  held 
responsible  for  the  above-mentioned  claim,  and  he  accordingly 
awards  that  it  be  dismissed/' 

In  another  of  the  Bagdad  cases,  Joseph  Cooper 
Goopei'i  osM       &  Go.  V.  Mexico^  Ko.  565,  being  a  claim  of  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  against  Mexico, 
Sir  Edward  Thornton  said: 

"In  the  case  of  Joseph  Cooper  &  Co.  v.  Mexico,  Na  566, 
the  claim  arises  out  of  alleged  losses  and  destruction  of  prop- 
erty suffered  by  the  claimant  at  the  hands  of  Mexican  troops 
during  an  attack  upon  Bagdad  in  Mexico,  where  the  claimants 
resid^  and  were  engaged  in  business.  It  appears  that  Bag- 
dad was  occupied  by  French,  or  Imperialists,  troops  when  on 
the  5th  of  January  1866  it  was  attacked  by  a  Mexican  force, 
or  at  least  by  a  force  which  was  acknowledged  by  the  Mexican 
military  chiefs  to  be  acting  under  their  orders.  During  the 
disorder  and  confusion  which  is  almost  always  consequent 
upon  an  attack  of  this  nature,  a  quantity  of  property  belong- 
ing to  the  claimant  was  robbed  and  carried  off  by  some  of  the 
attacking  force,  or  at  least  by  armed  men. 

"According  to  the  strict  rules  of  war,  a  belligerent  can  not 
be  held  responsible  for  the  value  of  property  belonging  to  resi- 
dents, whether  natives  or  foreigners,  which  has  been  seized  or 
destroyed  in  a  place  previously  occupied  by  and  captured  from 
the  enemy ;  and  though  it  is  more  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  modem  and  more  civilized  warfare  to  respect  the  property 
of  private  persons,  whether  natives  or  neutral  foreigners,  it  is 
doubtful  whether  an  international  claim  can  be  snstaineid  on 
account  of  the  violation  of  these  rules.  In  the  present  in- 
stance the  umpire  is  of  opinion  that  the  principal  portion 
of  the  claim  arises  from  the  inevitable  cause  of  war.  The 
pillage  and  destruction  were  general  and  seem  to  have  been 
directed  against  natives  as  well  as  foreigners.  Neither  is  the 
umpire  of  opinion  that  there  is  any  proof  of  the  charge  that 
the  commanders  and  officers  of  the  force  countenanced  or  par- 
ticipated in  the  plundering  of  the  claimants'  property.  On 
the  contrary,  it  would  appear  that  there  was  no  discipline 
whatever  and  that  the  plunderers  were  under  no  control. 
One  of  the  claimants,  Joseph  Cooper  himself,  declares  that  he 
went  to  his  office  in  the  morning  of  the  attack  and  '  on  enter- 
ing the  yard  he  saw  a  crowd  of  soldiers  and  civilians,  all 
armed.'  At  that  time  no  officer  seems  even  to  have  been  pres- 
ent.   He  subsequently  returned  to  his  house  and  found  it  in 
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possession  of  a  number  of  soldiers  under  the  command  of  Cap- 
tain St.  Clair,  '  who  claimed  to  be  an  officer  of  the  army  of  the 
Republic  of  Mexico.'  But  there  is  no  proof  that  this  officer 
countenanced  or  encouraged  the  work  of  destruction.  The 
plundering,  however,  and  destruction  of  claimants'  property 
seems  all  to  have  been  done  during  a  few  hours  immedi- 
ately succeeding  the  capture  of  the  town.  It  is  also  to  be 
observed  that  the  greater  part  of  the  plundered  property  was 
carried  across  in  vessels  belonging  to  the  claimants  to  the 
Texas  side  of  the  river,  and  that,  though  a  forc'e  of  United 
States  troops  was  stationed  there,  they  did  not  interfere  to 
save  the  i)roperty  from  the  plunderers  nor  prevent  it  from  be- 
ing carted  away  from  the  store,  so  that  it  would  seem  to  be 
partly  owing  to  their  nonintervention  that  the  property  was 
lost. 

"  The  umpire  is  of  opinion  that,  however  deplorable  it  may 
be  for  the  sulierers,  and  however  much  to  be  regretted  that 
such  proceedings  should  not  be  prevented,  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment can  not  under  the  circumstances  be  made  responsible 
for  the  losses  to  which  the  claimants  were  subjected.  With 
regard  to  the  seizure  some  time  after  the  capture  of  Bagdad  of 
4  J  bales  of  hay  and  98  bales  of  India  bagging  belonging  to  the 
claimants,  which  it  was  said  were  to  be  used  for  purposes  of 
defense,  the  facts  are  not  sufficiently  ])roved  to  justify  the  um- 
pire in  making  an  award  for  their  value.  There  is  only  the 
evidence  of  one  of  the  claimants  to  show  that  they  were 
taken  for  that  purpose  by  the  order  of  the  Mexican  officer  in 
command. 

*'  One  of  the  claimants,  Joseph  Cooper,  swears  that  he  was 
born  in  Kew  Orleans,  but  he  has  not  complied  with  the  rule  of 
the  commission  by  stating  the  date  of  his  birth,  nor  does  he 
bring  any  other  proof  that  he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

"  For  the  above-mentioned  reasons  the  umpire  considers  that 
the  Mexican  Government  can  not  be  held  responsible  for  the 
h)sses  suit'ered  by  the  claimants,  and  he  therefore  awards  that 
the  claim  be  dismissed." 

MS.  Op.  V.  210,  YII.  592.  A  similar  decision  Avas  rendered  in  the  case  of 
Joseph  L,  Ximenea  v.  Mexico^  No.  836,  MS.  Op.  VII.  51,  in  which  a  claim  was 
made  on  account  of  the  breaking  open  and  plundering  of  a  store  on  the 
entrance  of  the  captors  into  the  town. 

A  claim  was  made  by  the  corporation  of  the 
0  e  town  ^^j^  Qf  Reynosa,  Mexico,  against  the  United 
States,  before  the  commission  under  the  con- 
vention of  July  4,  18G8,  on  account  (1)  of  a  raid  by  one  A.  N. 
Norton  on  the  town  on  March  2G,  1863,  and  (2)  of  the  entry 
into  the  town  on  April  5,  18G0,  of  a  military  force  of  the 
United  States  of  seventy  or  eighty  men,  under  the  command  of 
Ool.  John  S.  Ford.    With  regard  to  the  first  claim,  the  umpire, 
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Sir  Edward  Thornton,  said  that  it  was  not  proved  that  the  ex- 
X)edition  under  Norton  was  prepared  in  the  United  States,  or,  if 
it  was  so  prepared,  that  it  "  was  countenanced  by  or  even  pre- 
viously known  to  the  United  States  authorities,"  or  "  that  the 
latter  could  have  prevented  it  or  did  not  use  due  diligence  to- 
that  end,'^  or  that  ^Norton  was  '*  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Starr 
County  or  a  United  States  authority."  "On  the  contrary," 
said  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  "  it  appears  that  they  [the  United 
States  authorities]  were  completely  ignorant  of  it;  but  that 
after  the  occurrence,  when  the  guilty  persons  returned  into 
Texas,  the  authorities  arrested  the  leaders  of  the  expedition, 
who  were  tried,  but  finally  acquitted.  The  Government  of  the 
United  States  can  not,  therefore,  be  held  responsible  for  the 
injuries  inflicted  by  that  expedition." 

With  regard  to  the  entrance  of  United  States  troops  into 
Eeynosa  on  April  5,  1860,  Sir  Edward  Thornton  said: 

"  The  umpire  is  satisfied  that  there  was  an  understanding 
between  the  commander  of  the  Mexican  forces  in  that  district 
and  Colonel  Ford,  that  the  United  States  forces  should  be 
allowed  to  follow  into  Mexican  territory  the  leader  Cortina  and 
his  comrades,  who  had  committed  so  many  depredations  in 
TexavS,  if  the  latter  should  take  refuge  on  the  right  bank  of  the 
iiio  Bravo.  He  is  also  convinced  from  the  evidence  that  the 
force  under  Colonel  Ford  did  no  damage  to  either  the  ayunta- 
miento  or  the  inhabitants  of  Reynosa.  If  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment considered  that  its  territory  had  been  violated,  it  had 
a  right  to  demand  satisfaction  tor  the  violation;  but  as  no 
injury  was  done  to  the  persons  or  property  of  the  claimants, 
their  claim  is  unfounded.  If  the  ayuntamiento  chose  to  main- 
tain a  force,  the  United  States  Government  can  not  be  held 
responsible  for  the  expense  incurred  by  that  step.  The  United 
States  Government  was  itself  incurring  considerable  expense 
at  the  time  in  maintaining  a  force  to  resist  the  depredations  of 
Cortina,  who  with  his  followers  had  taken  refuge  within  Mex- 
ican territory,  whence  they  were  actually  threatening  acts  of 
hostility  against  the  United  States  forces  and  a  United  States 
steamer,  and  where  they  seem  to  have  been  very  little  molested 
by  the  Mexican  authorities.  The  umpire  does  not  consider 
that  the  United  States  Government  can  be  made  responsible 
for  the  above-mentioned  claims." 

Thornton,  umpire,  February  28,  1876,  The  Corporation  of  Eeynosa  v.  The 
rniied  States,  No.  831,  MS.  Op.  VI.  323.  The  claim  of  Francisco  Garcia  Mu- 
gwarza  v.  The  United  States,  No.  636,  growing  out  of  the  Norton  expedi- 
tion, was  likewise  dismissed.  (MS.  Op.  VI.  317.)  In  the  case  oiJuan  X. 
Trecino  v.  The  United  States,  No.  533,  MS.  Op.  VI.  314,  growing  out  of  the 
entrance  of  Colonel  Ford  into  Reynosa^  it  was  asserted  that  a  force  was 
raised  in  the  town  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  Colonel  Ford's  entry  (though 
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in  fact  it  was  not  resisted);  and  that  this  force  was  famished  by  claimant 
with  arms  and  supplies.  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  referrirg  again  to  the 
movements  of  ''  Cortina  and  his  banditti,''  said  that  Mexico,  acting  upon 
the  complaints  of  the  United  States,  had  instructed  its  officers  to  endeavor 
to  capture  Cortina  and  his  band,  and  to  cooperate  for  that  purpose  with 
the  United  States  forces  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Rio  Bravo.  Continuing, 
Sir  Edward  Thornton  said:  ''In  accordance  with  these  instructions  it 
appears  from  the  declaration  of  Guadalupe  Carvajal,  commander  in  chief 
of  the  Mexican  forces  in  the  State  of  Tamaulipas,  that  permission  had 
been  given  to  the  United  States  forces  to  cross  into  Mexican  territory  in 
pursuit  of  Cortina  and  his  followers.  It  was  in  consequence  of  this  per- 
mission that  Colonel  Ford  entered  Reynosa,  with  the  force  under  his  com- 
mand; he  acquainted  the  municipality  with  the  object  of  his  visit;  and 
being  assured  that  none  of  Cortiiia's  followers  were  in  that  town,  he 
remained  but  an  hour  and  recrossed  into  Texas,  whence  he  again  commu- 
nicated with  the  authorities  and  stated  his  intention  of  not  returning  to 
Reynosa.  It  appears  also  that  on  the  6th  of  April  1860,  the  day  after 
Colonel  Ford's  visit  to  Reynosa,  General  Garcia,  commaoder  in  chief  of 
the  line  of  the  Brazos,  addressed  a  letter  to  Col.  R.  £.  Lee,  command- 
ing the  United  States  forces,  complaining  of  Colonel  Ford's  enrering  with 
his  force  into  Reynosa.  Colonel  Lee  answered  on  the  12th  April  that 
Colonel  Ford  supposed  that  he  was  acting  in  accordance  with  General 
Garcia's  sanction;  and  the  latter,  in  his  answer  of  the  14th  of  that  month, 
expressed  himself  satisfied  with  Colonel  Lee's  explanation.  There  does 
not  seem  therefore  to  have  been  any  cause  arising  out  of  the  action  of  the 
United  States  authorities  for  the  raising  and  maintaining  of  a  Mexican 
force  at  Reynosa,  nor  for  the  claimant's  having  temporarily  abandoned 
the  care  and  management  of  his  business,  and  the  umpire  consequently 
feels  himself  obliged  to  award  that  the  above-mentioned  claim  be  dis- 
missed." 

3.  OASES  UNDER   ARTICLE   XII.   OF   THE    TREATY   OF   WASH- 
INGTON OF  MAY  8,  1871. 

<<  The  First  National  Bank  of  Saint  Albans  v. 

ItMUU 

raid. 


The  Saint  Alban.        ^^^^  3^^^.^^  ^^   ^^ 


"Collins  H.  Huntington  v.  Same,  No.  2. 
^»  William  and  Erasmus  D.  Fuller  v.  Same,  No.  3. 
"  Bradley  Barlow,  receiver  of  the  Saint  Albans  Bank  v.  Same, 

No.  4. 
"  Mariette  Field,  administratrix,  etc.,  v.  Same,  No.  5. 
"  Seth  W.  Langdon  v.  Same,  No.  6. 
"  Joseph  S.  Weeks  v.  Same,  No.  7. 
"  Breck  &  Wetherbee  v.  Same,  No.  8. 
"  Aldis  O.  Brainerd  v.  Same,  No.  9. 
"  Charles  F.  Everest  v.  Same,  No.  10. 
"  Oscar  A.  Burton,  receiver  of  the  Franklin  County  Bank  v. 

Same,  No.  13. 
'^Lucien  B.  Clough,  administrator,  etc.,  v.  Same^  No.  14. 
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<*  These  claims  all  arose  oat  of  the  same  transaction,  and 
were  considered  and  decided  together.  All,  except  No.  14, 
were  claims  for  property  taken  and  appropriated  or  destroyed 
at  Saint  Albans,  Vermont,  by  an  incursion  of  rebels,  known  as 
the  Saint  Albans  raid,  in  October  1864.  No.  14  was  a  claim 
brought  by  the  administrator  of  Elinas  J.  Morrison,  deceased, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  wrongful  killing  of  said  deceased 
by  the  rebels  engaged  in  the  same  raid. 

^^The  entire  amount  claimed  in  all  the  cai^es  was  1313,490, 

besides  interest. 

'<  The  allegations  in  all  the  memorials  were 

^^^     *  ,      *  substantially  the  same,  and  as  follows: 
memonaJB. 

"  That,  shortly  before  the  19th  of  October 

1864  a  large  number  of  persons,  then  domiciled  or  commorant 
within  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  province  of  Canada,  combined 
together  within  those  provinces  for  the  purpose  of  committing 
acts  of  depredation,  rapine,  and  war  from  said  provinces  as  a 
baseof  operations,  and  as  a  shelter  for  immediate  retreat,  against 
the  persons  and  property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  resid- 
ing within  those  S  tates.  That  some  twenty  or  more  of  those  per- 
sons, shortly  before  that  day,  pursuant  to  the  combinations  so 
made,  proceeded  from  Her  Majesty's  province  of  Canada  East 
into  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  and  assembled  at  the 
village  of  Saint  Albans,  in  the  State  of  Vermont,  distant 
about  twelve  miles  from  the  border  of  said  province.  That, 
being  so  assembled,  they  took  forcible  and  armed  possession 
of  a  part  of  said  village;  there  seized  and  imprisoned  several 
citizens  of  the  United  States;  fired  shots  at  sundry  citizens; 
by  such  shooting  killed  the  decedent  named  in  No.  14;  set  fire 
to  several  buildings  in  the  village;  entered  three  of  the  banks 
therein,  seizing  and  imprisoning  the  ofiicers  of  such  banks, 
and  seized  and  appropriated  the  securities  and  moneys  from 
the  safes  of  said  banks,  together  with  horses  and  other  prop- 
erty named  in  the  several  memorials.  That  all  these  acts  were 
committed  under  arms  and  with  military  uniform,  equipage, 
and  organization  to  a  greater  or  less  extent.  That  after  the 
perpetration  of  these  acts  the  perpetrators  retreated  in  a  body 
toward  the  province  of  Canada,  and  entered  that  province, 
carrying  with  them  the  plundered  property,  and  closely  pur- 
sued by  the  citizens  of  Saint  Albans  and  vicinity,  who  organ- 
ized for  that  purpose,  and  would  doubtless  have  captured  the 
fugitive  marauders  but  for  the  asylum  afforded  them  by  Her 
Majesty's  province.    That  shortly  after  the  arrival  of  the  re- 
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treating  marauders  within  the  province  of  Candida,  several  of 
them  were  arrested  by  local  magistrates  in  that  province,  and 
a  part  of  the  plunder  carried  off  by  them  was  seized  by  such 
magistrates  and  retained  in  their  custody.  That  immediately 
thereafter  requisition  ^vas  made  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  Staites  upon  ller  Britannic  Majesty's  government  for 
the  surrender  of  said  persons  on  the  chargers  respectively  of 
murder,  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  and  robbery, 
committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  such 
requisition  being  based  on  and  conformable  to  the  terms 
of  article  10  of  the  treaty  of  9th  August  1842  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain.  That  the  requisition  was 
supported  by  full  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  of 
the  commission  by  the  persons  so  charged  of  the  acts  of  vio- 
lence above  named.  That  before  the  hearing  before  such  local 
magistrates  of  the  charges  preferred  against  such  arrested 
persons,  Her  Majesty's  government  for  said  province  caused 
the  jurisdiction  of  such  local  magistrates  and  the  proceedings 
before  them  to  be  superseded  by  one  Charles  J.  Ooursol,  a 
judicial  oflBcer  of  tlie  province,  who  took  jurisdiction  of  the 
matters  charged,  issued  warrants  for  the  arrest  of  the  persons 
so  charged,  and  caused  such  persons  to  be  removed  from  the 
jail  at  St.  Johns,  Canada,  where  they  were  confined  under 
process  issued  by  the  local  magistrates,  to  the  city  of  Montreal; 
and  also  caused  the  property  seized  to  be  transferred  from  the 
custody  of  the  local  magistrates  to  the  custody  of  Her  Majes- 
ty's officers  in  Montreal.  That  a  partial  hearing  was  had  be- 
fore Judge  Coursol,  on  which  hearing  full  evidence  was  made 
of  the  commission  of  such  acts  of  violence  by  the  persons  so 
charged;  and  that  the  hearing  was,  on  the  application  of  the 
persons  charged,  unreasonably,  and  against  the  protest  of 
the  counsel  for  the  United  States,  postponed  from  time  to  time 
to  the  13th  December  1804,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
respondents  to  make  proof  of  their  being  commissioned  and 
authorized  by  the  Confederate  States  of  America,  so  called,  to 
commit  the  acts  of  violence  named.  That  on  the  13th  Decem- 
ber Judge  Coursol,  without  hearing  any  further  proofs  or  argu- 
ments, in  a  hasty,  unjudicial,  and  indecent  manner  discharged 
from  custody  the  persons  against  whom  such  hearing  had 
chiefly  proceeded,  and  all  other  persons  arrested  and  held  on 
the  same  charge,  and  immediately  and  with  indecent  haste 
ordered  the  money  and  property  of  the  claimants  found  upon 
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the  persons  so  charged  to  be  delivered  np  to  them,  and  -per- 
mitted  them  to  make  their  escape  therewith,  such  money  and 
property  amounting  to  $80,000  and  upwards,  and  having  been 
fully  proved  and  identified  as  the  money  and  property  of  the 
claimants,  and  as  having  been  plundered  and  carried  off  by 
the  persons  so  charged  and  arrested  and  discharged.  That 
subsequently  further  warrants  were  issued  by  Judge  Smith, 
one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  superior  court  for  the  said 
province,  on  which  warrants,  after  much  delay  and  hindrance, 
arising  from  the  friendliness  of  the  constabulary  of  the  provinc^e 
to  the  Confederate  raiders  and  their  pretended  government, 
and  the  unfriendliness  of  the  same  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment and  its  people,  in  consequence  whereof  most  of  the 
offenders  were  allowed  to  escape,  and  all  the  money  and  prop- 
erty was  allowed  to  be  secreted  or  removed,  five  of  the  per- 
sons so  charged  were  again  arrested  and  brought  before  Justice 
Smith  upon  an  application  of  the  United  States  for  their  ex- 
tradition. That  after  much  delay  Justice  Smith  decided  that 
tho  persons  were  not  the  subject  of  extradition  under  the 
treaty,  but  were  belligerents  against  the  United  States  in  com- 
mitting the  acts  complained  of,  and  in  making  their  retreat  to 
Canada  and  enjoying  its  asylum,  and  discharged  the  prisoners. 
That  by  these  acts  of  the  judicial  oflQcers  of  Canada,  Her 
Majesty's  government,  in  effect,  refused  to  surrender  the  per- 
sons who  committed  these  acts  of  violence  within  the  United 
States,  and  refused  to  restore  to  the  United  States  and  to  its 
citizens  the  i)roperty  and  money  so  taken  and  carried  by  the 
plunderers  into  the  province  of  Canada.  That  in  the  commis- 
sion of  these  acts,  as  well  as  in  their  organization  and  prepara- 
tion for  the  same,  these  raiders  claimed  to  act  under  the 
authority  and  in  aid  of  the  so  called  Confederate  States  of 
America — the  enemies  of  the  United  States — and  that  their 
confederation  and  organization  for  the  purpose  of  committing 
these  acts  were  well  known  to  many  of  the  government 
officials,  local  officers,  and  citizens  of  the  province  of  Canada 
before  the  occurrence  of  the  acts  named  at  Saint  Albans. 
That  in  consequence  of  the  culpable  negligence  or  connivance 
of  the  authorities  of  the  province,  no  steps  were  taken  to  pre- 
vent the  expedition,  or  to  give  any  information  to  the  United 
States  Government,  or  any  of  its  officers,  so  as  to  enable  them 
to  protect  themselves  against  such  acts.  That  both  before 
and  after  the  acts  in  question  warm  sympathy  and  hospitality 
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were  extended  to  the  offenders  by  a  large  number  of  the  lead- 
ing and  influential  citizens  of  the  province  of  Canada,  and  the 
acts  themselves  were  vindicated  and  approved  by  some  of 
the  official  government  newspaper  organs  in  the  province; 
and  that  such  sentiments  prevailed  there  that  magistrates  and 
peace  officers  in  many  instances  refused  search-warrants  and 
the  necessary  assistance  to  enforce  the  same;  in  consequence 
of  which  many  of  the  offenders  were  allowed  to  escape  with- 
out arrest  and  carry  with  them  the  plundered  property.  The 
memorials  charged  Her  Majesty's  government  and  official 
authorities  in  Canada  to  have  been  culpably  negligent  in  per- 
mitting the  raid  in  question  from  their  borders,  and  in  permit- 
ting the  returning  band,  under  fresh  pursuit,  to  escape  into 
Canada  and  obtain  asylum  therein,  and  in  refusing  to  sur- 
render them,  with  their  booty,  to  the  United  States,  and  in 
neglecting  and  refusing,  upon  full  notice  and  demand,  to 
restore  to  the  United  States  or  to  the  claimants  the  money 
and  property  of  the  claimants  so  carried  off'  by  the  raiders. 

'*  Proofs  taken  on  the  part  of  the  claimants 
Claimants'  prooft.  fully  established  the  facts  of  the  depredations 
committed  at  Saint  Albans,  as  alleged  in  the 
several  memorials,  and  that  those  depredations  were  committed 
by  a  body  of  men  who  came  separately  or  in  smajl  detachments 
from  Canada  in  the  guise  of  ordinary  travelers  and  without 
any  open  or  apparent  organization  or  military  array.  That 
their  first  apparent  action  in  an  organized  body  or  in  unison 
commenced  at  Saint  Albans,  on  the  19th  October  1864,  and 
continued  less  than  an  hour.  That  immediately  after  the  com- 
mitting of  the  depredations  charged  in  the  complaint  they 
retreated  in  a  body  toward  Canada;  were  closely  pursued  by 
the  citizens  of  Saint  Albans  and  vicinity,  who  rallied  for  that 
purpose;  and  that  the  pursuit  was  only  abandoned  upon  the 
retreating  party  entering  the  province  of  Canada.  The  party 
acted  under  the  command  of  one  Bennett  H.  Young,  a  lieuten- 
ant in  the  army  of  the  Confederate  States,  and  all  its  members 
were  claimed  to  have  been  connected  with  the  regular  military 
service  of  the  Confederates. 

"The  arrest,  examination,  detention,  discharge,  rearrest, 
and  final  discharge  of  some  of  the  party,  substantially  as 
alleged  in  the  memorial,  were  also  established  by  proofs  on 
the  part  of  the  claimants.  Testimony  was  taken  on  both  sides 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  knowledge  by  the  authorities 
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of  Canada  of  the  intentions  of  the  Confederates  to  organize  a 
raid  from  Canada  npon  Saint  Albans  or  other  frontier  towns 
of  the  United  States,  and  as  to  the  conduct  of  those  authori- 
ties in  regard  to  taking  any  measures  to  prevent  or  suppress 
such  intended  raid. 

<^  Among  the  witnesses  examined  ou  the  part  of  the  claimants 
to  show  such  knowledge  by  the  Canadian  authorities,  and  their 
failure  to  take  proper  steps  to  prevent  or  suppress  the  raid, 
were  Guillaume  Lamothe,  chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Mont- 
real, at  the  time  of  the  raid,  and  Jacob  Eynders,  a  detective 
in  the  employ  of  the  United  States  at  Montreal  at  the  same 
time.  The  evidence  of  these  and  other  witnesses  tended  to 
establish  the  fact  that  the  raid  upon  Saint  Albans  was  arranged 
and  organized  in  Canada;  that  the  fact  that  that  raid  or  simi- 
lar raids  were  in  contemplation  was  known  to  high  officers  of 
the  Canadian  Government,  among  others  to  Sir  George  E. 
Cartier  and  Sir  Etienne  Tach^,  then  members  of  the  Canadian 
ministry;  to  Col.  William  Ermatinger,  a  stipendiary  magis- 
trate, having  the  entire  control  of  the  police  force  and  militia 
for  the  district  of  Montreal,  embracing  all  the  frontier  towns 
in  Lower  Canada  bordering  upon  the  United  States;  to  La- 
mothe himself,  chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Montreal;  and  to 
Judge  Coursol,  government  sux>erintendent  of  police  for  the 
city  and  district  of  Montreal. 

<<  The  claimants  also  put  in  evidence  the  report  of  Frederick 
William  Torrance,  esq.,  who  was  commissioned  in  January 
1865  by  the  Canadian  Government  to  investigate  and  report 
upon  the  proceedings  connected  with  the  arrest,  examination, 
commitment,  and  discharge  of  the  raiders,  the  seizure  of  the 
moneys  found  upon  them,  and  the  circumstances  connected 
with  the  giving  up  of  such  moneys ;  also,  whether  there  was 
any  refusal  to  execute  any  warrant  for  the  rearrest  of  the  ac- 
cused; if  so,  by  whom  and  for  what  reason;  and  generally  to 
obtain  authentic  information  of  all  matters  and  things  con- 
nected with  such  arrest,  discharge,  and  rearrest  of  the  prison- 
ers, and  the  seizure,  detention,  and  giving  up  of  the  moneys. 
Li  this  report,  made  to  the  Canadian  Government  and  dated 
18th  May  1865,  Mr.  Torrance  went  fully  over  the  whole  ground 
committed  to  his  investigation,  Messrs.  Coursol  and  Lamothe 
appearing  before  him  and  being  permitted  to  cross-examine 
witnesses.  The  report  recited  the  facts  found  by  him,  including 
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the  trausactions  at  Saint  Albans  sabstantially  as  alleged  in  the 
memorials;  the  flight  of  the  raiders  into  Canada,  closely  pur- 
sued by  the  citizens  of  Vermont;  the  arrest  in  Canada  of  sev- 
eral of  the  raiders  by  the  local  authorities  in  the  district  bor- 
dering upon  Vermont;  the  seizure  upon  the  persons  of  those 
arrested  and  in  deposits  where  secreted  by  them  of  about  $87,00() 
plundered  from  the  banks;  the  subsequent  taking  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  cases  of  the  persons  arrested  by  Judge  Ooursol,  and 
the  transfer  of  those  persons  to  Montreal;  the  examination  of 
the  prisoners,  or  some  of  them,  before  Judge  Coursol,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Canada,  the  United  States,  and  the  prisoners  all 
being  represented  upon  such  examination,  and  the  same  having 
been  continued  from  the  7th  November  to  the  13th  December, 
including  an  adjournment  of  several  weeks  during  that  time  to 
enable  the  defendants  to  make  proof  of  their  relations  to  the 
government  of  the  Confederate  States,  and  to  show  that  their 
acts  were  those  of  lawful  belligerents  and  not  of  private  rob- 
bers. That  on  the  13th  December  an  objection  was  raised  by 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Judge  Cour- 
sol, which  objection  had  some  days  previously  been  made  the 
subject  of  a  private  interview  between  Judge  Coursol  and 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoners;  and  that  thereupon  the  prison- 
ers were  immediately  discharged,  and  the  money  found  upon 
them,  to  the  amount  of  about  $87,000,  was  surrendered  to  them 
by  the  chief  of  police,  under  the  private  advice  of  Judge  Cour- 
sol, though  without  any  judicial  order  to  that  effect.  The 
report  of  Mr.  Torrance  acquitted  both  Judge  Coursol  and  Mr. 
Lamothe  of  the  imputation  of  being  influenced  by  corrupt 
motives.  It  showed  that  after  the  discharge  of  the  prisoners 
by  Judge  Coursol,  new  complaints  were  made  on  behalf  of  the 
claimants  or  their  government  before  Mr.  Justice  Smith,  on 
which  warrants  issued  for  the  rearrest,  and  that  the  execution 
of  these  warrants  was  refused  by  Mr.  Lamothe  and  one  of  his 
deputies.  Under  the  instructions  of  Sir  George  E.  Cartier, 
and  under  the  stimulus  of  a  reward  offered  by  the  Government 
of  Canada  for  the  rearrest  of  the  prisoners,  five  of  them  were 
shortly  afterward  rearrested  upon  the  warrants  issued  by 
Justice  Smith,  and  on  examination  were  discharged  by  him, 
on  the  ground  that  their  ac».ts  at  Saint  Albans  were  belligerent 
acts  and  not  crimes  subjecting  them  to  extradition  under  the 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  BritJiin. 
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"Mr.  Torrance  stated  his  conclasioDS  upon  the  whole  case  to 
the  folio wi  n  g  effect : 

"That  Mr.  Lamothe,  as  chief  of  police,  committed  an  improper 
act  in  the  surrender  of  the  money  to  the  prisoners  without  offi- 
cial directions  from  Judge  Goursol,  as  whose  agent  he  held  the 
money,  so  to  deliver  it.  That  the  oral  and  uuoflicial  instruc- 
tion of  Judge  Coursol  to  Mr.  Laniothe  to  the  effect  that  the 
prisoners,  if  liberated,  would  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
the  money,  was  not  a  sufficient  justification  to  Lamotlie  for  its 
delivery,  but  was  an  improper  instruction  on  the  part  of  Judge 
Coursol,  and  might  have  misled  Lamothe. 

"That  Judge  Coursol,  if  his  decision  that  he  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case  was  a  correct  one,  was  in  fault  for  having 
omitted  to  communicate  with  the  government  before  announc- 
ing such  decision  and  discharging  the  prisoners,  and  had  laid 
himself  open  to  the  imputation  of  a  grave  dereliction  of  duty 
in  a  matter  of  national  importance.  And,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  his  decision  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  was  erroneous,  he 
was  liable  to  a  criminal  prosecution  by  indictment  for  malfeas- 
ance in  his  office  by  reason  of  the  discharge  of  the  prisoners. 

"And,  finally,  that  the  Government  of  Canada  was  respon- 
sible to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  the  acts  of 
Judge  Coursol  and  Mr.  Lamothe,  and  was  under  obligation  to 
restore  the  booty  brought  into  the  province  by  the  belligerents. 

"  Under  this  report  the  Government  of  Canada  subsequently 
refunded  to  the  claimants,  to  whom  the  same  belonged,  the 
sum  of  about  $58,000,  the  gold  value  of  the  $87,000  seized  from 
the  arrested  raiders  and  subsequently  returned  to  them.  This 
payment  did  not  include  anything  on  account  of  the  still  larger 
sums  plundered  and  carried  oft  by  the  raiders,  and  which  never 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  Canadian  authorities. 

"On  the  part  of  the  defense  .various  pronii- 
Proofc  for  the  ^^^^  officials  of  Canada  were  examined,  among 
them  Viscount  Monck,  governor-general  of 
Canada  at  the  time  of  the  raid;  Sir  John  A.  Macdonald,  K. 
C.  B.,  and  Sir  George  E.  Cartier,  Bart.,  members  of  the 
Canadian  ministry  at  the  same  time,  whose  evidence  tended 
to  show  the  absence  of  any  such  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion on  their  part,  in  regard  to  any  intended  invasion  of  the 
United  States  from  Canada,  as  to  call  upon  them  for  any  pre- 
cautionary acts  beyond  those  actually  taken  by  the  government, 
and  to  sustain  the  claim  on  the  part  of  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
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ment,  that  the  provincial  govemment  of  Ganada  were  charge- 
able with  no  lack  of  due  diligence  in  failing  to  prevent  the  per- 
petration of  the  wrongs  alleged  by  raiders  proceeding  from 
Canada  in  the  manner  above  detailed. 

^^In  argument  it  was  maintained  on  the 
^^"^^  ^  ®  part  of  the  claimants  that  the  evidence  showed 
the  raid  to  have  been  plotted  and  organized 
in  Canada,  under  the  advice  and  direction  of  Messrs.  O.  C. 
Clay,  jr.,  and  Jacob  Thompson,  Confederate  agents  com- 
morant  in  Canada^  That  the  sympathies  of  the  Canadian 
people  and  the  subordinate  officials  of  the  government  were 
largely  favorable  to  the  Confederate  cause  and  hostile  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  That  there  was  no  neu- 
trality law  in  force  in  Canada  at  tbe  time  of  the  raid.  That  in 
the  absence  of  such  neutrality  law  and  by  reason  of  the  sym- 
pathies of  the  Canadian  people  and  officials  with  the  Confed- 
erates, the  Confederates  were  enabled  to  use  Canada  as  a  base 
of  operations — the  scene  of  their  plans  and  arrangements  for 
warlike  acts  agaiust  the  United  States,  as  their  point  of  de- 
parture upon  those  raids,  and  their  asylum  on  their  return  from 
them.  That  supposing  it  conceded  that  Lord  Monck  and  all 
his  ministry  were  without  fault  on  their  part  personally,  the 
officers  immediately  charged  with  the  maintaining  of  neutrality 
upon  the  frontier — Coursol,  Ermatiiiger,  and  Lamothe— were 
shown  to  have  been  fully  advised  of  the  contemplated  inva- 
sions, and  to  have  failed  of  their  duty  in  reporting  their  knowl- 
edge to  the  government,  if  they  did  fail  so  to  report  it,  and  in 
taking  measures  to  prevent  such  invasions. 

"  That  the  positions  of  Judge  Coursol,  as  superintendent  of 
police  for  the  city  and  district  of  Montreal,  and  of  Colonel 
Ermatinger,  the  magistrate  charged  with  the  entire  control  of 
the  police  force  and  the  militia  for  the  same  district,  were  such 
as  to  make  notice  to  tbem,  in  fact  notice  to  the  government, 
and  that  their  failure  in  any  respect  to  perform  their  official 
duty  was  the  failure  of  the  government,  and  charged  Great 
Britain  with  the  consequences  of  such  neglect. 

"  That  the  Government  of  Canada  was  under  obligation  to 
constantly  watch  the  movements  of  these  enemies  of  the  United 
States  thus  plotting  the  invasion  of  a  friendly  nation  from  the 
Canadian  soil;  should  have  arrested  the  persons  engaged  in 
such  plots,  or  should  have  expelled  them  from  Canada;  and, 
if  the  law  was  found  insufficient,  should  have  called  on  parlia- 


NEUTRALITY.  4051 

ment  to  make  it  safficient.  That  it  was  the  daty  of  the  Cana- 
dian parliament  to  have  provided  by  law  the  means  of  pre- 
venting such  invasions ;  and  that  the  absence  of  snch  municipal 
law  conld  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  international  liability 
of  the  government  to  perform  its  duty  in  preserving  neutrality 
toward  the  United  States,  a  Mendly  nation.  That  in  fact  the 
Government  of  Canada  actually  did  nothing  to  prevent  these 
violations  of  neutrality  from  their  soil,  though  with  abundant 
reason,  irrespective  of  proof  of  actual  notice  or  knowledge,  to 
apprehend  such  invasions  by  the  Confederates  commorant  in 
Canada;  and  that  the  actual  notice  of  such  intentions,  brought 
home'  to  Coursol,  Erpiatinger,  and  Lamothe,  was  a  notice  to 
the  government  itself,  which  was  chargeable  with  the  nonfea- 
sance or  malfeasance  of  those  officers.  That  the  Government 
of  Canada  was  behl  to  *  due  diligence '  to  prevent  military 
operations  by  the  enemies  of  the  United  States  from  the  soil 
of  Canada  as  a  base  of  operations  against  the  United  States. 
That  the  measure  of  this  diligence  was  to  be  determined  by  the 
nature  of  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  the  neutral  soil, 
the  magnitude  of  the  danger  and  the  results  of  negligence, 
the  means  of  the  United  States  to  resist  or  prevent  it,  the 
sympathy  and  aid  which  the  enemies  of  the  United  States 
might  receive  in  Canada,  and  the  unfriendliness  of  the  people 
of  Canada  to  the  United  States,  the  fact  of  plans  for  former 
raids  known  to  the  Government  of  Canada,  and  the  hostile 
speeches  and  avowed  intentions  of  the  enemies  of  the  United 
States,  found  in  large  numbers  in  that  province.  That  all 
these  considerations  combined  to  require  strict  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Canadian  Government  to  prevent  hostile  incursions 
into  the  United  States  across  the  long  and  unprotected  frontier 
between  tliose  States  and  Canada. 

<^The  counsel  for  the  claimants  insisted  that  the  Canadian 
Government  had  entirely  failed  in  the  performance  of  these 
international  duties,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  failure  Great 
Britain  was  liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  injuries  inflicted 
by  the  raiders;  that  the  United  States  had  done  all  in  their 
power,  and  all  which  they  were  required  by  international  law 
to  do,  to  protect  themselves  against  such  dangers  from  Canada, 
and  that  the  government  of  those  States  had  in  their  diplo- 
matic correspondence  preferred  such  claims  against  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  and  had  fully  provided  by 
the  treaty  for  the  submission  of  them  to  the  decision  of  the 
commission. 
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<<The  connsel  for  the  claimants  cited  the  opinion  of  Goant 
Sclopis  upon  the  question  of  due  diligence  in  the  tribunal  at 
Geneva;  also,  on  the  same  subject,  1  Phill.  21, 230  to  232;  3  id. 
201  to  237;  Halleck,  318,  524.  They  also  cited  various  pas- 
sages  from  the  diplomatic  correspendence  between  the  govern- 
ments of  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  during  the  war; 
and  from  the  papers  before  the  Geneva  tribunal,  as  well  as 
from  the  protocols  to  the  treaty  of  8th  of  May  1871,  to  show 
that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  had  always  claimed 
the  British  Government  responsible  for  the  injuries  to  their 
citizens  by  the  Saint  Albans  raid,  and  that  these  injuries  occu- 
pied a  prominent  place  among  the  claims  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  against  Great  Britain  for  acts  committed  during 
the  war,  for  the  purpose  of  passing  upon  which  this  commission 
was  instituted. 

<^On  the  part  of  the  defense  it  was  main- 
^'^^•J^^^'^^^^'taiued  by  Her  Majesty's  counsel  that  the 
proofs  in  the  case  showed  no  state  of  facts 
importing  any  lack  of  care  or  diligence  on  the  part  of  the 
authorities  of  Canada  in  the  maintenance  of  their  interna- 
tional obligations;  that  the  persons  who  committed  the  acts 
complained  of  at  Saint  Albans  did  not  enter  the  States  from 
Canada  in  a  body,  nor  with  any  military  array  or  equipment; 
that  they  passed  over  the  lines  from  Canada  individually  or  in 
small  parties,  with  the  appearance  and  in  the  manner  of  ordi- 
nary travelers;  that  the  authorities  of  Canada  had  no  reason 
to  sup])ose  tbem  engaged  in  a  hostile  expedition  against  the 
United  States,  and  that  no  grounds  existed  for  their  arrest  or 
detention  by  those  authorities ;  that  there  was  nothing  in  their 
appearance  or  movements  to  excite  suspicion ;  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  had,  in  1862,  voluntarily  annulled 
its  own  passport  regulations  which  had  previous  to  that  time 
required  all  i)er8ons  coming  from  Canada  into  the  United  States 
to  be  provided  with  passports  countersigned  by  the  United 
States  consul-general  at  Montreal;  and  that  from  that  time 
until  after  the  Saint  Albans  raid  there  was  no  regulation  inter- 
fering with  the  free  and  ordinary  passage  of  traveleis  across 
the  line;  that  the  degree  of  diligence  contended  for  by  the 
counsel  for  the  claimants  would  have  required  of  the  Canadian 
authorities  a  careful  examination  of  every  person  traveling 
from  Canada  to  the  States  as  to  his  character  and  objects,  and 
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would,  in  effect,  have  abolished  the  free  intercourse  between 
the  provinces  and  the  States  which  had  existed  under  the 
full  assent  and  approval  of  both  governments;  that  from  the 
diplomatic  correspondence  between  the  two  governments  it 
appeared  that  the  United  States  had  never  preferred  a  claim  of 
pecuniary  liability  against  Great  Britain  on  account  of  this 
mid,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  American  Secretary  of  State, 
Mr.  Seward,  had  on  different  occasions  expressed  his  satisfac- 
tion with  the  action  of  the  Canadian  authorities,  and  had  par- 
ticularly expressed  through  the  British  legation  his  thanks  to 
Lord  Monck,  the  governor-general,  for  the  assistance  rendered 
by  the  Canadian  authorities  toward  the  detection  and  arrest  of 
the  offenders;  that  in  the  protocols  of  the  treaty,  in  the  four 
preliminary  notes  between  Mr.  Secretary  Fisli  and  Sir  Edward 
Thornton,  on  the  subject  of  the  formation  of  the  Joint  High 
Commission  which  framed  the  treaty,  and  by  the  confidential 
memorandum  or  brief  sent  by  Secretary  Fish  to  General 
Schenck  of  that  commission  for  the  information  and  guidance 
of  himself  and  colleagues,  there  was  no  allusion  to  the  Saint 
Albans  raid,  much  less  to  any  claims  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  growing  out  of  the  acts  committed  or  omitted  by  the 
British  Government  in  relation  thereto;  that  the  only  expla- 
nation that  could  be  given  of  this  omission  was  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  did  not  consider  itself  entitled 
to  make  any  international  demands  in  the  premises;  that  in 
fact  the  proofs  failed  to  show  that  the  raid  was  organized  in 
Canada,  that  the  raiders  procured  arms  or  ammunition  there, 
or  did  any  other  act  within  Her  Majesty's  dominions  in  viola- 
tion of  her  just  neutrality,  which  was  known  to,  or  with  due 
diligence  might  have  been  known  to,  the  Canadian  authorities; 
that,  on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  strongly  tended  to  show 
that  the  raid  was  in  fact  organized  within  the  United  States, 
and  that  no  act  compromising  British  nentrality  was  committed 
by  the  raiders;  that  no  liability  was  shown  by  the  evidence, 
and  none  was  claimed  by  the  claimants'  counsel  to  exist 
against  Great  Britain  by  reason  of  the  omission  alleged  in  the 
memorials  of  the  Canadian  authorities  to  surrender  the  raid- 
ers under  the  extradition  treaty ;  that  the  acts  of  the  raiders 
were  belligerent  acts,  and  as  such  afforded  no  ground  for 
extradition. 

"  Her  Majesty's  counsel  cited  the  opinion  of  Count  Sclopis 
in  the  tribunal  at  Geneva;  also,  1  Phillimore,  230  to  232. 
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'^The  commission  unanimoasly  disallowed 

"  Mr.  Oommissiouer  Frazer  read  an  opinion, 
in  which  I  am  advised  that  the  majority  of  the  commission 
concurred,  as  follows: 

"  *  I  may  not  be  prepared  to  say  that  Great  Britain  used  that 
diligence  to  prevent  hostile  expeditions  from  Canada  against 
the  United  States  which  should  be  exercised  by  a  neutral  and 
friendly  neighbor;  but  in  the  view  which  1  take  of  these  claims 
this  question  is  not  important,  and  need  not  therefore  be  de- 
cided. 

" '  The  raid  upon  Saint  Albans  was  by  a  small  body  of  men, 
who  entered  that  place  from  Canada  without  anything  to  indi- 
cate a  hostile  purpose.  They  came  not  in  an  organized  form, 
so  as  to  attract  attention,  but  apparently  as  peaceable  indi- 
viduals traveling  by  railroad  and  not  in  company,  and  8topi>ed 
at  the  village  hotels.  That  there  was  a  preconcerted  hostile 
purpose  is  unquestionable,  but  this  was  so  quietly  formed,  as 
it  could  easily  be,  that  even  at  this  day  the  evidence  does  not 
disclose  the  place,  the  time,  nor  the  manner.  The  Government 
of  the  United  StatCvS  was  at  the  time  diligent,  by  means  of  its 
detectives,  to  know  what  mischievous  expedition  might  be 
organized  by  rebels  in  Canada,  but  it  failed  to  discover  this 
one  until  after  it  had  done  its  work.  Such  was  the  secrecy 
with  which  this  particular  affair  was  planned  that  I  can  not 
say  it  escaped  the  knowledge  of  Her  Majesty's  officers  in  Can- 
ada because  of  any  want  of  diligence  on  their  part  which  may 
possibly  have  existed.  I  think  rather  it  was  because  no  care 
which  one  nation  may  reasonably  require  of  another  in  such 
cases  would  have  been  sufficient  to  discover  it.  At  least  the 
evidence  does  not  satisfy  me  otherwise.' " 

Amerioau  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Article 
XII.  Hale's  Koport,  21.  See  also  Howard's  Report,  157,  600,  650,  674,  698, 
702,  706,  713. 

"  Walter  Oliver  Ashley  v.  Great  Britain,  No.  19. 
The  Lake  Erie  Baid.  "This  case  was,  in  general  character  and  in 
most  of  the  circumstances  accompanying  it, 
analogous  to  the  cases  growing  out  of  the  Saint  Albans  raid 
above  reported.  The  evidence  on  each  side  in  the  Saint  Al- 
bans raid  cases  was  invoked  into  this  case,  and  the  case  was 
argued,  submitted,  and  decided  in  connection  with  those  cases. 
"The  memorial  alleged  that  some  months  prior  to  Septem- 
ber 18G4  Confederate  refugees,  domiciled  or  commorant  in  the 
provinces  of  Canada,  there  planned  and  organized  a  warlike 
enterprise  of  forcibly  appropriating  steamers  of  the  United 
States  on  Lake  Erie  and  using  them  for  the  capture  of  the 
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United  States  war  Bteamer  Michigan^  then  stationed  on  Lake 
Erie;  that  by  such  capture  the  plan  contemplated  the  release 
of  some  3,000  Confederate  prisoners  confined  on  Johnsons 
Island,  in  Lake  Erie,  near  the  American  shore,  and  also  to 
obtain  control  of  the  lakes  and  power  to  destroy  and  pillage 
the  cities  of  the  United  States  bordering  thereon;  that  the 
existence  of  the  plan  for  such  expedition  was  known  to  the 
Canadian  authorities  for  many  months  before  September  1864, 
and  that  such  knowledge  was  communicated  by  the  governor- 
general  of  Canada  in  November  1863  to  Her  Majesty's  min- 
ister at  Washington,  who  communicated  it  to  the  War  Depart- 
ment of  the  United  States,  but  that  no  steps  were  taken  by 
Her  Majesty's  government  for  said  provinces  to  4>revent  the 
execution  of  the  plan. 

"That  on  the  19th  of  September  1864  about  thirty  Confed- 
erate  soldiers  came  on  board  the  steamer  Philo  ParsonHy  a 
private  freight  and  passenger  vessel  of  the  United  States,  at 
certain  Canadian  i)orts,  with  concealed  weapons  shipped  as 
freight,  the  vessel  being  then  on  her  regular  trip  from  Cana- 
dian i)orts  to  Sandusky,  Ohio;  that  immediately  after  the 
vessel  had  crossed  the  boundary  line  between  the  Canadian 
provinces  and  the  States  this  party  rose  with  arms  uiK)n  the 
crew,  took  forcible  and  armed  possession  of  the  vessel,  making 
prisoners  the  officers  and  crew,  threw  overboard  and  destroyed 
a  large  quantity  of  the  cargo;  siezed  the  money  of  the  claim- 
ant, an  officer  and  part  owner  of  the  vessel ;  shaped  the  course 
of  the  vessel  for  the  war  steamer  Michigatij  and  on  their  way 
overhauled,  seized,  and  sunk  in  American  waters  another 
private  steamer  of  the  United  States,  the  Inland  Queerij  but, 
failing  to  receive  expected  signals,  abandoned  their  project  of 
capturing  the  Michigan^  raised  the  Confederate  flag  upon  the 
Philo  Parsons,  changed  her  course,  and  proceeded  toward 
Sandwich  in  Canada;  that  on  arriving  at  Sandwich  on  the 
-0th  of  September  they  plundered  the  Philo  Parsons  while 
lying  in  British  waters,  landed  their  booty  in  the  province  of 
Canada,  sunk  or  partially  sunk  the  steamer,  and  retreated  in 
a  body  within  the  province  of  Canada  with  the  plundered 
property  taken  from  the  vessel. 

"The  memorial  contained  allegations  similar  to  those  con- 
tained in  the  memorials  in  the  Saint  Albans  cases  as  to  the 
asylum  afforded  by  Canada  to  the  retreating  raiders;  as  to 
the  negligence  of  the  Canadian  authorities  in  failing  to  pre- 
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vent  the  expedition,  and  also  in  failing  to  take  proper  steps  in 
apprehending  the  raiders  and  surrendering  them  under  the 
extradition  treaty,  and  in  restoring  the  property  captured  and 
carried  oflF  by  them. 

<<The  claimant  claimed  for  himself  and  as  the  assignee  of 
all  the  other  owners  and  claimed  damages  in  the  premises, 
•16,093. 

^<The  evidence  in  the  case  sustained  the  allegations,  in  the 
memorial  as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  capture  and  destruc- 
tion of  the  vessels  and  the  seizure  of  the  property  alleged, 
and  as  to  the  assignment  of  the  claims  of  other  owners  to  the 
claimant. 

^<  Upon  the  question  of  due  diligence  by  the  Canadian  authori- 
ties, the  claim  was  rested  on  both  sides  substantially  on  the 
evidence  taken  in  the  Saint  Albans  cases,  and  the  arguments 
of  the  respective  counsel  upon  this  question  were  substantially 
those  urged  in  the  Saint  Albans  cases,  with  the  additional 
point,  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defense,  that  the  Canadian  Gov- 
ernment had  promptly  given  notice  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  the  information  received  by  them  as  to  the 
contemplated  raid,  thereby  putting  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment fu^lf  upon  its  guard. 

^'The  claim  was  unanimously  disallowed." 

American  and  British  ClaiiiiH  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Article 
XII.  Hale's  Report,  30.    See  also  Howard's  Report,  158,  717,  728,  733. 


CHAPTER  LXVIII. 


NBUTEALITY:  THE  GENEVA  ARBITRATION. 

The  stipulations  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington  of  May  8, 1 871, 
in  relation  to  the  Geneva  arbitration  may  be  found  in  the  first 
volume  of  this  work  (pp.  547-553).  In  accoidance  with  those 
stipulations,  each  government  filed  in  due  order  a  printed  ( 'ase, 
a  print€<l  Counter  Case,  and  a  printed  Argument,  and  later,  by 
request  of  the  arbitrators,  counsel  on  each  side  i^re^ented  Sup 
plemental  Arguments,  either  in  writing  or  orally,  in  furtlier 
elucidation  of  certain  i)oints.  We  give  below  a  summary  of  the 
cases  and  counter  cases,  and  also  a  digest  of  the  facts  and  argu- 
ments touching  each  vessel  inculpated,  or  sought  to  be  incul- 
pated, and  of  the  opinions  and  decisions  of  the  arbitrators. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  that  of  ''due  diligence." 

1.  Due  Diligence. 

In  the  Case  of  the  United  States,  the  posi- 
***  "*       tion  of  that  government  on  thfe  question  of 


due  diligence  was  defined  as  follows: 

"  The  United  States  understand  that  the  diligence  which  is 
called  for  by  the  rules  of  the  treaty  of  Washington  is  a  due 
diligence;  that  is,  a  diligence  proportioned  to  the  magnitude 
of  the  subject  and  to  the  dignity  and  strength  of  the  power 
which  is  to  exercise  it — a  diligence  which  shall,  by  the  use  of 
active  vigilance,  and  of  all  the  other  means  in  the  power  of 
the  neutral,  through  all  stages  of  tlie  transaction,  prevent 
its  soil  from  being  violated — a  diligence  that  shall  in  like 
manner  deter  designing  men  from  committing  acts  of  war  upon 
the  soil  of  the  neutral  against  its  will,  and  thus  possibly  drag- 
ging it  into  a  war  which  it  would  avoid — a  diligence  which 
prompts  the  neutral  to  the  most  energetic  measures  to  discover 
any  purpose  of  doing  the  acts  forbidden  by  its  good  faith  as  a 
neutral,  and  imposes  upon  it  the  obligation,  when  it  receives 
the  knowledge  of  an  intention  to  commit  such  acts,  to  use  all 
the  means  in  its  power  to  prevent  it. 
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"  Ko.  diligence  short  of  this  would  be ^  due;'  that  iSj  com- 
mensurate with  the  emergency y  or  with  the  magnitude  of  the 
results  of  negligence.  Understanding  the  words  in  tbis  sen^e, 
the  United  States  finds  them  identical. with  the  measure  of 
duty  which  Great  Britain  had  previously  admitted."  ^ 

In  the  Case  of  Great  Britain,  the  question 
Cue  of  Great  Britain,  of  due  diligence  was  treated  as  follows:^ 

"  9.  Due  diligence  on  the  part  of  a  sovereign 
government  signifiies  that  measure  of  care  which  the  govern- 
ment is  under  an  international  obligation  to  use  for  a  given 
purpose.  This  measure,  where  it  baa  not  been  defined  by  in- 
ternational usage  or  agreement,  is  to  be  deduced  from  the 
nature  of  the  obligation  itself,  and  from  those  considerations 
of  justice,  equity,  and  general  expediency  on  which  the  law  of 
nations  is  founded. 

**10.  The  measure  of  care  which  a  government  is  bound  to 
use  in  order  to  prevent  within  its  jurisdiction  certain  classes 
of  acts,  from  which  harm  might  accrue  to  foreign  states  or 
their  citizens,  must  always  (unless  specifically  determined  by 
usage  or  agreement)  be  dependent,  more  or  less,  on  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  and  can  not  be  defined  with  precision 
in  the  form  of  a  general  rule.  It  would  commonly,  however, 
be  unreasonable  and  impracticable  to  require  that  it  should 
exceed  that  which  the  governments  of  civilized  states  are  ac- 
customed to  employ  in  matters  concerning  their  own  security 
or  that  of  their  own  citizens.  That  even  this  measurt^  of  obli- 
gation has  not  boen  recognized  in  practice  might  be  clearly 
shown  by  reference  to  the  laws  in  force  in  the  principal  croun- 
tries  of  Europe  and  America.  It  would  be  enough,  indeed,  to 
refer  to  the  history  of  some  of  these  countries  during  re<*ent 
periods  for  proof  that  great  and  enlightened  states  have  not 
deemed  themselves  bound  to  exert  the  same  vigilance  and 
employ  the  same  means  of  repression,  when  enterprises  pre- 
pared within  their  own  territories  endangered  the  safety  of 
neighboring  states,  as  they  would  probably  have  exerted  and 
employed  had  their  own  security  been  similarly  imperiled. 

^  The  case  of  the  United  States  cited  the  following  an  thori  ties:  Vinnins, 
Comment,  ad  Inst.  lih.  3.  tit.  15;  Ayliffe,  Pandects,  B.2,  tit.  13,  pp.  108-110; 
Wood's  Institutes,  p.  106;  Halifax's  Civil  Law,  p.  78;  BeU's  Comm.  $  232 
eiseq,;  Browne's  Civil  siud  Admiralty  Law,  vol.  1,  p.  354;  Erskine's  Insti- 
tutes, Bk.  3,  tit.  1;  Bowyer's  Civ.  Law,  p.  174;  Mackenzie's  Roman  Law, 
p.  186;  Domat's  Civ.  Law,  by  Strahan,  vol.  1,  p.  317;  Heineccins,  Elemeuta 
Juris  Civilis,  lib.  3,  tit.  14,  Opera,  tom.  V;  Story  on  Bailments,  $  14;  Steam- 
boat Ne\P  World  v.  King^  17  How.  475;  Hay  on  Liabilities,  ch.  8;  Speech  of 
Lord  Granville,  London  Times,  June  13, 1871 ;  Speech  of  Sir  Koundell  Pal- 
mer, August  4, 1871.    See  Papers  relati  ng  to  tbe  Treaty  of  Washington,  I.  67. 

•Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  I.  237,412. 
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"  11.  In  every  country  where  the  executive  is  subjei't  to  the 
laws,  foreign  states  have  a  right  to  expect^ — 

"  (a)  That  the  laws  be  such  as  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
foresight  might  reasonably  be  deemed  adequate  ior  the  re- 
pression of  all  acts  which  the  government  is  under  an  inter- 
national obligation  to  repress; 

"(6)  That,  80  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  this  purpose,  tlie 
laws  be  enforced  and  the  legal  powers  of  the  government 
-exercised. 

'*  But  foreign  states  have  not  a  right  to  require,  where  such 
laws  exist,  that  the  executive  should  overstep  them  in  a  par- 
ticular case,  in  order  to  prevent  harm  to  foreign  states  or  their 
citizens;  nor  that,  in  order  to  prevent  harm  to  foreign  states 
or  their  citizens,  the  executive  should  act  against  the  persons 
or  proi>erty  of  individuals,  unless  upon  evidence  which  would 
justify  it  in  so  acting  if  the  interests  to  be  protected  were  iis 
own  or  those  of  its  own  citizens.  Xor  are  the  laws  or  the 
mode  of  judicial  or  administrative  procedure  which  exist  in 
one  country  to  be  applied  as  constituting  a  rule  or  standard 
of  comparison  for  any  other  country.  Thus,  tbe  rules  which 
exist  In  Great  Britain  as  to  the  admission  and  probative  force 
of  various  kinds  of  testimony,  the  evidence  necessary  to  be 
produced  in  certain  cases,  the  questions  proper  to  be  tried  by 
:i  jury,  the  functions  of  the  executive  in  regard  to  the  preven- 
tion and  prosecution  of  ott'enses,  may  diflFer,  as  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  magistrature  and  the  distribution  of  authority 
among  central  and  local  officers  also  dilier  from  those  whith 
exist  in  France,  Germany,  or  Italy.  Each  of  these  countries 
has  a  right,  as  well  in  matters  wiiich  concern  foreign  states  or 
their  citizens,  as  in  other  matters,  to  administer  and  enforce 
its  own  laws  in  its  own  forum,  and  according  to  its  own  rules 
and  modes  of  procedure;  and  foreign  states  can  not  justly 
C'Omplain  of  this,  unless  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  tliese 
rules  and  modes  of  procedure  conflict  in  any  particular  with 
natural  justice,  or,  in  other  words,  with  principles  commonly 
acknowledged  by  civilized  nations  to  be  of  universal  obliga- 
tion. 

*'A  charge  of  injurious  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  sovereign 
government,  in  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  ]>owers  of  sover- 
eignty, needs  to  be  sustained  on  strong  and  solid  grounds. 
Every  sovereign  government  claims  the  right  to  be  independent 
of  external  scrutiny  or  interference  in  its  exercise  of  these 
powers;  and  the  general  assumption  that  they  are  exercised 
with  good  faith  and  reasonable  care,  and  that  laws  are  fairly 
and  properly  administered  (an  assumption  without  which  peace 
and  friendly  intercourse  ccmhl  not  exist  among  nations),  ought 
to  subsist  until  it  has  been  displaced  by  proof  to  the  contrary. 
It  is  not  enough  to  suggest  or  prove  that  a  government,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  reasonable  judgment  on  some  question  of  fact  or 
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law,  and  using  the  means  of  information  at  its  command,  has 
formed  and  acted  on  an  opinion  from  which  another  government 
dissents  or  can  induce  an  arbitrator  to  dissent.  Still  less  is  it 
sufficient  to  show  that  a  judgment  pronounced  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  and  acted  upon  by  the  executive  was 
tainted  with  error.  An  administrative  act  founded  on  error 
or  an  erroneous  judgment  of  a  court  may,  indeed,  under  some 
circumstances  found  a  claim  to  compensation  on  behalf  of  a 
person  or  government  injured  by  the  act  or  judgment.  But  a* 
charge  of  negligence  brought  against  a  government  can  not  be 
supported  on  such  grounds.  Nor  is  it  enough  to  suggest  or 
prove  some  defect  of  judgment  or  penetration,  or  somewhat  less 
than  the  utmost  possible  i>romptitude  and  celerity  of  action 
on  the  part  of  an  officer  of  the  government  in  the  execution  of 
his  official  duties.  To  found  on  this  alone  a  claim  to  compen- 
sation, as  for  a  breach  of  international  duty,  would  be  to  exact 
in  international  affairs  a  perfection  of  administration  which 
few  governments  or  none  attain  in  fact  or  could  reasonably 
hope  to  attain  in  their  domestic  concerns.  It  would  set  up  an 
impracticable  and  therefore  an  unjust  and  fallacious  standard, 
would  give  occasion  to  incessant  and  unreasonable  complaints, 
and  render  the  situation  of  neutrals  intolerable.  Nor,  again, 
is  a  nation  to  be  held  responsible  for  a  delay  or  omission  occa- 
sioned by  mere  accident  and  not  by  the  want  of  reasonable 
foresight  or  care.  Lastly,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  an 
act  has  been  done  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  government  to 
endeavor  to  prevent.  It  is  necessary  to  allege  and  to  prove 
that  there  has  been  a  failure  to  use  for  the  prevention  of  an  act 
which  the  government  was  bound  to  endeavor  to  prevent  such 
care  as  governments  ordinarily  employ  in  their  domestic  con- 
cerns and  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  exert  in  matters  of 
international  interest  and  obligation.  These  considerations 
apply  with  especial  force  to  nations  which  are  in  the  enjoyment 
of  free  institutions,  and  in  which  the  government  is  bound  to 
obey  and  can  not  dispense  with  the  laws." 

The  British  Counter  Case  treated  the  snb- 

"  It  may  readily  be  conceded  that  the  care  exerts  by  a 
government  to  prevent  violations  of  its  neutrality  should  bear 
some  proportion  to  the  probable  consequences  of  such  offenses. 
It  may  be  conceded  also  that  the  responsibility  incurred  by 
failing  to  prevent  an  offense  must  materially  depend  on  the 
power  which  the  government  possessed  of  preventing  it.  So 
far  as  this,  the  British  (xovernment  concurs  with  the  Ch>v- 
ernment  of  the  United  States.  But  Her  Majesty's  government 
can  not  admit  that  the  measure  of  diligence  due  from  neutral 
powers  ought  to  be  proportioned  in  any  way  to  their  relative 
degrees  of  dignity;  it  knows  of  no  distinction  between  more 
dignided  and  less  dignified  powers;  it  regards  all  sovereign 

>  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  H.  229. 
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states  as  enjoying  eqnal  rights  and  equally  subject  to  all  ordi- 
nary international  obligations;  and  it  is  firmly  persuaded  that 
there  is  no  state  in  Europe  or  America  which  would  be  willing 
to  claim  or  accept  any  immunity  in  this  respect  on  the  ground 
of  its  inferiority  to  others  in  extent,  military  force,  or  i)opula- 
tion.  In  truth,  the  arbitrators  will  have  clearly  perceived, 
frohi  this  statement  already  presented  to  them  on  the  part  of 
Great  Britain,  that  in  a  country  which,  with  free  institutions, 
possesses  a  large  c^ommential  marine  and  a  very  extensive 
ship-building  trade,  the  difficulty  of  preventing  enterprises  of 
this  nature  is,  instead  of  being  less,  far  greater  than  in  coun- 
tries which  are  not  so  populous  and  where  these  conditions  are 
not  united;  and  just  allowance  ought  to  be  made  for  this  dif- 
ficulty. The  assertion  that  due  diligence  means  a  diligence 
which  shall  prevent  the  acts  in  question,  and  shall  deter  men 
from  committing  them,  if  taken  literally,  can  only  signify  that 
no  government  can  be  held  to  have  done  its  duty  which  has 
not  been  completely  successful.  ♦  •  •  It  has  been  shown, 
by  ample  evidence,  in  the  case  presented  on  the  part  of  Great 
Britain,  that  the  measures  adopted  by  the  British  Government 
did  prevent  and  deter  men  from  enterprises  which  would  have 
violated  or  imperiled  her  neutrality ;  all  that  the  United  States 
have  to  complain  of  is  that  these  measures  proved  ineffectual 
to  prevent  or  deter,  in  a  very  small  number  of  cases,  in  which 
the  agents  contrived  to  cs('ai)e  observation,  or  the  difficulty  of 
obtaining  evidence  Avas  great.  That  due  diligence  requires  a 
government  to  use  all  the  means  in  its  })ower  is  a  proposition 
true  in  one  sense,  false  in  another:  true,  if  it  means  that  the 
government  is  bound  to  exert  honestly  and  with  reasonable 
care  and  activity  the  means  at  its  disposal;  false,  impractic- 
able, and  absurd,  if  it  means  that  a  liability  arises  whenever 
it  is  possible  to  show  that  an  hour  has  been  lost  which  might 
have  been  gained,  or  an  ac^cidental  delay  incurred  which 
might,  by  the  utmost  foresight,  have  been  prevented;  that  an 
expedient  which  might  have  succeeded  has  not  been  tried; 
that  means  of  obtaining  information  which  are  deemed  un- 
worthy or  improper  have  not  been  resorted  to;  or  that  the 
exertions  of  an  officer  or  servant  of  government  have  not 
been  taxed  to  the  utmost  limit  of  his  physical  capacity. 

In  the  Argument  of  the  United  States  the 
United  States  Aigu-  g^^jj^^  ^f  ji^^  diligence  was  fully  discussed  in 

the  following  passages:  ^ 

"Dtte  diligence  as  required  by  the  three  rules  of  the  treaty  and  the 
principles  of  international  lata  not  inconsistent  therewith, 

<'  I.  The  subject  of  <  due  diligence,'  both  in  its  nature  and 
its  measure,  as  an  obligatory  duty  of  Great  Britain  under  the 
three  rules  of  the  treaty  is  much  considered  upon  principle 


'  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  III.  pp.  154-168. 
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and  authorities  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States  and  is  com- 
mented upon  with  some  fullness  in  the  British  Case  and  Coun- 
ter Case.  Neither  a  very  technical  nor  a  merely  philosophical 
criticism  of  this  definite  and  practical  phrase,  adopted  by  the 
high  contracting  parties  and  readily  estimable  by  the  tribunal, 
can  be  of  much  service  in  this  Argument.  Some  propositions 
and  illustrations  may  aid  the  arbitratx)ra  in  applying  the  obli- 
gation thus  described  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  under 
which  its  fulfillment  or  failure  therein  is  to  be  decided  by  their 
award. 

^^  II.  The  foundation  of  the  obligation  of  Great  Britain  to 
use  ^due  diligence  to  prevent^  certain  acts  and  occurrences 
within  its  jurisdiction,  as  mentioned  in  the  three  rules,  is  that 
those  acts  and  occurrences  within  its  jurisdiction  are  offenses 
against  international  law,  and,  being  injurious  to  the  United 
States,  furnish  just  occasion  for  resentment  on  their  part  and 
for  reparation  and  indemnity  by  Great  Britain,  unless  these 
offensive  acts  and  occurrences  shall  be  affirmatively  shown  to 
have  proceeded  from  conduct  and  causes  for  which  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Great  Britain  is  not  responsible.  But  by  the  law 
of  nations  the  state  is  responsible  for  all  offenses  against  in- 
ternational law  arising  within  its  jurisdiction  by  which  a  for- 
eign state  suffers  injury,  unless  the  former  can  clear  itself  of 
re8i)onsibility  by  demonstrating  its  freedom  from  fault  in  the 
premises.  . 

"  The  high  contracting  parties,  mindful  as.well  of  this  prin- 
cipal proposition  of  responsibility  of  a  state  as  of  this  just 
limitation  upon  it,  have  assigned  as  the  true  criterion  by  which 
this  responsibility  is  to  be  judged  in  any  case  arising  between 
nations  the  exhibition  or  omission  on  its  part  of  ^  due  diligence 
to  prevent'  the  offenses  which  of  themselves  import  such  re- 
sponsibility. The  offenses  and  the  injuries  remain,  but  the 
responsibility  of  the  one  nation  and  the  resentment  of  the 
other  therefor  are  averted  by  exculpation  of  the  state  at  whose 
charge  the  offenses  lie  upon  adequate  proofs  to  maintain  its 
defense. 

"The  nature  of  the  presumptive  relation  which  the  state 
bears  to  the  offenses  and  injuries  imputed  and  proved  neces- 
sarily throws  upon  it  the  burden  of  the  exculpatory  proof 
demanded — that  is  to  say,  the  proof  of  due  diligence  on  its 
part  to  prevent  the  offenses  which,  in  fact  and  in  spite  of  its 
efforts,  have  been  committed  within  its  jurisdiction  and  have 
wrought  the  injuries  complained  of. 

"  III.  It  is  incumbent,  then,  upon  Great  Britain  to  satisfy 
the  tribunal  that  it  used  *  due  diligence  to  prevent'  what  actu- 
ally took  place,  and  for  which,  in  tbe  absence  of  such  ^  due 
diligence  to  prevent,'  the  tribunal  will  adjudge  it  responsible. 
The  nature  of  *  diligence'  and  the  measure  of  it  exacted  by 
the  qualifying  epithet  *  due'  may  now  be  considered. 

"(a)  The  English  word  diligence  in  common  usage  and  in  the 
text  of  the  treaty  alike  adheres  very  closely  to  tiie  Latin  origi- 
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nal,  diligentia.  It  imports,  as  its  derivation  from  diligo  (to 
love,  or  to  choose  earnestly)  requires,  enlistment  of  zealous 
purpose  toward  the  object  in  view,  and  activity,  energy,  and 
even  vehemence  in  its  attainment.  It  lias  been  adopt^  both 
in  the  civil  law  and  in  the  common  law  of  England  from  com- 
mon speech,  and  for  this  virtue  in  its  vulgar  meaning,  which 
can  give  practical  force  and  value  to  the  legal  duty  it  is  used 
to  animate  and  insi)ire.  So  far,  then,  from  the  word  bearing  a 
technical  or  learned  sense  in  its  legal  appliciition  either  to  pri- 
vate or  national  obligations,  the  converse  is  strictly  true.  A 
definition  from  approved  authorities  of  the  English  language 
common  to  the  high  contracting  parties  is  the  best  resort 
tor  ascertaining  the  sense  intended  in  the  text  ot  the  treaty. 
Webster  defines  'diligence'  as  follows:  *  Steady  application  in 
business  of  any  kind;  constant  effort  to  accomplish  what  is 
undertaken;  exertion  of  body  or  mind  without  unnecessary 
delay  or  sloth ;  due  attention ;  industry;  assiduity.'  He  gives 
also  this  illustrative  definition :  'Diligence  is  the  philosoi) Iter's 
stone  that  turns  everything  to  gold;'  and  cites  as  the  example 
of  its  use  this  verse  from  the  English  Scriptures:  'Brethren, 
give  diligence  to  make  your  calling  and  election  sure.' 

'*  We  confidently  submit  that  no  appreciation  of  the  sense  of 
this  cardinal  phrase  of  the  treaty  is  at  all  competent  or  ade- 
quate which  does  not  give  full  weight  to  tlie  ideas  of  enlisted 
zeal,  steady  application,  constant  effort,  exertion  of  all  the 
appropriate  faculties,  and  without  weariness  or  delay,  atten- 
tion, industry,  and  assiduity. 

'*(6)  The  qualifying  epithet  Mine'  is  both  highly  significant 
and  eminently  practical.  It  requires  the  *  diligence,'  in  nature 
and  measure,  that  is  seasonable^  appropriate^  and  adequate  to  the 
exigencies  which  call  for  its  exercise.  It  is  to  be,  in  method, 
in  duration,  and  in  force,  the  diligence  that  is  suitable  to,  or 
demandable  by,  the  end  to  be  accomplished,  the  antecedent 
obligations,  the  interests  to  be  secured,  the  dangers  to  be 
avoided,  the  disasters  to  be  averted,  the  rights  that  call  for  its 
exercise.*  *  Prcestat  exactam  dUigentiam^^  a  phrase  of  the  civil 
law,  is  a  just  description  of  the  undertaking  'to  use  due  dili- 
gence.' Those  who  incur  this  obligation  to  prevent  an  injury 
are  excused  from  responsibility  if  they  fail  only  by  deficiency 
of  power.  *Oeux  qui,  pouvant  empecher  un  dommage  que 
quelque  devoir  les  engageait  de  prcSvenir,  y  auront  manque, 
pourront  en  ^tre  tenus  suivant  les  circonstances.'  ^ 

"(c)  The  British  Case  and  Counter  Case  attempt  to  measure 
*due  diligence'  in  the  performance  of  this  internaticmal  duty 
to  the  United  States  in  the  premises  of  this  arbitration  by  the 
degree  of  diligence  which  a  nation  is  in  the  habit  of  employing 
in  the  conduct  of  its  own  affairs.  It  is  objection  enough  to  this 
test  that  it  resorts  Joo  a  standard  which  is  in  itself  uncertain 
and  fluctuating,  and  which,  after  all,  must  find  its  measure  in 

^  See  Webster's  Dictionary  in  verbo  Due. 

B  Domat,  Lois  ciyiles;  Li  v.  II.  tit.  8,  $  4,  No.  8. 
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the  same  judgmeut  which  is  to  pass  \ipoii  the  original  inqalry, 
and  to  which  it  may  better  be  at  once  and  directly  applied. 
It  is  qnite  obvioas,  too,  that  tliis  resort  can  furnish  no  stand- 
ard, unless  the  domestic  *  affairs'  referred  to  be  of  the  same 
nature,  magnitude,  and  urgency  as  the  foreign  obligations  with 
which  they  are  thus  to  be  compared.  Proliably  the  United 
States  might  be  well  satisfied  with  the  vigilance  and  activity 
and  scope  and  energy  of  means  that  Great  Britain  would  have 
exhibited  to  prevent  the  outfit  and  escape  from  port  of  the 
AUihama  and  her  consorts  had  her  own  commerce  been  threat- 
ened by  the  hostilities  they  were  about  to  perpetrate  and  her 
own  ships  been  destined  to  destruction  by  the  fires  they  were 
to  light;  but  this  is  not  the  standard  which  the  arbitrators  are 
invited  to  assume  by  this  reasoning  of  the  British  Case  and 
Counter  Case.  They  are  expected  to  measure  the  due  diligence 
which  Great  Britain  was  to  use,  under  the  requirements  of  the 
treaty,  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  the  commerce  and  mari- 
time property  of  the  United  States  by  the  ordinary  system  of 
detection  of  frauds  upon  the  customs.  Even  this  comparison 
would  not  exculpate,  but  would  absolutely  condemn  the  con- 
duct of  Great  Britain  in  the  premises;  but  the  standard  is  a 
fallacious  api>lication  of  the  proposed  measure  of  diligence,  and 
the  measure  itself,  as  we  have  seen,  is  wholly  valueless. 

^'  III.  The  maxims  and  authorities  of  the  law  of  ^  due  dili- 
gence' in  the  determination  of  private  rights  and  redress  of 
private  injuries  may  not  very  often  present  sufficiently  near 
analogies,  in  the  circumstances  to  which  they  are  applied,  to 
the  matter  here  under  judgment  to  greatly  aid  the  deliberations 
of  the  tribunal.  There  is,  however,  one  head  of  the  law  of 
private  injuries  familiar  to  the  juris])rudence  of  these  two  great 
maritime  powers  which  may  furnish  valuable  practical  illus 
trations  of  judicial  reason  which  they  both  respect,  and  whose 
pertinency  to  certain  considerations  proper  to  be  entertained 
by  the  arbitrators  can  not  be  disputed.  We  refer  to  the  law 
of  responsibility  and  redress  for  collisions  at  sea. 

*'  In  the  first  place,  this  subject  of  marine  collisions  is  re- 
garded by  scientific  writers  on  the  law  of  diligence  as  falling 
within  the  rules  which  govern  liability  for  ordinary  negligence^ 
the  position  in  which  the  (contentions  of  the  British  Case  and 
Counter  Case  seek  to  place  idteruational  responsibility  of  Great 
Britain  to  the  United  States. 

"  In  the  second  place,  the  controversy  between  the  parties 
in  these  cases  is  admitted  to  exclude  the  notion  of  intent  or 
willful  purpose  in  the  injury,  an  element  so  strongly  insisted 
upon  in  defending  Great  Britain  here  against  the  faults  laid 
to  her  charge  by  the  United  States. 

"In  the  third  place,  the  circumstances  of  difficulty,  danger, 
obscurity,  uncontrollable  and  undiscoverable  influences,  and 
all  possible  opportunities  of  innocent  error  or  ignorance,  form 
the  staple  elements  of  the  litigation  of  marine  collisions,  as 
they  are  urged,  with  ingenuity  and  persistency,  in  defense 
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before  this  tribunal  against  the  responsibility  of  Gre  it  Britain 
for  the  disasters  caus^  to  the  United  States  by  the  means  and 
agencies  here  under  review. 

"Andy  lastly,  the  eminent  judges  who  have  laid  down  the 
law  for  these  great  maritime  nations,  in  almost  complete  con- 
currence, in  this  department  of  jurisprudence,  have  not  failed 
to  distinguish  between  fatilt  and  accident,  in  a  comprehensive 
and  circumspect  survey  of  the  whole  scene  and  scope  of  the 
occurrences,  from  the  moment  that  the  duty  arose  until  the 
catastrophe,  and  through  all  the  stages  of  forecast,  precau- 
tion, provision,  and  preparation,  which  should  precede,  and  of 
zeal,  activity,  promptitude,  and  competency,  which  should 
attend,  the  immediate  danger.  We  cite  a  few  cases,  not  de- 
pendent upon  a  knowledge  of  their  si)ecial  facts  for  the  value 
of  the  practical  wisdom  they  inculcate,  and  taken,  with  a  single 
exception,  from  British  decisions: 

'< '  In  law,  inevitable  accident  is  that  which  a  party  charged 
with  an  offense  could  not  possibly  prevent  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  caution,  and  maritime  skill.  It  is  not  enough 
to  show  that  the  accident  could  not  be  prevented  by  the  party 
at  the  very  moment  it  occurred,  but  the  question  is,  could  pre- 
vious measures  have  been  adopU-d  to  render  the  occurrence  of 
it  less  probable!  (The  Virgil,  7  Jur.  1174;  2  W.  Rob.  205; 
Notes  <if  Oases,  499;  The  Juliet  JEr shine,  6  Notes  of  Gases,  633; 
The  Mellona,  3  W.  Rob.  13;  11  Jur.  783;  5  Notes  of  Cases, 
450;  The  Dura,  5  (Irish)  Jur.  (N.  8.,)  384.)' ^ 

^^  ^In  order  to  establish  a  case  of  inevitable  accident,  he  who 
alleges  it  must  prove  that  what  occurred  was  entirely  the  result 
of  some  via  major,  and  that  be  bad  neither  contributed  to  it 
by  any  previous  act  or  omission,  nor,  when  exposed  to  the  in- 
fluence of  the  force,  had  been  wanting  in  any  eflbrt  to  counter- 
act it.    (The  Despatch,  3  L.  J.  (N.  8.)  220.)'* 

" '  It  is  not  a  vis  major  which  excuses  a  master,  that  his  ves- 
sel had  caused  damages  to  another  in  a  tempest  of  wind,  when 
he  had  warning  and  sufficient  opportunity  to  protect  her  from 
that  bazard.    (The  Ijotfy,  Ulcott,  Adm.  329.)'^ 

''*It  is  no  excuse  to  urge  that  from  the  intensity  of  the 
darkness  no  vigilance,  however  great,  could  have  enabled  the 
vessel  doing  the  damage  to  have  descried  the  other  vessel  in 
time  to  avoid  the  collision.  In  proportion  to  the  greatness  of 
the  necessity,  the  greater  ought  to  have  been  the  care  and  vig- 
ilance employed.  (The  Mellmia,  11  Jur.  783;  3  W.  Rob.  13; 
SNotesof  Cases,  450.)'^ 

^<  <It  is  necessary  that  the  measures  taken  to  avoid  a  colli- 
sion should  not  only  be  right,  but  that  they  sbould  be  taken 
in  time.    (The  Tridenty  1  Spink's  Eccl.  and  Adm.  Rep.  222. )'5 

**  *  If  circumstances  arise  evidently  and  clearly  requiring 
prudential  measures,  and  those  measures  are  not  taken,  and 


» Pritohard'fl  Adm.  Dig.  2d  ed.  vol.  i.  p.  133.  *  Id.  135. 

« Id.  134.  '^Id.UO. 

3  Id.  184,  note. 
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the  natural  result  of  such  omission  is  accident,  the  court  would 
be  inclined  to  hold  the  party  liable,  even  if  such  result  were 
only  possible.  (The  Itinerant^  2  W.  Bob.  240;  8  Jur.  131  j  3 
Notes  of  Cases,  5.)'  ^ 

^^  <The  want  of  an  adequate  look-out  at  the  time  on  board  a 
vessel  at  sea  is  a  culpable  neglect  on  her  part,  which  will, 
prima  fdeie^  render  her  responsible  for  injuries  received  firom 
her.  (The  Emily ^  Olcott,  Adm.  132 j  1  Blatch.  Ct.  Ct.  230; 
The  Indiana^  1  Abb.  Adm.  330.)' ^ 

*<  *To  constitute  a  good  look-out  there  must  be  a  sufficient 
number  of  persons  stationed  for  the  purpose,  who  must  know 
and  be  ahle  to  discharge  that  duty.  (The  Qeorge^  9  Jur.  670; 
4  Notes  of  Cases,  IGl.y^ 

"IV.  In  assigning  a  just  force  to  the  <due  diligence,'  ux>on 
the  presence  of  which,  in  the  failure  of  Great  Britain  actually 
to  prevent  the  injuries  complained  of,  its  exculpation  by  the 
tribunal  is  to  turn,  we  have  had  no  occasion  to  insist  upon  any 
severity  or  weight  of  obligation  too  burdensome  for  the  rela- 
tion of  neutrality  to  endure.  On  tlie  contrary,  both  the  senti- 
ments and  the  interests  of  the  United  States,  their  history  and 
their  future,  have  made,  and  will  make,  them  the  principal 
advocates  and  defenders  of  the  rights  of  neutrals  before  all  the 
world.  In  pleading  before  this  tribunal  for  indemnity  at  the 
hands  of  Great  Britain  for  the  vast  injuries  which  its  non- 
fulfillment of  neutral  (hiiics  has  caused,  the  United  States  de- 
sire no  rule  or  measure  of  such  duties  to  be  assumed  or  applied 
by  this  tribunal  that  its  enlightened  and  deliberate  judgment 
would  not  assign  as  suitable  to  govern  the  conduct  of  each  one 
of  the  equal  and  independent  powers  which  are  represented 
in  this  arbitration.  The  United  States  do  not  themselves  un- 
dertake to  become  to  other  nations  guarantors  of  the  action  of 
all  persons  within  their  jurisdiction,  and  they  assert  no  such 
measure  of  responsibility  against  Great  Britain.  They  lay  no 
claim  to  perfection  or  in/aUibility  of  administration,  or  security 
against  imposition,  misadventurej  miscarriage^  or  misfortune^ 
nor  would  they  seek  to  charge  Great  Britain,  or  any  other 
nation,  upon  any  such  requirement  or  accountability.  But  the 
United  States  do  maintain  that  the  disposition  and  action  com- 
porting with  ^  due  diligence,'  as  reasonably  interpreted,  are 
adequate  to  prevent,  and  will  prevent,  but  for  extraordinary 
obstacles  or  accidents,  violations,  by  a  powerful  state,  of  its 
duties  to  other  nations;  that  when  such  prevention  fails,  the 
proof  of  this  disposition  and  action  toward  prevention,  and  of 
the  obstacles  and  accidents  that  thwarted  the  purpose  and  the 
effort,  are  deniandable  by  the  aggrieved  nation,  and  that  vi\to\x 
that  proof  the  judgment  of  exculpation  or  inculpation  is  to 
X)roceed. 

"V.  In  conclusion,  we  conceive  that  the  arbitrators  are  un- 
questionably the  rightful  judges  of  what  constitutes   *due 


>  Pritcbard's  Adm.  Dig.  2d  ed.  vol.  i.  p.  141.  » Id.  143. 

« Id.  134,  note. 
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diligence,'  in  tbe  sense  of  the  treaty,  and  that  this  secures  not 
only  to  the  contending  parties,  but  to  the  rights,  duties,  and 
interests  cared  for  by  the  laws  of  nations,  a  reasonable,  a 
practical,  and  a  permanent  rule  jind  measure  of  obligation, 
just  in  its  judgment  of  the  past,  and  wise  and  beneficent  in  its 
influence  on  the  future.  We  concur  in  the  final  considera- 
tions of  the  British  Counter  Case  on  this  subject  of  due  dili 
gcnce,  in  leaving  *the  arbitrators  to  judge  of  the  facts 
presented  to  them  by  the  light  of  reason  and  justice,  aided  by 
that  knowledge  of  the  general  powers  and  duties  of  adminis- 
tration which  they  possess  as  persons  long  conversant  with 
public  afl'airs.' '' ' 

From  the  discussion  of  the  subject  of  due 
British  A  gument.    diligence  in  the  British  Argument,  the  follow- 
ing passages  are  extracted.^ 

"  28.  Due  diligence  on  the  part  of  a  government  signifies  that 
measure  of  care  which  the  government  is  under  an  obligation 
to  use  for  a  given  purpose.  This  measure,  where  it  has  not 
been  defined  by  international  usage  or  agreement,  must  be 
deduced  from  the  nature  of  the  obligation  itself,  and  from  those 
considerations  of  justice,  equity,  and  general  expediency  on 
which  the  law  of  nations  is  founded.^ 

"  HO.  Where  the  substance  of  the  obligation  consists  in  the 
prevention  of  certain  acts  within  the  territory  of  a  neutral 
power,  from  the  consequences  of  which  loss  might  arise  to 
foreign  states  or  their  citizens,  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to 
exact,  as  of  right,  from  the  government,  a  measure  of  care 
exceeding  that  which  governments  are  accustomed  to  exert  in 
matters  affecting  their  own  security  or  that  of  their  own  citi- 
zens. No  duty  which  nation  owes  to  nation  can  possibly  be 
higher  or  more  imperative  than  that  which  every  state  owes 
to  its  own  members,  for  whose  welfare  it  exists,  and  to  whom 
the  government,  however  constituted,  is  morally  and  primarily 
responsible  for  the  right  exercise  of  its  powers.^  An  extract 
from  the  able  Danish  jurist,  Tetens,  bearing  on  manifestly  just 
and  reasonable  principle,  has  been  given  in  a  note  at  page  2.5 
of  the  British  Counter  Case. 

"30.  An  observation  to  the  same  effect  as  the  foregoing  in 
the  Case  of  (i reat  Britain  has  been  excei)ted  to  in  the  Counter 
Case  of  the  United  States  on  the  ground  that  Mt  sets  up  as 
the  measure  of  care  a  standard  which  fluctuates  with  each  suc- 
ceeding government  in  the  circuit  of  the  globe.'"'  This  is  an 
error.  Where  individuals  are  in  question,  the  only  general 
standards  of  due  care  which  it  has  been  found  possible  to  frame 


'  Hritish  Counter  Ciise,  125. 

-P;i|>ei-H  relatiiijf  to  the  treaty  «»f  \Vashiiigtoii,  III.  2(58;  soo,   al»o,  3s;), 
443,  476,  480. 
^  HritiKli  Case,  24,  propooition  9. 

^BritiKh  Case,  167.     Counter  Ca.se  of  tlio  United  States,  sec.  ii.  par.  'A. 
'^  iiritisli  Case,  24  proposition  10.     Hritish  CouQt<'r  Case,  21, 22. 
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are  framed  with  reference  either  to  the  care  which  the  partica- 
]ar  individual  against  whom  negligence  is  alleged  is  accas- 
tomed  to  exert  in  bis  own  concerns,  or  to  the  care  which  men 
in  general,  or  particular  classes  of  men,  are  accustomed  to 
exert  in  their  own  concerns.  To  standards  of  this  kind,  with 
various  modifications  and  under  different  forms  ot*  expression, 
jurists  and  judicial  tribunals  in  all  countries  have  commonly 
had  recourse  to  assist  them  to  a  decision  in  cases  of  alleged 
negligence.  Where  the  acts  or  omissions  of  a  government  are 
in  question,  it  is  c-ertainly  not  unreasonable  that  the  general 
standard  of  care,  so  far  as  any  general  standard  is  iKissible, 
should  be  drawn  from  the  ordinary  conduct  of  governments  in 
matters  aft'ecting  those  interests  which  they  are  primarily  bound 
to  protect.  The  objection  suggested  by  the  United  States  that 
the  standard  is  a  fluctuating  one  is  therefore  not  only  errone- 
ous in  itself,  but  might  with  equal  reason  be  urged  against  the 
principles  of  decision  commonly  applied  to  analogous  cases  in 
the  administration  of  private  law.  Its  tendency,  if  admitted, 
would  be  to  introduce  a  universal  hypothesis  of  absolute  and 
arbitrary  powers  as  the  rule  of  judgment  for  all  such  inter- 
national controversies. 

"  31.  Great  Britain  has,  however,  submitted  to  the  arbitra- 
tors that  the  question,  what  measure  of  care  is  in  a  given  case 
sufiicient  to  constitute  due  diligence,  can  not  be  defined  with 
precision  in  the  form  of  a  general  rule,  but  must  be  determined 
on  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  given 
case.'  In  the  British  Counter  Case  the  history  and  exi>erience 
of  the  United  States  themselves,  during  the  war  between  Great 
Britaiii  and  France  at  the  close  of  the  last  century,  during  the 
wars  between  Spain  and  Portugal  and  their  revolted  colonies, 
and  still  more  recently  in  the  cases  of  expeditions  and  hostile 
movements  organized  within  the  United  States  against  Mexicx), 
Cuba,  and  Great  Britain,  has  been  largely  referred  to  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  what  has  heretofore  been  deemed  sufiicient 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  satisfy  the  obliga- 
tions incumbent  upon  them  in  this  respecttoward  other  nations, 
and  how  imperfect  a  measure  of  success  has  attended  their 
efforts  to  restrain  their  citizens  from  lawless  acts  inconsistent 
with  those  obligations.'^  The  statements  in  the  British  Counter 
Case  on  this  subject  will  be  found  to  be  corroborated  by  the 
papers  appended  to  the  Counter  Case  of  the  United  States. 
Those  papers  show  the  various  instructions  and  proclamations 
issued  with  the  object  of  preventing  violations  of  the  American 
law.  The  British  Counter  Case  shows  how,  for  a  long  series  of 
years,  and  also  very  recently,  those  instructions  and  proclama 
tions  have  been  successfully  evaded.  Mr.  Seward,  in  his  dis- 
patch to  Mr.  Adams,  dated  the  2d  March  1SG3,  thought  it  suffi- 
cient to  express  the  desire  and  expectation  of  the  President 
that  Her  Majesty's  government  would  '  take  the  necessary 

>  British  Counttir  Case,  22,  ^  Id.  25-47. 
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measures  to  enforce  the  execution  of  the  law  as  faithfully  as 
his  own  government  had  executed  the  corresponding  statutes 
of  the  United  States."  This  is  a  test  of  due  dihgence,  by  which 
Her  Majesty's  government  might  safely  be  content  to  have  ita 
conduct  tried.  It  does  not  believe  that  ui)ou  any  candid  mind 
the  comparison  would  leave  an  impression  to  the  disadvantage 
of  Great  Britain. 

**32.  It  is  absolutely  necessary,  in  considering  charges  such 
as  are  made  against  Great  Britain  by  the  United  States,  to 
take  into  account,  for  some  puri)oses,  the  laws  and  institutions 
of  the  nation  charged,  the  i)owers  with  which  its  government 
is  invested,  and  its  ordinary  modes  of  administrative  and  judi- 
cial procedure.  These  are  among  the  circumstances  which 
bear  on  the  question  of  negligence,  and  they  have  a  most  mate- 
rial bearing  on  it.  In  all  civilized  countries  the  government 
possesses  such  powers  only  as  are  conferred  on  it  expressly  or 
tacitly  by  law.  The  modes  of  ascertaining  disputed  facts  are 
regulated  by  law.  Through  these  powers  the  executive  acts, 
and  to  these  methcnls  of  inquiry  it  is  bound  to  have  regard. 
To  exclude  these  from  consideration  in  questions  relating  to 
the  peformance  of  international  duties  would  at  once  render 
such  duties  intolerable  and  their  performance  impossible. 

^'  33.  These  considerations  in  no  way  aflect  the  principle  that 
the  duties  of  neutrality  are  in  themselves  independent  of 
municipal  law.  Those  duties  are  not  created  by  municipal 
law;  they  can  not  be  abolished  or  altered  by  it.  But  since,  in 
the  discharge  of  international  duties,  every  nation  acts  through 
its  government,  and  each  government  is  confined  within  the 
sphere  of  its  legal  powers,  the  local  law  and  local  institutions 
can  not  be  disregarded  when  the  question  arises,  whether  in  a 
given  case  a  government  had  sufficient  grounds  of  belief  to 
proceed  upon,  and  whether  it  acted  with  proper  diligence.'' 

Count  Sclopis,  in  his  opinion,  said:^ 
Opiniim  of  Count  ,„,  ,,,.,.  .,     .       , 

Sdot^is.  "  ^^®  words  due  dihifence  necessarily  imply 

the  idea  of  a  ri5lation  between  the  duty  and 
its  object.  It  is  imx)ossible  to  define  a  priori  and  abstractly 
an  absolute  duty  of  diligence.  The  thing  to  which  the  dili- 
gence relates  determines  its  degi-ee.  Taking  the  scale  of 
degrees  of  default  according  to  the  Koman  law,  descending 
from  the  dolus  by  the  culpa  lata  and  culpa  leris  to  the  culpa 
leviftHima^  we  find  that  their  applicability  changes  according  to 
the  objects  to  which  they  refer.  I  i)ass  over  the  responsibility 
of  the  guardian,  of  the  trustee,  and  several  other  cases  speci- 
fied in  the  law,  and  will  only  cite  as  examples  cases  in  which 
resiwnsibility  is  incurred  by  the  culpa  levin  and  even  leviHsima. 
Such  is  that,  for  instance,  which  attaches  to  persons  charged 
with  the  care  of  explosive  substances,  or  with  looking  after  the 

'  Appendix  to  Caae  of  the  United  States,  vol.  i.  p.  669. 
2  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  5S. 
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safety  of  dams  iii  time  of  inundation,  or  in  whose  cliarge  are 
deposited  i)apers  of  exceptional  imi>ort4irice.  All  these  i>er- 
sons,  from  the  fact  alone  of  their  having  accepted  these 
functions,  are  bound  to  exercise  an  amount  of  diligence  deter- 
mined by  the  special  object  of  these  same  functions. 

"In  treating  of  political  questions  the  greatest  extent 
which  could  be  given  to  the  duties  of  diligence  incumbent  on 
a  neutral  would  be  to  require  that  he  should  act  with  regiird 
to  the  belligerent  as  he  would  act  in  similar  circumstances  in 
his  own  interest. 

"  It  is  undoubtedly  right  to  take  into  account  the  requii-e- 
ments  of  a  belligerent  with  regard  to  a  neutral,  but  these  must 
not  be  pushed  to  such  a  point  as  to  embarrass  the  neutral  in 
the  normal  exercise  of  his  rights  or  in  the  organization  of  liis 
administrative  functions. 

"I  willingly  admit,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  duties 
of  the  neutral  power  can  not  be  determined  by  the  laws 
which  that  power  may  have  made  in  its  own  interest.  This 
would  be  an  easy  means  of  eluding  positive  responsibilities 
which  are  recognized  by  equity  and  imposed  by  the  law  of 
nations.  There  exists  between  nations  a  general  law,  or,  if  it 
is  preferred,  a  common  tie,  formed  by  equity  and  sanctione<i 
by  respect  for  reciprocal  interests.  This  general  law  receives 
especial  development  in  its  application  to  acts  which  take 
place  at  sea,  where  no  frontiers  are  marked  out,  and  where 
there  is  the  greatest  necessity  that  liberty  should  be  secured 
by  a  common  law,  without  which  it  would  be  impossible  to 
defenu  one's  self  by  positive  guaranties  from  the  most  flagrant 
acts  of  injustice.  This  is  what  prompted  the  saying  of  one 
who  had  been  brought  up  in  habits  of  servility  to  say,  '  Tlie 
Emperor  is  master  of  the  earth,  but  the  law  is  the  mistress  of 
the  sea.'  I  grant,  then,  the  right  of  the  belligerent  to  require 
that  the  neutral  should  not  shelter  his  responsibility  under 
rules  made  by  himself  in  his  own  interest,  and  I  enter  fully 
into  the  views  of  Article  VI.  of  the  treaty  of  Washington, 
which  simply  gives  the  preference  to  rules  of  general  equity 
over  the  provisions  of  any  particular  system  of  legislation, 
whatever  it  may  be. 

**  It  does  not,  however,  seem  to  me  admissible  that  a  bellig- 
erent should  be  able  to  require  of  a  neutral  that,  in  order  to 
fulfill  his  neutral  duties,  he  should  increase  his  military  estab- 
lishments or  his  ordinal  y  system  of  defense.  This  would  be  an 
encroachment  on  the  independence  of  a  state,  which  is  not 
bound  to  abdicate  a  portion  of  its  material  sovereignty  because 
it  finds  itself  involuntarily  in  a  special  position  with  regard  to 
the  belligerent.  The  neutral  may  be  asked  to  put  the  powers 
of  his  government  into  full  activity  in  order  to  maintain  his 
neutrality;  he  can  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  modity  the 
organization  of  his  administrative  machinery  to  serve  the 
interests  of  another  power. 

*'  We  must  beware  of  reiideriug  the  condition  of  neutrals  too 
difficult  and  almost  imi)ossible.    The  importance  of  circum- 
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Rcribiii^  war  is  a  matter  of  continual  remark,  and  if  nentrals 
are  to  be  overwhelmed  with  a  burden  of  precaations  and  a 
weight  of  responsibility  which  is  in  excess  of  the  interest  they 
have  to  remain  neutral,  they  will  be  forced  to  take  an  active 
part  in  the  war;  instead  of  a  proper  inaction  we  should  have 
an  increase  of  hostilities.  There  will  no  longer  be  any  medii 
between  combatants;  the  disasters  of  war  will  be  multiplied, 
and  the  part  of  mediators,  which  neutrals  have  otten  under- 
taken and  brought  to  a  successful  conclusion,  will  forever 
disappear. 

"  Let  us,  then,  take  a  view  which  will  induce  neutrals  and 
bellijrerents  mutually  to  respect  one  another.  Let  us  take  <ns 
a  basis  the  two  conditions  of  neutrality  laid  down  by  Dr.  L. 
Gessner. 

"These  are: 

*'l.  To  take  absolutely  no  part  in  the  war,  and  to  abstain 
from  all  that  might  give  an  aclvantage  to  one  of  the  belligerent 
parties. 

"  2.  Not  to  permit  on  the  neutral  territory  any  proximate 
hostile  act  of  one  party  against  the  other. 

"As  to  the  measure  of  activity  in  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  a  neutral,  I  think  the  following  rule  should  be  laid 
down : 

"That  it  should  be  in  a  direct  ratio  to  the  actual  danger  to 
which  the  belligerent  will  be  exposed  through  the  laxity  of  the 
neutral,  and  in  an  inverse  ratio  to  the  direct  means  which  the 
belligerent  can  control  for  arresting  the  danger. 

"  This  rule  leads  us  to  a  solution  of  the  question,  so  often 
discussed  in  the  documents  presented,  as  to  the  initiative  to 
be  taken  by  the  neutral  in  order  to  preserve  his  neutrality  to 
the  profit  of  the  belligerent. 

"  Where  the  ordinary  conditions  of  the  country,  or  particu- 
lar circumstances  which  have  occurred  on  the  territory  of  the 
neutral,  constitute  a  special  danger  for  the  belligerent,  who 
has  no  direct  means  of  protecting  himself  from  them,  the  neu- 
tral is  bound  himself  to  take  the  initiative  in  order  that  the 
state  of  neutrality  may  be  maintained  with  regard  to  the  two 
belligerents. 

"  This  initiative  may  be  taken  either  on  account  of  a  flagrant 
case  of  some  enterprise  of  one  of  the  belligerents  against  the 
other,  or  on  the  application  of  the  belligerent  denouncing  a 
fact  or  a  series  of  facts  which  would  constitute  a  violation  of 
neutrality  in  regard  to  him — i,  ^.,  which  would  improve  the 
position  of  one  belligerent  to  the  detriment  of  the  other. 

"  It  does  not  appear  that  the  neutral  could  in  such  case 
release  himself  from  responsibility  by  requiring  the  belligerent 
to  furnish  him  with  evidence  sufticient  to  institute  regular  pro- 
ceedings before  the  courts.  This  would  be  to  reduce  the  bel- 
ligerent to  the  condition  of  a  mere  subject  of  the  government 
of  the  country.  The  law  of  nations  is  not  contented  with  these 
narrow  measures  of  precaution;  it  requires  a  larger  measure 
of  assistance.    This  is  demanded  not  only  by  the  comitas  inter 
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gentes,  but  also  by  the  real  necessity  which  nations  are  under 
to  lend  reciprocal  aid  and  protection  in  order  to  maintain  their 
independence  and  guarantee  their  security. 

*'  The  greater,  then,  the  actual  danger  to  the  belligerent  on 
the  territory  of  the  neutral,  the  more  is  the  latter  bound  to 
watch  over  his  neutrality  and  to  prevent  its  being  violated  to 
the  profit  of  either  of  the  belligerents. 

"The  matter  appears  under  a  somewhat  different  light  when 
the  belligerent  can,  ot  himself,  by  the  employment  of  his  forces, 
hold  his  enemy  in  check,  even  on  the  neutral  territory.  This 
case  presents  itself  in  particular  when  the  geographical  posi- 
tion of  a  state  is  sufficient  of  itself  to  secure  the  means  of 
promptly  repressing  any  enterprise  prepared  on  the  neutral 
territory.  tJnder  such  circumstances  the  neutral  would  no 
longer  be  bound  to  assume  an  initiative  which  would  have  no 
object.  He  could  not,  however,  from  considerations  of  self- 
respect,  allow  his  neutrality  to  be  violated,  and  he  would  be 
bound  to  comply  with  any  just  demand  which  might  be  ad- 
dressed to  him,  in  order  to  avoid  any  kind  of  connivance  with 
one  or  other  of  the  belligerents. 

'^  If  from  abstract  principles  we  pass  to  the  consideration  of 
the  particular  facts  lor  which  the  United  States  hold  that 
Great  Britain  is  responsible,  we  must  commence  by  discussing 
the  construction  of  ships' and  the  circumstances  under  which 
such  construction  took  place.  Indeed,  the  fact  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  vessels,  of  their  armament,  and  equipment, 
and  of  the  export  of  arms,  assumes  a  different  aspect  accord- 
ing to  the  circumstances  of  the  time,  the  persons,  and  the 
localities  in  which  it  occurred.  If  the  government  on  whose 
territory  the  acts  take  place  is  aware  of  a  permanent  state  of 
affairs,  leading  to  a  decided  probability  that  such  construc- 
tion, armaments,  and  exports  will  be  affected  with  the  object 
of  assisting  the  designs  of  a  belligerent,  the  duty  of  vig^ilance 
on  the  part  of  the  government  becomes  more  pressing:,  and 
exists  to  a  greater  extent." 

Mr.  Staompui,  in  his  opinion,  said: 
Mr.  Staempfli'8  ^     ^  ^  ' 

Opinion.  '^The  ^due  diligence'  to  bo  exercised  implic- 

itly comprises  vigilance  and  initiative  on  the 
part  of  the  neutral  itself  with  the  object  of  discovering  and 
preventing  any  violation  of  its  own  neutrality.  A  belligerent 
state  is  neither  bound,  iior  has  it  the  right,  to  exercise  surveil- 
lance or  to  i)erform  police  duties  in  a  neutral  state  in  lieu  of 
the  local  authorities.'' 

Mr.  Adams,  in  his  opinion,  said:^ 
Mr.  Adams'g  Opinion,      "'i'hese  words   (due  diligence),  which  are 
found  in  the  first  and  third  of  the  rules  pre- 
scribed by  the  Treaty  of  Washington  for  the  government  of 
the  arbitrators  in  making  up  their  judgment,  have  given  rise 

'  rapiTs  relating  to  tlio  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  Ul. 
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to  much  disnissiou  in  the  preparatory  argiinients  of  tlie  op|)os- 
iii<;  ])iii-tie8. 

*^Oii  the  side  of  Great  Britain,  an  explanation  of  them  is 
given  in  the  9th,  10th,  and  11th  propositions,  laid  down  on  the 
2-1  th  and  25th  pages  of  The  Case. 

^'The  subject  is  again  considered  in  pages  21  and  22  of  the 
volume  called  the  Counter  Case. 

**  It  is  again  referred  to  in  the  8th  and  9th  pages  of  the  vol- 
ume called  tlie  Argument  or  Summary. 

*'  Lastly,  it  is  treated  in  a  more  general  way  in  the  argument 
presented  by  Sir  Kouudell  Palmer,  counsel  on  behalf  of  Her 
Britannic  ^lajesty,  on  the  25tlL  July  last. 

'^Oii  the  side  of  the  U:iited  States,  an  explanation  is  pre- 
sented in  pages  159  to  158  of  the  volume  called  The  Case. 

^^It  is  again  referred  to  in  the  Gth  page  of  the  Counter  Case. 

**The  subject  is  again  treated  in  pages  316  to  322  of  the 
Argument  or  Summary. 

•< Lastly,  it  is  discussed  in  a  more  general  way  in  the  argu- 
ment submitted  by  the  counsel  on  behalf  of  tiie  United  States 
on  the  5th  and  Gth  of  August. 

^^The  objection  which  I  am  constrained  to  admit  as  existing 
in  my  miud  to  the  British  discussion  is  that  it  appears  to  ad- 
dress itself  for  the  most  part  to  the  establishment  of  limita- 
tions to  the  meaning  of  the  words  rather  than  to  the  explana- 
tion of  the  obligations  which  they  imply. 

"  The  objection  which  I  am  constrained  to  And  to  the  Ameri- 
can definition  is  that  I  do  not  And  the  word  *due'  used  in  the 
sense  attributed  to  it  in  any  dictionary  of  established  authority. 

*'  Yet  it  does  not  appear  to  me  so  difficult  to  find  a  suitable 
meaning  for  these  words.  Perhaps  it  may  have  been  over- 
looked from  the  very  fact  of  its  simplicity. 

^'  I  understand  the  word  diligence  to  signify  not  merely  work, 
but,  to  use  a  familiar  phrase,  work  with  a  wilL 

*'The  force  of  the  qualifying  epithet  *due'  can  be  best  ob- 
tained by  traeing  it  to  its  origin.  All  lexicographers  derive  it 
from  the  Latin  verb  *debere,'  which  itself  is  a  compound  of 
two  words  'de'  and  'habere,'  which  means  'quasi  de  alio  ha- 
bere'— that  is,  in  English,  to  have  of  or  from  another. 

'^Assuming  this  to  be  the  primary  menning,  I  now  come  to 
the  second  step.  Tlie  first  having  implied  something  received 
by  one  person  from  another,  the  second  implies  equally  an 
obligation  incurred  thereby.  '  Debere,'  in  Latin  means  to  owe. 
In  French  it  becomes  'devoir,'  which  is  e(]nivalent  to  debt,  to 
duly,  or  to  obligation.  In  English  it  is  thus  defined  by  two 
eminent  authorities: 

"Richardson:  'That  which  is  owed;  which  anyone  ought 
to  have,  has  a  right  to  demand,  claim,  or  possess.' 

"  Webster:  '  Owed ;  that  ought  to  be  paid  or  done  to  another ; 
that  is  due  from  one  to  another,  which  contract,  justice,  or  pro- 
priety requires  one  to  pay,  and  which  he  may  justly  claim  as  his 
right.' 
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"  I  have  searcbcd  a  great  variety  of  otber  anthorities,  but 
do  not  cite  them,  as  tbe.v  only  repeat  the  same  idea. 

"  Hence,  it  may  be  inferred  tbat  the  sense  of  tbc  words  ^doe 
diligence'  is  tbat  of  *  earnest  labor  owed  to  some  other  party,' 
which  that  party  may  claim  as  its  right. 

"But,  if  this  definition  be  conceded,  it  mnst  naturally  fol- 
low that  the  nature  and  extent  of  this  obligation  can  not  be 
measured  exclusively  by  the  judgment  or  pleasure  of  the  party 
subject  to  it.  If  it  could,  in  the  ordinary  transactions  between 
individuals,  there  would  be  little  security  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  obligations.  If  it  were  not  that  the  party  to  whom 
the  obligation  has  been  given  retains  a  right  to  claim  it  in  the 
sense  that  he  understands  it,  his  prospect  of  obtaining  justice 
in  a  contested  case  would  be  but  slight. 

"If  this  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  be  the  correct 
one,  it  follows  that  when  a  neutral  gov4*rnment  is  bound,  as  in 
the  first  and  third  rules  laid  down  in  the  treaty  for  our  guid- 
a:ice,  to  use  'due  diligence'  in  regard  to  certain  things,  it 
incurs  an  obligation  to  some  external  party,  the  nature  and 
extent  of  which  it  is  not  competent  to  it  to  measure  exclusively 
by  its  own  will  and  pleasure. 

"  Yet  the  assumption  that  it  is  competent  appears  to  me  to 
underlie  the  whole  extent  of  the  British  position  in  this  con- 
troversy. 

"  It  may,  indeed,  be  affirmed  that  no  sovereign  power  in  the 
last  resort  is  accountable  to  any  other  for  the  results  of  the 
exercise  of  its  own  judgment,  arrived  at  in  good  faith. 

"  This  proposition  may  be  admitted  to  be  true  in  x>oint  of 
fact;  but  it  is  obvious  that  proceedings  under  it  gain  no  sanc- 
tion under  any  law  but  that  of  sui)eriority  in  physical  force. 

"  To  escape  this  alternative,  resort  has  been  had  to  an  at- 
tempt at  definition  of  a  system  of  rights  and  obligations,  to 
which  the  assent  of  civilized  nations  imparts  authority  in  tbe 
regulation  of  their  reciprocal  duties. 

"  Under  that  system  all  the  nations  recognizing  it  are  placed 
on  a  perfectly  equal  looting,  no  matter  what  the  nature  of  their 
relative  force.  To  borrow  a  sentence  from  the  British  Counter 
Case — 

" '  Her  Majesty's  government  knows  of  no  distinction  between 
more  dignified  and  less  dignified  powers;  it  regards  all  sover- 
eign states  as  enjoying  equal  rights,  and  equally  subject  to  all 
ordinary  international  obligations;  and  it  is  firn^ly  persuaded 
that  there  is  no  state  in  Euroi)e  or  America  which  would  be 
willing  to  claim  or  accept  any  immunity  in  this  respect  on  the 
ground  of  its  inferiority  to  others  in  extent,  military  force,  or 
population.' 

"Admitting  this  position  in  its  fullest  extent,  it  may  at  the 
same  time  be  affirmed  that  if  Her  Majesty's  government  were 
to  enter  into  a  contract  with  these  various  states,  as  a  neutral 
power,  to  use  due  diligence  in  certain  emergencies,  not  one 
even  of  the  smallest  of  them  would  fail  to  deny  that  Her  Maj- 
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esty's  fjovernment  was  the  exclusive  judge  of  the  measure  of 
its  obligations  contracted  under  tbose  words. 

"  What  is,  then,  the  rule  by  which  the  actual  performance  of 
this  duty  can  be  estimated f  It  seems  to  nie  tolerably  plain. 
Wliatever  may  be  the  relative  ])osition  of  nations,  the  obliga- 
tion between  them  rests  upon  tiie  basis  of  exact  and  complete 
reciprocity.  Hence  the  compact  embraced  in  the  words  Mine 
diligence'  must  be  fulfilled  according  to  the  construction  ]>hued 
upon  the  terms  by  each  separate  nation,  subject  to  reasonable 
nioditications  by  the  just  representations  of  any  other  nation 
with  which  it  is  in  amity,  suflFeriug  injury  from  the  consequences 
of  a  mistake  of  negligence  or  intention.  These  may  very  nat- 
urally grow  out  of  the  great  differences  in  their  relative  posi- 
tion, which  should  i)ropeily  be  taken  into  consideration.  In 
the  struggle  which  took  place  in  America  *due  diligence' in 
regard  to  the  commercial  interests  of  one  of  the  belligerents 
meant  a  very  different  thing  from  the  same  words  applied  to  the 
other.  The  only  safe  standard  is  that  which  may  be  reached  by 
considering  w^hat  a  nation  would  consider  its  right  to  demand 
of  another  were  their  relative  positions  precisely  reversed.  If 
the  duediligence  actually  exercised  by  one  nation  toward  another 
does  not  i)rove  to  be  exactly  that  diligence  which  would  be  sat- 
isfactory if  applied  to  itself  under  parallel  circumstances,  then 
the  obligation  implied  by  the  words  has  not  been  properly  ful- 
filled, and  reparation  to  the  party  injured  is  no  more  than  an 
act  of  common  justice. 

•'  Such  seen)s  to  be  the  precise  character  of  the  present  con- 
troversy. Her  Majesty's  government  denies  that  the  measure 
of  diligence  due  by  her  as  a  neutral  to  the  United  States  as  a 
belligerent  during  the  late  struggle  was  so  great  under  the  law 
of  nations  as  it  has  been,  with  her  consent,  made  by  the  terms 
of  the  treaty.  But  in  either  case  she  claims  to  be  the  exclu- 
sive judge  of  her  fulfillment  of  it,  apart  from  the  establishment 
of  this  tribunal,  to  which  she  has  consented  to  appeal.  But 
this  very  act  implies  the  consciousness  of  the  possibility  of 
some  debt  contracted  in  the  process  by  the  use  of  these  terms 
that  may  justly  be  claimed  by  another  party.  Of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  that  debt,  and  how  far  actually  paid,  it  is  the 
province  of  this  tribunal  to  determine,  after  full  consideration 
of  the  evidence  submitted.  Such  is  the  construction  I  have 
placed  upon  the  words  'due  diligence.' " 

Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  in   his  opinion. 
Opinion  of  Sir  Alex-  g^id  :^ 
ander  Oookbum. 

"  The  diligence  required  of  a  government  to 

l)revent  infractions  of  neutiality  may  relate  (1)  to  the  state  of 
its  municipal  law;  (2)  to  the  means  [)os8essed  by  it  to  prevent 
such  infractions;  (3)  to  the  diligence  to  be  used  in  the  applica- 
tion of  such  means  to  the  end  desired. 

'  Papers  relatiiij;  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  2(Jr>. 
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'^xV8  to  tlie  law,  the  subject  maybe  divided  into  the  prohibi- 
tive law  or,  as  it  is  termed  in  the  American  case,  the  puuitivo 
hiw,  and  tlie  preventive  hiw — that  is,  the  law  whereby  the  gov- 
ernment is  armed  with  the  power  and  means  of  prevention. 

*'A8  regards  the  prohibitive  or  punitive  law,  no  difficulty 
can  arise.  It  is  plain  that  to  satisfy  the  exigency  of  due  dili- 
gence, and  to  escape  liability,  a  neutral  government  must  take 
care  not  only  that  its  municipal  law  shall  prohibit  acts  contra- 
vening neutrality,  but  that  the  law  shall  be  upheld  by  the  sanc- 
tion of  adetjuate  punishment — that  is  to  say,  of  such  as  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  deter  xiersons  from  ofiendiug 
against  it. 

''As  regards  the  preventive  law,  doubtless  a  government 
should  be  armed  by  law  with  power  to  prevent  an  infraction 
of  the  law,  when  it  knows  or  has  reasonable  ground  to  believe 
that  such  infraction  is  about  to  take  place. 

"  But  when  we  come  to  the  question  of  the  means  which  by 
law  should  be  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  government,  diffi- 
culties of  a  very  formidable  character  immediately  present 
themselves. 

"  The  more  despotic  and  unlimited  the  power  of  a  govern- 
ment, the  more  etticacious  will  be  the  means  at  its  command 
for  preventing  acts  which  it  is  desired  to  prevent. 

"  Is  this  a  reason,  in  a  country  where  absolute  and  unlimited 
power  is  unknown,  where  every  power  is  exercised  in  subor- 
dination to  the  law,  and  where,  for  any  interference  by  the 
government  with  the  rights  of  person  or  property,  redress  may 
immediately  be  songht,  for  investing  the  executive  with  an 
absolute  and  irresponsible  power,  at  variance  with  the  whole 
tenor  and  spirit  of  the  national  institutions,  in  order  to  pro- 
tect a  belligerent  from  the  possibility  of  injury  from  a  violation 
of  neutrality  f 

"Again,  a  nation  has  a  system  of  procedure  which  is  in 
harmony  with  its  institutions  and  with  which  it  is  satisfied. 
According  to  that  system,  persons  against  whom  the  law  is  to 
be  put  in  force  can  not  be  subjected  to  be  interrogated  in  order 
to  establish  their  criminality.  Proof  must  first  be  produced, 
from  which,  while  it  remains  unanswered,  a  presumption  of 
guilt  arises,  before  they  can  be  called  upon  for  a  defense.  Be- 
cause a  different  system  might  be  more  efficacious  in  enabling 
the  government  to  establish  a  case  for  confiscating  a  suspected 
vessel,  for  the  protection  of  a  belligerent,  is  the  legislature 
called  upon  to  change  the  law  because  other  nations  become 
involved  in  war? 

"Again,  the  government  of  a  country  has  been  carried  on 
for  years  according  to  an  established  system  of  official  routine. 
This  system  may  be  somewhat  complicated,  and  may  render 
the  action  of  the  executive  less  vspeedy  than  it  might  otherwise 
be.  But  it  is  safe,  and  has  been  found  to  work  sufficiently  well 
in  carrying  on  the  affairs  of  the  nation  at  home  and  abroad, 
liecause  a  more  rapid  and  a  more  direct  action  on  the  point  to 
be  reached  might  be  obtained  by  a  simplification  of  the  official 
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macliiiieiy,  is  ii  government  to  be  held  jfuilty  of  nej2:IigeDce 
because,  not  foreseeing  what  was  about  to  happen,  it  had  not 
altered  its  ministerial  arrangements  accordingly! 

"A  government,  in  all  matters  involving  legal  consideration, 
is  in  the  habit  of  consulting  and  acting  under  the  advice  of 
lawyers  specially  appointed  to  advise  it.  The  purpose  is  the 
laudable  one  of  insuring  the  perfect  legality  of  the-proceedings 
of  the  government;  but  this  advantage  necessarily  involves 
some  loss  of  time,  during  which  the  action  of  the  executive  is 
for  the  moment  suspended.  Is  this  prat^tice  inconsistent  with 
the  diligence  required  of  a  neutral  governmentf  Honestly 
intending  to  do  what  was  right,  is  it  to  be  held  responsible 
because  a  vessel  equipped  for  war  has  taken  advantage  of  such 
a  delay,  though,  x^erhaps,  in  the  particular  instance,  accident- 
ally prolonged! 

*'  I  can  only  answer  these  ciuestions  in  the  negative.  I  do 
so  on  the  ground,  jis  to  some  of  them,  that  they  are  things 
which  no  government  could  reasonably  be  asked  to  do;  as  to 
all,  that  they  were  not  such  things  as  a  government  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  and  sagacity,  carrying  on  its  afiairs  in  the  usual 
way  in  which  the  afl'airs  of  governments  are  carried  on,  could 
have  foreseen  the  necessity  of  providing  for. 

'<  Passing  from  the  law,  and  the  means  which  the  law  should 
l)lace  at  the  disjwsal  ot  a  government  to  enable  it  to  repress 
intended  violations  of  neutrality  on  the  part  of  its  subjects, 
to  the  a<5tion  of  the  government  in  the  use  of  such  means,  it 
seems  to  me  that  two  things  are  incumbent  on  a  government: 

"  1st.  That  it  shiill  use  due  diligence  to  inform  itself,  by  the 
use  of  the  means  at  its  disposal,  whether  a  violation  of  the  law 
is  about  to  be  committed;  and, 

"2d.  That,  being  satistied  of  the  fact,  it  shall  use  due  dili- 
gence in  applying  its  means  and  power  of  prevention. 

"These  conditions  honestly  and  bona  fide  satisfied,  no  gov- 
ernment, as  it  seems  to  me,  can  be  held  liable  for  the  acts  of 
its  subjects,  but  such  acts  must  be  deemed  to  be  beyond  the 
reach  of  any  control  which  it  can  reasonably  be  expected  to 
exercise. 

"  Hut  here  questions  of  great  importance,  and  of  equal  diffi- 
culty, present  themselves : 

"  1.  Is  a  government,  intending  faithfully  to  discharge  its 
duty  toward  another  government,  to  be  held  responsible  for  a 
mere  error  of  judgment!  As,  for  instance,  in  thinking  a  vessel 
not  liable,  in  point  of  law,  to  seizure,  when  in  fact  she  was  so; 
or  in  thinking  the  evidence  in  a  particular  case  insufficient 
when  it  was  sufficient. 

"2.  Is  a  government  wanting  in  due  diligence  if  it  declines 
to  seize  a  vessel  at  the  instance  of  a  belligerent,  when  properly 
satisfied  that,  though  there  may  be  circumstances  of  a  sus- 
])iciou8  character,  the  only  evidence  which  can  be  adduced  will 
not  justify  the  seizure  before  the  law,  and  that  the  vessel  will 
tlierefore  be  released ! 
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''.*^.  Having  seized  a  vessel,  and  brouglit  the  matter  before 
the  proper  legal  uuthority,  is  a  government  to  be  hehl  re8iK)n- 
sible  because,  through  some  mistake  of  the  court,  either  of  law 
or  fact,  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  of  justice? 

<'4.  Is  it  to  be  answerable  for  accidental  delay,  through 
which  an  opportunity  becomes  afforded  to  a  vessel  to  evade 
the  eventual  decision  of  the  government  to  seize  hert 

*'5.  Is  a  government  to  be  iield  responsible  for  error  of 
judgment  in  its  subordinate  officers,  especially  when  these  of- 
ficers are  at  great  distance,  and  not  acting  under  its  immediate 
control!  Is  it,  under  such  circumstances,  to  be  answerable 
for  their  possible  negligence,  or  even  for  their  misconduct? 

''These  are  matters  of  infinite  importance  to  neutral  nations, 
who  may  be  drawn  within  the  vortex  of  wars  in  which  they 
have  no  concern,  if  they  are  not  only  to  be  harassed  and 
troubled  by  the  demands  and  importunities  of  jealous  and 
angry  belligerents,  but  are,  in  addition,  to  be  held  responsible — 
to  the  extent,  perhaps,  of  millions — for  errors  of  judgment, 
accidental  delay,  judicial  mistake,  or  misconduct  of  subordi- 
nate officers,  acting  not  only  without  their  sanction,  but  possibly 
in  direct  contravention  of  their  orders. 

"We  are  not  informed  whether  the  two  governments  have, 
in  compliance  with  the  pledge  contained  in  the  Treaty  of 
Washington,  invited  other  nations  to  adopt  its  rules;  but  if  it 
is  to  be  established  that  these  rules  carry  with  them  a  liability 
so  extensive  I  should  very  much  doubt  whether  such  an  invi- 
tation, if  made,  would  be  attended  with  much  success. 

"Any  decision  of  this  tribunal  founded  on  such  a  liability 
would  have  the  effect,  I  should  imagine,  of  making  maritime 
nations  look  upon  belligerent  powers  with  very  considerable 
dread. 

"It  is  to  oe  remembered  that  a  government  cannot  be  ta^en 
to  guarantee  the  event;  in  other  words,  to  be  answerable  at 
all  hazards  and  under  all  circumstances  for  a  breach  of  neu- 
trality by  a  subject,  if  it  occurs.  In  spite  of  the  law,  and  of 
the  vigorous  administration  of  the  law,  offenses  will  tiike  place, 
and  neither  at  home  nor  abroad  can  rulers  be  held,  under  all 
circumstances,  answerable  to  those  who  suffer  from  them.  All 
that  can  be  expected  of  the  government  of  a  country  is  that  it 
shall  possess  reasonable  means  to  prevent  offenses,  and  use 
such  means  honestly  and  diligently  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 
are  entitled  to  its  protection.  The  terms  of  the  treaty,  which 
require  no  more  than  'due  diligence,'  exclude  all  notion  of  an 
absolute  unconditional  responsibility.  This  is  evidently  the 
meaning  of  an  observation  of  the  British  counsel  at  the  close 
of  the  fifth  section  of  his  argument  on  *due  diligence,'  which 
the  president  of  the  tribunal  appears  to  have  found  some  diffi- 
culty in  understanding. 

"This  being  so,  I  have  some  difficulty  in  saying  that  a  gov- 
ernment acting  in  good  faith,  and  desiring  honestly  to  fulfill 
its  obligations,  can  be  held  liable  for  errors  of  judgment,  unless, 
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indeed,  these  are  of  so  patent  a  (character  as  to  amouut  to 
crasita  negligentia. 

^'Prolonged  and  unnecessary  delay  is,  in  the  very  nature  of 
things,  incompatible  with  diligence.  But  delay  within  reason- 
able limits,  honestly  intended  for  the  investigation  of  facts  or 
the  due  consideration  of  the  i)roper  conr^e  to  be  pursued,  is  not 
so.  Delay  arising  sim])ly  from  accident  ought  not  to  be  im- 
puted as  negligence.  Accident  can  never  be  made  the  ground 
of  an  imputation  of  negligence,  though  it  may  found  a  legal 
claim  where  a  party  is  in  mora, 

"As  regards  the  seizure  of  a  vessel  under  the  foreign-enlist- 
ment act,  with  a  knowledge  that  the  evidence  would  be  insuf- 
ticient  to  justify  it,  I  hold  that  such  a  seizure,  whether  for  the 
puri>08e  of  furthering  the  ends  of  a  belligerent  or  because 
some  suspicion  might  attach  to  the  vessel,  would  have  been 
unjustifiable  both  in  policy  and  principle.  For  no  government 
can  be  called  upon  to  institute  legal  proceedings  under  such 
circumstances.  Every  governnieut  prosecution  which  ends  in 
failure  is,  in  itself,  productive  of  mischief.  It  lessens  the 
authority  of  the  executive  by  making  it  appear  to  have  acted 
harshly  and  unjustly,and  creates  symi)athy,  perhaps  unmerited, 
for  parties  against  whom  its  eflbrts  have  been  directed  and 
who  have  escaped  from  its  pursuit.  It  impairs  the  authority 
of  the  law  by  leading  to  the  belief  that  it  may  be  infringed 
with  impunity,  thereby  holding  out  encouragement  to  crime. 
A  government  would  be  acting  in  violation  of  the  si)irit  of  the 
constitution,  as  well  as  against  law  and  right,  if  it  seized  a  ves- 
sel, the  property  of  a  subject,  unless  it  believed  such  vessel  to 
be  justly  and  legally  liable  to  condemnation  on  legal  and  suf- 
ficient proof.  Moreover,  such  a  proceeding  would  be  useless 
as  well  as  arbitrary.  The  government  would  be  unable  to  defer 
indefinitely  the  decision  of  the  question,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
would  be  bound  to  submit  the  case  to  the  proper  tribunal  at 
the  earliest  practicable  moment.  In  the  case  supposed,  the 
result  would  necessarily  be  that  the  vessel  must  be  released 
and  allowed  to  depart  unmolested. 

"It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  British  Government  pos- 
sesses no  desi)otic  or  arbitrary  power.  It  could  neither  assume 
nor  exercise  such  a  power,  even  to  protect  a  belligerent  or 
maintain  its  own  neutrality. 

"As  regards  any  miscarriage  of  justice  in  matters  within  the 
sphere  of  the  municipal  law,  it  appears  to  me  utterly  out  of  the 
question  to  hold  that  a  government,  having  done  what  in  it 
lay,  as  by  seizing  a  A'essel  and  bringing  it  properly  before  the 
competent  court,  can  be  held  liable  because,  through  some  mis- 
take or  accident,  justice  may  have  been  defeated. 

"A  breviich  of  the  law  having  been  committed  in  the  e(iuip- 
l)ing  or  arming  of  a  vessel  for  belligerent  purposes,  all  that 
the  government  could  do,  under  the  foreign  enlistment  act,  was 
to  seize  the  delinquent  vessel,  and  bring  it  into  a  proper  court 
for  condemnation.    This  done,  and  the  evidence  of  the  facts  in 
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such  a  case  having  been  submitted  by  the  public  prosecutor  to 
the  court,  the  functions  of  the  government  are  at  an  end.  It 
can  do  no  more.  The  rest  is  with  the  law.  In  England,  in 
America,  in  every  well-constituted  and  well-regulated  state, 
the  executive  and  judiciary  powers  are  separated  by  a  broatl 
and  impassable  barrier.  There  is  no  authority  in  the  state, 
however  high,  that  would  venture  to  interfere  with  the  dis- 
charge of  the  judicial  ottice.  It  would  be  considered  a  viola- 
tion of  the  most  sacred  principles,  and  an  outrage  on  all 
propriety,  to  seek  to  control,  or  even  to  influence,  dn*ectly  or 
indirectly,  the  decision  of  a  judge,  even  of  the  most  inferior 
tribunal. 

*'This  being  so,  the  government  of  a  neutral  can  not  justly 
or  reasonably  be  held  responsible  tor  all  the  miscliief  which  a 
vessel,  equipped  in  violation  of  its  law,  may  do  throughout  the 
course  of,  possibly,  a  protracted  war  because  a  suit  which  it 
has  properly  instituted  fails  through  a  mistake  of  the  judge. 
To  decide  in  the  affirmative  would  be  to  establish  a  rule 
hitherto  unknown,  and  calculated  to  impose  on  neutral  states 
a  degree  of  responsibility  altogether  unprecedented  and  un- 
heard of. 

''As  regards  liability  for  the  acts  or  omissions  of  subordinate 
officers,  it  seems  to  me  that,  while  a  government  may  properly 
be  held  responsible  for  what  is  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  by 
its  orders  or  under  its  own  immediate  control,  it  would  be  most 
unreasonable  to  hold  it  answerable  for  the  acts  or  negligences 
of  subordinates,  at  all  events,  unless  it  afterward  ratifies  and 
adopts  what  these  may  have  done. 

"In  the  matter  of  civil  rights,  individuals  may  be  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  those  to  whom  they  depute  the  conduct  of 
their  affairs;  but,  considering  the  complicated  machinery  of 
]>olitical  government,  especially  when  distant  colonies  and 
dependencies  are  concerned,  and  the  consequent  necessity  of 
employing  subordinate  officers,  it  would  be  unreasonable  and 
unjust  to  hold  that  the  negligence  of  a  sulK)rdinate,  more 
especially  from  mere  error  of  judgment,  as,  for  instiince,  in 
allowing  a  vessel  to  take  too  much  coal,  was  a  want  of  '*duo 
diligence"  on  the  part  of  the  government,  for  which  it  can 
justly  be  held  liable. 

"  The  following  passage  from  the  British  Counter  Ca>e  sums 
up  so  well  the  different  sides  of  this  question,  that  I  do  not 
hesitate  to  produce  it  at  length: 

'* '  That  due  diligence  requires  a  government  to  use  all  the 
means  in  its  power  is  a  proposition  true  in  one  sense,  false  in 
another;  true,  if  it  means  that  the  government  is  bound  to 
exert  honestly  and  with  reasonable  care  and  activity  the  means 
at  its  disposal;  false,  impracticable,  and  absurd,  if  it  means 
that  a  liability  arises  whenever  it  is  possible  to  show  that  an 
hour  lins  been  lost  which  might  have  been  gnined,  or  an  acci 
dcntiii  delay  incurred  which  might,  by  the  utmost  foresight, 
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have  been  prevented;  that  an  expedient  which  might  have 
succeeded  has  not  been  tried;  that  means  of  obtaining  infor- 
mation which  arc  deemed  unworthy  or  improper  have  not  been 
resorted  to;  or  that  the  exertions  of  an  officer  or  servant  of 
government  have  not  been  taxed  to  the  utmost  limit  of  his 
physical  capacity. 

"  *  Nor  can  wo  fail  to  observe  that,  in  proportion  as  we  ex- 
tend the  duty  of  prevention  incumbent  on  neutral  governments, 
from  hostile  enterprises  which  are  open  and  flagrant  to  acts  of 
a  more  doubtful  character  which  border  on  the  line  b(»twixt  tlie 
lawfnl  and  the  unlawful,  it  becomes  more  and  more  difficult  to 
exact  from  the  neutral,  in  the  performance  of  that  duty,  pecul- 
iar and  extraordinary  vigilance  and  activity.  The  duty  of 
preventing  the  open  assembling  within  neutral  territory  of  an 
armed  hostile  expedition  against  a  neighboring  country  is  i)Iain 
and  obvious,  and  requires  only  a  prompt  exercise  of  adequate 
force.  But  it  is  otherwise  when  we  come  to  acts  of  a  dift'eront 
class,  the  criminality  of  which  depends  on  a  latent  intention; 
such,  for  example,  as  the  mere  j>rocnring  for  belligerent  pur- 
poses from  the  yards  of  a  neutral  shipbuilder,  whose  ordinary 
business  it  is  to  build  sliips  of  all  kinds  for  customers  of  all 
nations,  a  vessel  with  some  special  adaptation  for  war.  Tliere 
is  nothing  in  the  relation  of  a  neutral  to  a  belligerent  to  ca^t 
on  the  former  the  duty  of  exercising  within  his  own  territory 
a  constant  and  minute  espionage  over  ordinary  transactions 
of  commerce  lor  the  i)rotection  of  the  latter.  This  relation, 
always  onerous  to  the  neutral,  is,  at  the  same  time,  it  must  be 
remembered,  purely  involuntary  on  his  part.  It  is  forced  on 
him  by  the  quarrels  of  his  neighbors  in  which  he  has  no  con- 
cern, or  by  their  internal  discords  when  those  discords  break 
out  into  civil  war.'  * 

**  While  I  readily  admit  that  the  measure  of  diligence  which 
a  government  applies  to  the  affairs  it  has  to  administer,  if  the 
ordinary  course  of  its  administration  is  negligent  and  imper- 
fect, is  not  necessarily  to  be  taken — any  more  than  it  would 
be  in  the  case  of  an  individual— as  the  measure  of  diligence 
which  it  is  to  apply  in  the  discharge  of  international  obliga- 
tions, yet  credit  should  be  given  to  a  government  for  a  properly 
diligent  discharge  of  public  duty. 

"  Furthermore,  if  a  given  law  and  a  particular  system  of 
administration  have  been  found  by  practical  exi)erienee  suffi- 
eient  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  government  in  the  impor- 
tant matter  of  the  ])ublic  revenue,  and  also  to  insure  the 
observance  of  neutral  duties  on  the  occasion  of  all  former 
wars,  surely  it  is  highly  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  con 
<lemn  the  whole  system  as  defective,  and  the  government  as 
negligent,  for  not  having  amended  it  in  anticipation  of  future 
events." 


1  3riti»U  Counter  Case,  22. 
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The  tribunal  of  arbitration,  in  its  award, 
Award  of  the  Tri-      _ .  , 
,       ,  said: 

''The  'due  diligence'  referred  to  in  the  first 
and  third  of  the  said  rules  [of  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washing^ton]  ought  to  be  exercised  by  neutral  governments  in 
exact  proportion  to  the  risks  to  which  either  of  the  belligerents 
may  be  exposal,  from  a  failure  to  fulfill  the  obligations  of  neu- 
trality on  their  part.  •  ♦  •  The  circumstances  out  of  wliich 
the  facts  constituting  the  subject-matter  of  the  jnesent  contro- 
versy arose  were  of  a  nature  to  call  for  the  exercise  on  the  jiart 
of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  government  of  all  possible  solici- 
tude for  the  observance  of  the  rights  and  the  duties  involved 
in  the  proclamation  of  neutrality  issued  by  Her  Majesty  on  the 
13th  day  of  May  1861." 

2.  Duty  to  Detain  an  Offending  Cruiser  when  it  Eb- 

TDRNS  TO  THE  NeUTRAX'S  JURISDICTION,  AND  THE  EF- 
FECT OF  A  Commission  on  such  Cruiser. 

As  to  the  intimation  which  had  been  made 
"*  °Btat*  ^^  ^**  ^^^  correspondence  and  discussions  touch- 
ing the  Alabama  claims,  that  the  power  of 
Great  Britain  to  interfere  with,  to  arrest,  or  to  detain  either 
of  the  belligerent  cruisers  whose  acts  were  complained  of, 
ceased  when  it  was  commissioned  as  a  man-of-war,  the  Case  of 
the  United  States  said : 

"The  United  States  might  well  content  themselves  with 
calling  the  attention  of  tlie  tribunal  of  arbitration  to  the  ut- 
ter uselessuess  of  discussing  these  questions,  if  the  liability  t«) 
make  compensation  lor  the  wrong  can  be  escaped  in  such  a 
frivolous  way.  It  is  well  known  how  the  several  British-built 
and  British  manned  cruisers  got  into  the  service  of  the  insur- 
gents. Few  of  them  ever  saw  the  line  of  the  coast  of  the 
Southern  insurgent  States.  The  Florida^  indeed,  entered  the 
harbor  of  Mobile,  but  she  passed  the  blockading  squadron  as 
a  British  man  of-war.  In  most  cases  the  commissions  went 
out  from  England — from  a  branch  office  of  the  insurgent  navy 
department,  established  and  maintained  in  Liverpool  at  tlie 
cost  and  expense  of  the  insurgent  (so  called)  government. 
From  this  office  the  sailing  orders  of  the  vessels  were  issued; 
here  their  commanders  received  their  instructions;  and  hence 
they  departed  to  assume  their  commands  and  to  begin  the 
work  of  destruction.  They  played  the  comedy  of  completing 
on  the  high  seas  what  had  been  carried  to  the  verge  of  com- 
pletion in  England.  The  parallel  is  complete  between  these 
<;ommissions  and  those  issued  by  Genet  in  1793,  which  were 
disregarded  by  the  United  States  at  the  instance  of  Great 
Britain.    If  a  piece  of  paper,  emanating  through  an  English 
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office,  from  men  who  had  no  nationality  recognized  by  Great 
Britain,  and  who  had  no  open  port  into  which  a  vessel  could 
go  unmolested,  was  potent  not  only  to  legalize  the  depreda- 
tions of  British  built  and  manned  cruisers  upon  the  commerce 
of  the  United  States,  but  also  to  release  the  responsibility  of 
Great  Britian  therefor,  then  this  arbitration  is  indeed  a  farce. 
Such,  however,  cannot  be  the  case."^ 

The  United  States,  said  the  Case,  did  not  deny  the  force  of 
the  commission  of  a  man-of-war  issuing  from  a  recognized 
power,^  nor  did  they  deny  that  since  Great  Britain  had  recog- 
nized the  existence  of  a  civil  war  between  the  United  States 
and  the  insurgents,  she  might,  without  a  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations,  allow  such  insurgent  vessels  of  war  as  had  not 
been  built,  armed,  equipped,  furnished,  fitted  out,  supplied,  or 
manned  within  her  territory,  in  violation  of  her  duty  t/O  the 
United  States,  the  same  rights  of  asylum,  hospitality,  and  in- 
tercourse which  she  conceded  to  the  vessels  of  war  of  the 
United  States.  But  they  denied  that  the  receipt  of  a  commis- 
sion by  a  vessel  like  the  Alabama j  or  the  Florida,  or  the 
Georgia^  or  the  Shenandoah,  exemi)ted  Great  Britain  from  lia- 
bility growing  out  of  the  violation  of  her  neutrality.  In  sup- 
port of  this  proposition  the  Case  of  the  United  States  referred 
to  the  case  of  the  Santissima  Trinidad,  7  Wheaton,  283,  and 
the  case  of  the  Oran  Para,  7  Wheaton,  471. 

The  British  Case  maintained  the  following 

The  Britiih  Caae.     propositions :  ^ 

^'  7.  A  vessel  becomes  a  public  ship  of  war  by  being  armed 
and  commissioned;  that  is  to  say,  formally  invested  by  order 
or  under  the  authority  of  a  government  with  the  char.acter  of  a 
ship  emplo^'^ed  in  its  naval  service  and  forming  part  of  its 
marine  for  purposes  of  war.  There  are  no  general  rules  which 
prescribe  how,  where,  or  in  what  form  the  commissioning  must 
be  effected,  so  as  to  impress  on  the  vessel  the  character  of  a 
public  ship  of  war.  What  is  essential  is  that  the  appointment 
of  a  designated  officer  to  the  charge  and  command  of  a  ship 
likewise  designated  be  made  by  the  government,  or  the  proper 
department  of  it,  or  under  authority  delegated  by  the  govern- 
ment or  department,  and  that  the  charge  and  command  of  the 
ship  be  taken  by  the  officer  so  appointed.  Customarily  a  ship 
is  held  to  be  commissioned  when  a  commissioned  ofiicer  ap- 
pointed to  her  has  gone  on  board  of  her  and  hoisted  the  colors 
appropriated  to  the  military  marine.    A  neutral  power  may 

•Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  I.  84. 

^Schooner  Exchange  v.  McFaddeiiy  7  Cranch,  116. 

^  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  I.  237. 
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indeed  refuse  to  admit  into  its  own  i)orts  or  waters  as  a  pablic 
ship  of  war  any  belligerent  vessel  not  commissioned  in  a  speci- 
fied form  or  manner,  as  it  may  impose  on  such  admission  any 
other  conditions  at  its  pleasure,  provided  the  refusal  be  ap- 
plied t9  both  belligerents  indifferently;  but  this  should  not  be 
done  without  reasonable  notice. 

*'  8.  The  act  of  commissioning,  by  which  a  ship  is  invested 
with  the  character  of  a  public  ship  of  war,  is,  for  that  purpose, 
valid  and  conclusive,  notwithstanding  that  the  ship  may  have 
been  at  the  time  registered  in  a  foreign  country  as  a  ship  of 
that  country,  or  may  have  been  liable  to  process  at  the  suit 
of  a  private  claimant,  or  to  arrest  or  forfeiture  under  the  law  of 
a  foreijTU  state.  The  commissioning  power,  by  commissioning 
her,  incorporates  her  into  its  naval  force;  and  by  the  same 
act  which  withdraws  her  from  the  operation  of  ordinary  legal 
process  assumes  the  responsibility  for  all  existing  claims  which 
could  otherwise  have  been  enforced  against  her. 

The  argument  of  the  United  States  advanced 

Arenunent  of  the    ^he  following  positions :  ^ 

United  States. 

"I.  This  subject,  discussed  at  some  length 
in  the  British  Case  and  Counter  Case,  may  be  disposed  of  by 
a  few  elementary  propositions: 

^<(a)  It  is  undoubtedly  consonant  with  principle  and  usage, 
that  a  public  armed  vessel  of  a  sovereign  power  should  be  ac- 
corded certain  privileges  in  the  ports  and  waters  of  other 
national  jurisdictions  not  accorded  to  private  vessels.  The 
substance  of  these  privileges  is  a  limited  concession  of  the 
character  of  continued  territoriality  of  the  state  to  which  they 
belong,  and  a  consequent  exemption  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  and  process  of  the  nation  whose  ports  or  waters  they 
visit.  But  the  same  reason  which  gives  support  to  this  immu- 
nity throws  them  under  the  immediate  political  treatment  of  the 
hospitable  state,  as  represented  by  its  executive  head,  in  the 
conduct  of  this  international,  if  subordinate,  relation.  How, 
under  the  circumstances  of  each  case  calling  for  executive 
a<;tion,  the  vessels  are  to  be  dealt  with  is  determined,  in  the 
first  instance,  by  the  government  having  occasion  to  exhibit 
the  treatment.  For  its  decision,  and  the  exec*4ition  of  it,  it  is 
responsible,  politically  and  internationally,  and  not  otherwise, 
to  the  sovereign  whose  public  ships  have  been  so  dealt  with. 
That  ordinarily  the  offense  calling  for  remonstrance  or  inter- 
vention would  not  be  made  the  subject  of  immediate  and  forci- 
ble correction,  applied  to  the  vessel  itself,  but  w^ould  bo  broufirbt 
to  the  attention  of  its  sovereign  for  correction  or  punishment 
and  apology,  or  other  amends,  may  be  assumed.  But  all  this 
is  at  the  discretion  of  the  power  having  occasion  to  exert,  con- 
trol, seek  redress,  or  exhibit  resentment.    The  flagrancy  or 


1  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Wushiugton,  III,  152.    See  also,  176. 


neutrality:  the  geneva  arbitration.      4085 

urgency  of  the  case  may  dictate  another  coarse,  to  be  justified 
to  the  sovereign  afifected  upou  such  considerations. 

*<(6)  When,  liowever,  the  anomalous  vessels  of  a  belligerent 
not  recognized  as  a  nation  or  as  a  sovereign  claim  a  public  char- 
acter in  the  port  of  hospitality,  the  only  possible  concession  of 
such  character  must,  in  subtracting  them  from  judicial  control, 
subject  them  to  immediate  political  regulation  applied  to  the 
vessels  themselves.  There  is  behind  them  no  sovereign  to  be 
dealt  with,  di[)lomatically  or  by  force.  These  vessels  themselves 
present  and  represent  at  once  whatever  theoretical  public  reia 
tion  exists  or  has  beea  accepted.  To  hold  otherwise  would 
make  the  vessels  wholly  lawless  and  predominant  over  the 
complaisant  sovereign,  helplessly  submissive  to  the  manifold 
irresponsibilities  the  quasi  public  vessels  assume  to  themselves. 

"(0)  The  necessary  consequence  is  that  when  the  offending 
vessels  of  the  nonsovereign  belligerent  have  taken  the  seas 
only  by  defrauding  or  forcing  the  nentr.ality  of  the  nation  whose 
hospitality  they  now  seek,  such  nation  has  the  right,  and,  as 
toward  the  injured  nation  demanding  its  action  upon  the  offend- 
ing vessels,  is  under  the-obligation,  to  execute  its  coercive,  its 
repressive,  its  punitive  control  over  the  vessels  themselves.  It 
can  not  excuse  itself  to  the  injnri'd  nation  for  omission  or  neglect 
so  to  do  by  exhibiting  its  resentment  against,  or  extorting  re- 
dress from,  any  responsible  soverei;xn  behind  the  vessels;  nor 
can  it  resort  to  such  sovereign  lor  indemnity  against  its  own 
exposure  to  reprisals  or  hostilities,  by  the  injured  nation,  or  for 
the  cost  of  averting  them. 

"II.  Upon  these  plain  principles,  it  was  theclear  duty  of  Great 
Britain,  in  obedience  to  the  international  obligations  insisted 
upon  by  the  treaty,  and  tiie  supporting  principles  of  the  law 
of  nations  invoked  by  its  reiiuirement,  to  arrest  these  otfending 
vessels  as  they  fell  under  its  power,  to  proscribe  them  from  all 
hospitality  or  asylum,  and  thus  to  cut  short  and  redress  the 
injury  against  the  United  States  which  it  had,  for  want  of  'due 
diligence^  in  fulfilling  its  duty  of  neutrality,  been  involved  in. 
The  pozrer,  full  and  free,  to  take  this  course  is  admitted  by  the 
British  Government  in  its  Case  and  Counter  Case.  Whatever 
motives  governed  Great  Britain  in  refusing  to  exercise  this 
power,  such  refusal,  as  toward  the  United  States,  is  without 
justification,  and  for  the  continued  injuries  infiicted  by  the 
offending  vessels  Great  Britain  is  responsible,  and  must  make 
indemnity.'' 

The  effect  of  commissions  on  the  offending 
npp  emen    ^.j^^jj^^pg  ^^^g  discnssed  in  the  British  Counter 
AnrmiiBiit. 

Case,'  and  in  the  British  Argument.^    It  was 

also  discussed  in  the  British  Supplemental  Argument,  in  which 

'Part  2,  pp.  18-20. 

-PaperM  relating  to  tbo  Treaty  of*  Washington,  II  J.  296. 
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the   views  of   Her   Majesty's    goverament    were  deiined   as 
follows;  ^ 

"  It  is  contended  by  the  United  States  that  these  ships  (or 
at  least  such  of  them  as  had  been  illegally  equipped  in  British 
territory)  ought  to  have  been  seized  and  detained,  when  tbey 
came  into  British  ports,  by  the  British  authorities.  This  argu- 
ment depends  upon  a  forced  construction  of  the  concluding 
words  of  the  first  rule,  in  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Wash- 
ington, wliich  <*.alls  upon  the  neutral  state  to  '  use  due  diligence 
to  prevent  the  departure  from  its  jurisdiction  of  any  vessel 
intended  to  cruise  or  carry  on  war  as  above,  such  vessel  having 
been  specially  adapted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  within  such  juris- 
diction, to  warlike  use.'  Does  this  rule  authorize  the  arbi 
trators  to  treat  it  as  a  duty  undertaken  b^^  Great  Britain  to 
seize  Confederate  cruisers  commissioned  as  public  ships  of  war 
and  entering  British  ports  in  that  character  without  notice 
that  they  would  not  be  received  on  the  same  terms  as  other 
public  ships  of  war  of  a  belligerent  state,  if  they  were  believed 
to  have  been  *  specially  adapted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  within 
British  jurisdiction,  to  warlike  usef  The  negative  answer  to 
this  inquiry  results  immediately  from  the  natural  meaning  of 
the  words  of  the  rule  itself,  which  plainly  refer  to  a  departure 
from  the  neutral  territory  of  a  vessel  which  has  not  at  the 
time  of  such  departure  ceased  to  be  subject,  according  to  the 
law  of  nations,  to  the  neutral  jurisdiction  j  and  the  cruising  and 
carrying  on  war  by  which  still  rests  in  intention  and  purpose 
only,  and  has  not  become  an  accomplished  fact,  under  the 
public  authority  of  any  belligerent  power. 

"  If  a  public  ship  of  war  of  a  belligerent  power  should  enter 
neutral  waters  in  contravention  of  any  i>ositive  regulation  or 
])rohibition  of  the  neutral  sovereign,  of  which  due  notice  had 
been  given,  she  might,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  be 
treated  as  guilty  of  a  hostile  act,  a  violation  of  neutral  terri- 
tory; and  hostile  acta  may  of  course  be  justifiably  repelled  by 
force.  But  the  original  equipment  and  dispatch  from  neutral 
territory  of  the  same  ship,  when  unarmed,  whether  lawful  or 
unlawful,  was  no  hostile  act;  and  a  foreign  i)ower,  which  after- 
ward receives  such  a  ship  into  the  public  establishment  of  its 
navy,  and  gives  her  a  new  character  by  a  public  commission, 
can  not  be  called  upon  to  litigate  with  the  neutral  sovereign 
any  question  of  the  municipal  law  of  the  neutral  state  to  whose 
jurisdiction  it  is  in  no  matter  subject.  The  neutral  state  may, 
if  it  think  fit,  give  notice  (though  no  authority  can  be  produced 
for  the  proposition  that  it  is  under  any  international  obligation 
to  do  so)  that  it  will  not  allow  the  entrance  of  a  particular 
description  of  vessels,  whether  commissioned  or  not,  into  its 
waters;  if  it  gives  no  such  notice  it  has  no  right,  by  the  law 
of  nations,  to  assume  or  exercise  any  jurisdiction  whatever 

'  PapeiH  relatiiijLr  to  tUo  Treaty  of  Waabiugfcon,  III.  42(1. 
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over  any  slii])  of  w«ir  coming  into  its  waters  under  the  flag  and 
public  commission  of  a  recognized  belligerent.  Such  a  shi)), 
committing  no  breach  of  neutrality  while  within  neutral  waters, 
is  entitled  to  extraterritorial  privileges;  no  court  of  justice  of 
the  neutral  country  can  assume  jurisdiction  over  her;  the  flag 
and  commission  of  the  belligerent  power  are  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  his  title  and  right;  no  inquiry  can  be  made,  under 
such  circumstances,  into  anything  connected  with  her  ante- 
cedent ownership,  character,  or  h  i story.  Such  was  the  decision 
(in  accordance  with  well  established  principles  of  international 
law)  of  the  highest  judicial  authority  in  the  United  States  in 
1811,  in  the  case  of  the  UxchangCy  a  ship  claimed  by  American 
citizens,  in  American  waters,  as  their  own  property,  but  which, 
as  she  had  come  in  as  a  public  ship  of  war  of  France,  under 
the  commission  of  the  first  Em])eror  Napoleon,  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  recognition  as  such  in  the  waters  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  every  proceeding  and  inquiry 
whatever  which  might  tend  in  any  way  to  deprive  her  of  the 
benefit  of  that  privileged  character."  * 

Mr.  Evarts,  in  his  Supplemental  Argument, 
Mr.  Evart*'8  Supple-  maintained  that  while  the  first  clause  of  the 
mental  Argmneiit. 

first  rule  was  by  its  terms  limited  to  an  origi- 
nal equipment  or  outfit  of  an  offending  vessel,  the  second  clause 
was  intended  to  lay  down  the  obligation  of  detaining  in  port, 
and  of  preventing  the  departure  of,  every  such  vessel  when- 
ever it  should  come  within  British  jurisdiction.  The  public 
ship  of  a  nation,  said  Mr.  Evarts,  received  into  the  ports  of 
another  nation  is,  as  a  concession  to  the  sovereign^s  dignity, 
exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  and  all  judicial 
process  of  the  nation  whose  waters  it  visits.  But  there  is  no 
concession  of  extraterritoriality  to  the  extent  that  the  sovereign 
visited  is  predominated  over  by  the  sovereign  receiving  hospi- 
tality to  Its  public  vessels.  If  an  offense  is  committed  by  such 
vessels,  or  any  duty  arises  in  respect  of  them,  the  sovereign 
visited,  at  his  discretion  and  under  international  responsi- 
bility, makes  it  the  subject  of  remonstrance,  of  resentment,  of 
reprisal,  or  of  an  immediate  exertion  of  force  if  the  circum- 
stances seem  to  exact  it.  What,  then,  inquired  Mr.  Evarts,  is 
the  tenor  of  the  authorities  in  respect  to  a  public  vessel  not  of  a 
sovereign,  but  of  a  belligerent  who  has  not  been  recognized  as 

^Schooner  ** Exchange"  v,  McFadden,  7  (Jraneh,  116.  The  British  Supple, 
mental  Arguoient  also  referred  to  passages  cited  at  length  from  Ortolan- 
Han  tefeiiille,  Pando,  and  other  writers  in  the  British  Counter  Case,  pp. 
14,15;  and  to  Azuni,  vol.2  (Paris  edition  1805), pp.  314, 315;  Bluntschli, 
Droit  International,  article  321,  p.  ISi,  Lardi's  French  edition. 
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a  sovereign  ?  Tlie  courts,  when  tlie  question  arises  as  a  judicial 
one,  turn  to  the  political  authority,  and  if  that  authority  han 
recognized  the  belligerency,  the  vessel  is  treated  as  exempt 
from  judicial  process  and  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts. 
But  the  vessel  remains  subject  to  the  control  or  dominion  of 
the  sovereign  whose  ports  it  has  visited,  and  it  remains  there 
under  the  character  of  a  limited  recognition,  and  not  in  the 
public  character  of  a  rei>resentati  ve  of  recognized  sovereignty. 
As  there  is  no  sovereign  behind  the  vessel  to  whom  appeals 
can  be  made,  tlie  vessel  and  its  conduct  are  the  only  subjects 
that  can  be  dealt  with ;  and  there  is  no  rule  that  carries  respect 
to  belligerent  vessels  beyond  the  exemption  from  jurisdiction 
of  courts  an<l  judicial  process.  Now,  in  respect  of  the  vessels 
before  the  tribunal,  there  was,  continued  Mr.  Evarts,  on  the 
one  hand,  a  clear  duty  resting  upon  (xreat  Britain  toward  the 
United  States,  and  on  the  other  only  the  supposed  obligation 
of  courtesy  or  comity  toward  the  offending  belligerent,  which 
could  have  been  terminated  at  any  time  at  the  will  of  the 
neutral  sovereign.  A  subtraction  of  this  courtesy  or  comity 
was  all  that  was  necessary  to  have  determined  the  careers  of 
the  cruisers,  all  of  which  drew  their  origin  out  of  the  violated" 
neutrality  of  Great  Britain,  exposing  that  nation  to  accountsi- 
bility  to  the  United  States  for  their  hostilities.  In  the  propo- 
sitions of  the  British  counsel,  Mr.  Evarts  declared  that  he  found 
really  no  objection  made  to  the  peremptory  course  which  the 
United  States  insisted  upon,  except  that  seizing  the  vessels, 
without  prex'uniH  notice^  would  have  been  a  violation  of  comity 
and  decorum,  and  so  far  a  wrong.  This  argument  seemed,  said 
Mr.  Evarts,  to  make  justice  and  right,  in  the  greatest  respon- 
sibilities, yield  to  mere  ceremonial  politeness.  But,  in  re- 
ality, the  acts  done  in  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  Great 
Britain  by  the  offending  belligerent,  in  fitting  out  hostile  ex- 
peditions from  British  territory,  were  hostile  acts,  such  as 
destroyed  any  obligation  of  courtesy  or  comity  toward  the 
cruisers.  Undoubtedly  the  Confederate  authorities  would  not 
have  h>oked  with  equal  favor  upon  Great  Britain  if  she  had 
terminated  the  career  of  the  cruisers  by  seizing  them  or  ex- 
cluded them  from  her  ports.  This  was,  however,  a  question 
between  Great  Britain  and  the  belligerent  that  had  violated 
her  neutrality.  Having  the  power  and  the  right,  the  ques- 
tion of  courtesy  in  giving  notice  was  to  be  determined  at  the 
cost  of  Great  Britain  and  not  of  the  United  St^ites.    But  it 
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(ceased  to  be  a  question  of  courtesy  when  the  notice  had  not 

been  ^iven  at  all,  and  when  the  choice  had  thus  been  made 

that  the  cruisers  should  be  i)erinitted  to  continue  their  career 

unchecked.^ 

At  the  request  of  the  arbitrators  special  ar- 
Eflbet  of  Snteriiur  a  ^  •■    «  i        . , 

Belliff  t  p  rt.  ^"™^"^  were  made  by  counsel  on  the  question 
as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  entrance  of  the 
Florida  into  the  port  of  Mobile,  on  the  res]>onsibility,  if  any, 
of  Great  Britain  for  that  ship. 

Counsel  for  Great  Britain  maintained  that  after  the  vessel 
had  been  bona  fide  received  into  Mobile,  as  her  proper  i)ort, 
and  had  there  obtained  the  crew  that  gave  her  her  capacity  to 
cruise,  a  line  of  separation  was  drawn  between  everything 
that  occurred  before  she  entered  that  port  and  everything  that 
occurred  afterward;  and  that,  no  hostile  cruising  against  the 
United  States  having  taken  place  during  the  interval  between 
her  leaving  Liverpool  and  her  entrance  into  Mobile,  Great 
BritaHi  had  no  just  cause  for  afterward  refusing  to  her  the 
ordinary  immunities  and  privileges  of  a  duly  commissioned 
ship  of  war  of  a  belligerent  power,  and  certainly  was  not  under 
any  obligation  toward  the  United  States  to  do  so,  even  if  a 
different  rule  would  have  been  applicable  to  such  a  ship  as  tbe 
Alahamay  which  was  not  dispatc^hed  for  her  cruise  from  any 
Confederate  port.  The  offense  of  the  vessel  against  the  British 
municipal  law  was  not  such  an  offense  by  general  international 
law  as  to  call  for  or  justify  war  or  reprisals  against  the  Con- 
federate States,  nor  such  as  to  adhere  to  the  ship  through  all 
subsequent  circumstances.  By  analogy  to  the  rules  of  contra- 
band the  offense  was  "deposited"  at  Mobile.^ 

Counsel  for  the  United  States  in  reply  said  that  the  analogy 
to  contraband  trade,  as  giving  the  measure  of  the  endurance 
of  the  responsibility  of  Great  Britain  for  the  hostile  expedition 
of  the  Floriduj  was  but  a  subtle  form  of  the  argument  that 
the  outfit  of  the  Florida  was  but  a  dealing  in  contraband 
of  war,  and  was  to  carry  no  other  responsibility  than  the 
law  of  nations  aftixed  to  that  dealing.  This  argument  had 
been  suppressed  by  the  rules  of  the  treaty.  As  to  the  argument 
that  tbe  seamen  enlisted  at  Mobile  became  thereafter  the  effect- 
ive maritime  war  of  the  Florida,  and  that  the  cruiser  and  her 
warlike  and  navigable  qualities  "  suffered  a  sea  change,"  which 

'  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  WaHhiDgtoii,  III.  44S-455. 
2Pap4»T8  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  WaRhington,  III.  541. 
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divested  them  of  all  British    character  and  responsibility, 

counsel  for  the  United  States  said  that  this  reasoning  was  an 

inversion  of  the  proposition,  omne  principale  ad  se  trahit  acces- 

sortunij  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  evidence  cooceming 

what  happened  at  Mobile  by  no  means  exhibited  the  crew  with 

which  the  Florida  left  Mobile  as  original  enlistments  there.^ 

Count  Sclopis,  in  his  opinion,  said:* 
opinion  of  Count 

sdopiB.  "  ^^  ^®  consult  the  most  esteemed  authors 

on  public  international  law,  and  especially  two 
writers  of  great  weight,  whose  authority  will  be  denied  neither 
by  America  nor  by  England,  namely,  Story  and  Phillimore,  we 
find  that  the  privilege,  usually  accorded  to  ships  of  war,  of 
being  considered  as  a  portion  of  the  state  whose  flag  they  carry, 
and  being  thus  exempt  from  all  other  jurisdiction,  was  in  its 
origin  a  privilege  only  granted  by  courtesy.  As  this  privilege 
is  only  derived  from  the  usage  of  nations,  It  can  be  canceled  at 
any  moment  without  cause  for  offense  being  given. 

'*  The  opinion  of  Story,  delivered  in  the  case  of  the  Santissima. 
Trinidad,  and  quoted  by  Phillimore,-*  appears  to  mo  decisive: 

"  *It  may  therefore,'  he  says,  'be  justly  laid  down  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  that  all  persons  and  property  within  the  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction  of  a  sovereign  are  amenable  to  the  juris- 
diction of  himself  or  his  courts;  and  that  the  exceptions  to 
this  rule  are  such  only  as,  by  common  usage  and  public  policy, 
have  been  allowed,  in  order  to  preserve  the  peace  and  harmony 
of  nations,  and  to  regulat43  their  intercourse  in  a  manner  best 
suited  to  their  dignity  and  rights.  It  would,  indeed,  be  strange, 
if  a  license,  implied  by  law  from  the  general  practice  of  nations 
for  the  purposes  of  peace  should  be  construed  as  a  license  to  do 
wrong  to  the  nation  itself,  and  justify  the  breach  of  all  those 
obligations  which  good  faith  and  friendship,  by  the  same 
imphcation,  impose  upon  those  who  seek  an  asylum  in  our 
ports 

'< Taking  these  general  principles,  and  above  all  the  eternal 
vuies  of  good  sense  and  the  dictates  of  good  faith,  as  our  point 
of  departure,  is  it  possible  to  admit  that  a  vessel^  which  has 
been  fiaudulently  built  on  the  territory  of  a  sovereign,  in  open 
contravention  of  the  duties  of  neutrality  which  that  sovereign 
is  bound  to  fulfill,  and  with  the  object  of  privateering  on 
behalf  of  one  of  the  belligerents,  can,  by  the  simple  act  of 
such  belligerent,  with  a  view  to  escape  disasters,  be  transferred 
into  a  commissioned  vessel,  and  thus,  with  impunity,  defy  that 
same  sovereignty  against  which  she  had  at  the  outset  so 
gravely  ofifendedf  Assuredly  not;  these  changes  to  the  eye, 
like  the  shifting  of  a  scene,  these  transformations,  effected 


^  Papers  relatini^  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  III.  5*16. 

"Id.  IV.  69. 

3  Int.  Law,  3d  edition,  1.  478. 
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with  equal  audacity  and  ease,  can  not  be  t^iken  scriooHly. 
Tlie  contraveiitiou  of  which  the  ship  was  guilty  at  tbe  com 
niencemeut  of  her  career,  with  re8i>ect  to  the  sovereign  of  the 
place  where  she  was  built,  is  not  effaced  by  the  operation  of 
an  indecent  stratagem.  AH  the  written  maxims  of  reason 
revolt  against  such  trickery:  Dolus  nemini  patroeinari  debet 
We  must  look  to  the  bottom  of  the  matter,  and  mete  out  full 
justice  to  tbe  fraud;  plu8  valet  quod  agitur  quam  quod  simulate 
concipitur.  The  guilt  inherent  to  the  vessel  will  not  be  purged 
even  when  she  has  received  a  commission,  a  commander,  and 
a  flag  from  the  power  who  can  only  profit  by  the  fraud  in 
flagrant  violation  of  all  the  rights  of  neutrality. 

"The  weighty  authority  of  Story,  in  the  case  of  the  Santis- 
sima  Tmiidad^  is  generally  quoted  wiihreganlto  the  question 
now  raised  before  us  (and  1  have  myself  quoted  him).  But  I 
observe  that  Story's  doctrine,  on  the  respect  due  to  the  com- 
mission given  to  a  ship  by  a  government,  is  only  a  general 
thesis,  on  which  everybody  agrees;  it  does  not  directly  touch 
on  the  question  of  the  original  guilt  incurred  by  a  vessel 
before  her  commissioning,  and  which  can  not  be  blotted  out 
without  a  disturbance  of  ail  the  principles  which  govern  the 
dutifs  of  neutrality. 

'•After  all,  even  if  precedents  could  be  quoted  contrary  to 
the  opinion  which  I  maintain,  I  should  reply  that  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  the  three  rules  laid  down  in  the  sixth  article  of 
the  Treaty  of  Washington  do  not  allow  us  to  follow  the  old 
ruling. 

"It  must  be  steadily  borne  in  mind  that  it  is  a  new  law,  full 
of  equity  and  foresight,  which  we  are  now  to  follow. 

"  It  is  true  that,  according  to  generally  accepted  ideas,  a 
sovereign  who  is  no  longer  willing  to  grant  the  privilege  of 
exterritoriality  to  the  commissioned  ships  of  other  powers, 
must  previously  give  notice  to  that  effect,  so  that  foreign 
navies,  forewarned,  may  take  their  precautions  in  this  respect. 
But  this  does  not  mean  that  there  may  not  be  exceptions 
arising  from  a  certain  special  train  of  circumstances,  and  not 
from  the  simple  caprice  of  the  sovereign  and  his  government. 
Now,  it  is  on  the  nature  of  these  S|)ecial  circumstances  that 
the  first  rule,  laid  down  in  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Wash- 
ington, specifically  rests.  The  operation  of  this  rule  would  be 
illusory  if  it  could  not  be  applied  to  vessels  subsequently 
commissioned.  The  object  in  view  is  to  prevent  the  construc- 
tion, arming,  and  equipping  of  a  vessel,  and  to  prevent  her 
departure  when  there  is  sufficient  ground  for  believing  that 
she  is  intended  to  carry  on  war  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  bellig- 
erents; and  when  probability  has  become  certainty,  shall  not 
the  rule  be  applicable  to  the  direct  and  palpable  consequences 
.  which  it  originally  was  intended  to  prevent!  Can  this  act,  in 
vindication  of  a  right  which  has  at  the  first  been  obviously 
violated,  be  looked  upon  as  a  violation  of  public  good  faith  and 
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Of  the  law  of  nations  in  regard  to  one  of  the  belliprerentsf  I 
can  see  no  violation  of  public  good  failU  where  tliere  is  only  a 
Hagrant  abnse,  a  manifest  contravention  of  the  principles  of 
neutral  duties  sanctioned  by  the  foregoing  rule. 

^'  The  honorable  attorney-general,  in  the  memorable  speech 
which  he  made  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  the  13th  of  May 
1864,  in  reply  to  Mr.  Baring,  formally  declared  'that  he  bad 
not  the  least  doubt  that  England  had  the  right,  if  she  thought 
fit,  to  exclude  from  her  ports  any  particular  ship,  or  class  of 
ships,  if  she  consiciered  that  they  had  violated  her  neutrality, 
but  that  such  power  is  simply  discretionary,  and  should  be  exer- 
cised with  a  due  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.' 
(Unted  States  Documents,  Vol.  V.,  p.  583).  Why  was  not,  then, 
this  right  exercised  at  least  with  respect  to  the  vessels  which 
had  flagrantly  violated  the  duties  of  neutrality? 

*'  I  will  not  follow  the  argument  of  the  United  States  in  the 
distinction  it  seeks  to  draw  between  public  ships  of  recognized 
and  soverefgn  nations  and  the  ships  belonging  to  a  belligerent 
power  whose  sovereignty  is  not  recognized.  The  status  of 
belligerents  having  been  accorded  to  both  parties  in  America, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  on  this  question.  I  will  say,  with 
the  American  Judge  Grier,  <  foreign  nations  recognize  that 
there  is  war  by  a  proclamation  of  neutrality.' 

'^  The  fact  that  a  vessel,  after  having  been  commissioned, 
has  been  received  as  a  ship  of  war  in  the  ports  of  dififerent 
Ijowers  before  her  entrance  into  the  j)ort8  of  the  power  whose 
neutrality  she  had  originally  violated,  should  not,  in  my  opin- 
ion, induence  the  recognition  of  the  character  of  such  vessel. 
Where  the  vessel  had  no  liability  to  answer  for,  it  was  natural 
that  she  should  be  admitted  as  a  ship  of  war;  but  circum 
stances  entirely  change  when  the  vessel  enters  the  territorial 
waters  of  the  sovereign  toward  whom  she  is  guilty,  of  the 
sovereign  whom  she  has  compromised  as  regards  the  other 
belligerent.  Here  her  guilty  character  can  not  be  overlooked ; 
she  may  be  seized  and  condemned. 

<^  I  think  that  it  is  for  the  interest  of  all  maritime  nations 
that  they  should  hold  to  the  principles  which  have  just  been 
propounded .  The  number  of  vessels  fraudulently  built  on  neu- 
tral territory,  with  the  intention  of  privateering  on  behalf  of 
belligerents,  will  decrease  in  proportion  as  increased  severity 
is  shown  toward  them,  even  when  they  present  themselves 
under  the  protection  of  false  pretensions  to  which  they  are  not 
entitled. 

*•  The  powers  which  signed  the  Treaty  of  Washington  ex- 
press, in  this  same  Article  VI.,  the  desire  and  hope  that  the 
three  rules  which  they  have  there  laid  down  will  be  adopti^d 
by  the  other  maritime  powers.  It  must,  then,  be  inferred  thsit 
the  signfng  powers  considered  these  rules  as  clear,  precise,  and 
applicable  to  the  various  cases  which  are  therein  contemphite<l. 
If,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  the  intention  of  the 
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contractiDg  parties  at  Washington  was  to  admit  explarations 
and  reservations  of  these  same  rules  in  the  sense  'of  not 
largely  transcending  the  views  of  iulernational  maritime  law 
and  i)olicy  which  would  be  likely  to  commend  themselves  to 
the  general  interests  and  intelligence  of  that  poition  of  man- 
kind,' the  advantage  of  the  example  given  would  be  entirely 
lost.  The  uncertainty  of  its  interpretation  would  always  en- 
danger the  stability  of  the  rule." 

Viscount  d'ltajuba  delivered  the  following 
Viteount  d'ltajnWs  opinion: » 
Opinion. 

"The  object  of  the  special  question  sub- 
mitted for  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  of  arbitration  is,  to 
determine  the  extent  of  the  effect  which  can  be  attributed  to 
the  commission  with  which  a  vessel  of  war  may  be  provided; 
whether  that  effect  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  built  in 
conformity  with  the  laws  of  neutrality  as  in  that  of  a  vessel 
built  in  violation  of  those  laws;  that  is  to  say,  whether  the  fact 
of  holding  such  a  commission  gives  to  a  vessel  built  in  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  a  neutral  state  the  right  of  requiring  of  such 
state  that  it  should  be  treated  in  its  ports  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  vessel  of  war  belonging  to  a  belligerent  state 
and  built  according  to  law. 

"The  question,  ])ut  in  this  form,  answers  itself. 

"  In  fact,  a  neutral  wishing  to  preserve  his  neutrality  is 
bound  to  abstain  from  assisting,  either  ot  the  belligerent  par- 
ties in  their  warlike  operations ;  he  is  bound  faithfully  to  guard 
against  vessels  of  war,  destined  for  the  use  of  one  of  the  bel- 
ligerents, being  built  or  equipped  within  his  territory;  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  latter  part  of  the  first  rule  of  Article  VI.  of  the 
Treaty  of  Washington,  he  is  bound  '  also  to  use  due  diligence 
to  prevent  the  departure  from  his  jurisdiction  of  any  vessel 
intended  to  cruise  or  carry  on  war  as  above,  such  vessel  hav- 
ing been  specially  adapted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  within  such 
jurisdiction,  to  warlike  use.' 

"  Such  being  the  duties  of  a  neutral,  he  has  per  contra  the 
right  to  require  the  belligerents  to  respect  his  territory;  and 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  belligerents  not  to  commit,  within  the  ter- 
ritory of  the  neutral  state,  acts  contrary  to  that  neutrality. 
It  is  only  by  a  scrupulous  observance  of  this  duty  that  bellig- 
erents aci^uire  the  indisputable  right  of  exacting  from  the 
neutral  perfect  impartiality. 

"  If,  then,  a  vessel,  built  on  neutral  territory  for  the  use  of  a 
belligerent,  fraudulently,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
neutral,  comes  again  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sovereign 
whose  neutrality  it  has  violated,  it  ought  to  be  seized  and 
detained;  for  it  is  impossible  to  allow  to  such  vessel  the  same 
exterritorial  rights  as  are  allowed  to  other  belligerent  vessels 


•  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  WaahiDgtoii,  IV.  96. 
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of  war,  built  in  accordance  with  law  and  without  any  infraction 
of  neutrality.  The  commission  with  which  such  a  vessel  is 
provided  is  insufficient  to  protect  her  as  against  the  neutral 
whose  neutrality  she  has  violated. 

"And  how  can  the  belligerent  complain  of  the  application  of 
this  principle?  By  seizing  or  detaining  the  vessel  the  neutral 
only  prevents  the  belligerent  from  deriving  advantage  from 
the  fraud  committed  within  his  territory  by  the  same  belliger- 
ent; while  by  not  proceeding  against  a  guilty  vessel,  the  neu- 
tral justly  exposes  itself  to  having  its  good  faith  justly  called 
in  question  by  the  other  belligerent. 

"  This  principle  of  seizure,  of  detention,  or  at  any  rate  of  pre- 
liminary notice  that  a  vessel,  under  such  circumstances,  will  not 
be  received  in  the  ports  of  the  neutral  whose  neutrality  she  has 
violated,  is  fair  and  salutary,  inasmuch  as  it  is  calculated  to 
prevent  complications  between  neutrals  and  belligerents,  and 
to  contribute  toward  freeing  neutrals  from  responsibility  by 
proving  their  good  faith  in  the  case  of  a  fraud  perpetrated 
within  their  territory. 

*'  The  converse  of  this  principle  is  repugnant  to  the  moral 
sense,  for  it  would  be  allowing  the  fraudulent  party  to  derive 
benefit  from  his  fraud. 

*'  The  rules  established  by  the  Empire  of  Brazil  confirm  the 
principle  which  we  have  just  laid  down,  for  in  its  regulations 
respecting  neutrality  directions  are  given — 

^"  §  6.  Not  to  admit  into  the  ports  of  the  empire  a  belliger- 
ent who  has  once  violated  the  neutrality;  and, 

"  '§  7.  To  compel  vessels  which  may  attempt  to  violate  the 
neutrality  to  leave  the  maritime  territory  of  the  empire  imme- 
diately, without  supplying  them  with  anything  whatever.' 

'^  In  fine,  the  commission  with  Avhich  a  vessel  of  war  may  be 
provided  has  not  the  power  to  protect  her  as  against  the  neu- 
tral whose  neutrality  she  has  previously  violated." 

Mr.  Staempfli,  in  his  opinion,  said:^ 
Opiniozi  of  Mr. 

Staempfli.  "  ^-  ^^^  ^'^^^  ^^^^  ^  vessel,  built  in  contra- 

vention of  the  laws  of  neutrality,  escapes  and 
gets  out  to  sea,  does  not  free  that  vessel  from  the  responsibility 
she  has  incurred  by  her  violation  of  neutrality ;  she  may,  there- 
fore, be  proceeded  against  if  she  returns  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  injured  state.  The  fact  of  her  having  been  transferred 
or  commissioned  in  the  meanwhile  does  not  annul  the  viola- 
tion committed,  unless  the  transfer  or  commissioning,  as  the 
case  may  be,  was  a  bona- fide  transaction." 

Mr.  Adams  expressed  the  followingopinion  :* 

Mr.Adams'sOpiiiioii.     uQu  behalf  of  Great  Britain,  it  is  claimed 

that  the  rule  is  perfectly  established  that  a 

vessel  belonging  to  any  power  recognized  as  sovereign,  or  aaa 

belligerent,  has,  in  virtue  of  its  commission,  a  right  to  claim 


'  FapcFH  relating  to  tlio  Treaty  of  WaHliington,  IV.  105,       « Id.  146. 
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a  reception,  and  the  privilege  of  extraterritoriality,  without 
regard  to  its  antecedents,  in  the  ports  of  every  neutral  power. 

"  The  authorities  quoted  to  sustain  this  position  sustain  it 
as  an  established  general  rule.    I  see  no  reason  to  question  it. 

"But  the  question  that  has  been  raised  in  the  present  con- 
troversy is  an  exceptional  one,  which  is  not  touched  by  these 
decisions. 

"The  reception  of  vessels  having  an  origin  exclusively  or 
even  partially  American,  and  bearing  on  their  front  no  evidence 
of  fraud  or  violence,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  brought  into 
question  in  this  controversy.  Such  vessels  were  the  Sumter^ 
the  NanhviUe^  the  Tallahassee^  the  Chicknmauga^  etc. 

"  Tiie  case  is  different  in  regard  to  that  class  of  vessels  which 
derive  their  origin  exclusively  from  a  systematic  and  fraudu- 
lent abujic  of  the  amity  of  a  neutral  power,  setting  at  defiance 
its  laws  within  its  own  jurisdiction,  and  taking  advantage  of 
its  forbearance  in  the  hope  of  involving  it  the  more  with  its 
opponent  in  a  responsibility  for  tolerating  its  own  misdeeds. 

^*  It  admits  of  no  question,  in  my  mind,  that  the  outfit  and 
equipment  of  the  Florida,  the  Alabama,  the  Georgia,  and  the 
Shenandoah  were  each  and  all  made  in  defiance  of  the  laws  of 
Great  Britain  and  the  injunction  of  the  Queen's  proclamation 
of  neutrality.  By  this  conduct  the  perpetrators  had  not  only 
clearly  forfeited  all  right  to  consideration,  but  had  8ubje<;ted 
themselves  to  the  ])enalties  of  malefactors  if  they  ever  returned 
within  the  jurisdiction  which  they  had  insulted.  The  right  to 
exclude  vessels  from  British  ports  on  these  grounds,  without 
regard  to  their  commissions,  is  distinctly  affirmed  by  Sir  Roun- 
dell  Palmer,  one  of  the  lawyers  of  the  crown  during  the  whole 
period  in  question,  and  seems  to  be  indubitable.  To  deny  it 
would  place  every  sovereign  power  at  tlie  mercy  of  any  ad- 
venturous pirate  on  the  ocean  who  might  manage  to  cover  him- 
self with  the  threadbare  mantle  of  the  minutest  belligerent. 

"It  is  a  perfectly  well  understood  principle  of  law  that  no  cit- 
izen of  a  foreign  nation,  excepting,  perhaps,  in  certain  cases,  a 
rej^resentative  clothed  with  diplomatic  privileges,  is  free  from 
the  obligation  of  conforming  himself  to  the  laws  of  the  country 
in  which  he  is  residing.  If  he  willfully  violates  them  he  is 
subject  to  the  same  penalties  which  are  imposed  upon  native 
citizens.  Even  though  not  a  citizen  he  is  subject  in  Great 
Britain  to  be  tried  for  quasi  treason.  If  instead  of  conspiring 
against  the  Queen  he  enters  into  combinations  which  involve 
the  kingdom  in  complications  with  foreign  powers  with  which 
it  is  at  peace,  he  surely  can  not  come  forward  and  plead  the 
])ossession  of  a  commission  from  the  authorities  of  his  own 
country  in  his  justification.  Neither  is  ^^he  commander  of  a 
ship  of  a  foreign  power  which  comes  within  the  harbor  of  an- 
other free  from  the  same  general  obligation.  If  he  violates 
any  of  the  regulations  prescribed  for  his  government  he  is  lia- 
ble to  i)ay  the  penalty  by  a  withdrawal  of  his  privileges  or  by 
an  immediate  order  of  exclu-iou  from  the  port. 
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"For  myself,  therefore,  I  can  uot  see  any  reason  why  the 
existence  of  a  commiii;sion  should  have  stood  in  the  way  of  a 
clear  expression  by  Great  Britain  of  its  sense  of  the  indignities 
heaped  upon  Her  Alajesty's  government  by  the  violation  of  her 
laws  within  her  various  dominions,  continuously  persisted  in 
during  the  existence  of  this  belligerent.  In  my  opinion  it 
would  have  justified  the  seizure  and  detention  of  the  offending 
vessels  wherever  fountl  within  the  jurisdiction.  But  if  that 
were  considered  inconsistent  with  a  clear  impartiality,  it  cer- 
tainly demanded  an  entire  exclusion  from  Ber  Majesty's  ports. 
The  right  to  decide  such  a  point  rests  exclusively  with  every 
sovereign  power.  But  an  opportunity  was  lost  for  establishing 
a  sound  principle  of  international  maritime  intercourse  which 
may  not  soon  occur  again." 

Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  argued  that  the 

Sir  Aiexan   r  Coc  -  commissions  issued  by  the  Confederate  States 
bum's  Opinion. 

being  valid  the  vessels  were  thereafter  entitled 
to  the  privilege  of  extraterritoriality  and  were  not  liable  to 
seizure.  To  say  that  a  country  whose  belligerency  had  been 
recognized,  but  whose  independent  nationality  had  not  been 
acknowledged,  had  no  rights  of  sovereignty,  and  consequently 
could  not  by  its  commission  exclude  the  right  of  the  local 
sovereign  to  seize  one  of  the  vessels  of  war  for  an  infraction 
of  municipal  law  would  deprive  the  recognition  of  belligerency 
of  one  of  its  most  important  consequences  to  a  belligerent  gov- 
ernment, that  of  having  its  armed  vessels  invested  with  the 
privileges  conceded  to  men  of  war.  As  to  the  argument  that, 
assuming  the  commissions  to  be  valid,  it  was  nevertheless  the 
duty  of  the  government  whose  neutrality  hatl  been  violat45d  to 
seize  the  vessels.  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  said  it  seemed  mon- 
strous to  assert  tbat  the  neutral  was  bound  to  have  recourse  to 
force,  and  possibly  to  become  involved  in  war  for  the  benefit  of 
another  belligerent.  Nothing  short  of  a  breach  of  neutrality, 
according  to  international  law,  could  justify  a  resort  to  forcible 
measures  on  the  part  of  the  neutral  as  for  a  violation  of  his 
neutral  rights.  The  e(iui[)ment  of  the  Florida  in  England  con- 
stituted no  violation  of  neutrality  by  international  law,  the 
vessel  not  having  been  armed,  or  sent  out  for  the  present  pur- 
pose of  war.  So,  her  arriving  at  Green  Cay  was  at  the  utmost 
only  a  breach  of  municipal  law.  And  even  assuming  that  a 
neutral  state  would  be  entitled  to  seize  a  vessel,  though  armed 
with  a  commission  from  a  belligerent  power,  by  reason  of  some 
offense  against  its  neutrality  as  a  reparation  for  a  wrong  done 
against  itself',  how  could  it  possibly  be  asserted  that  it  was 
under  any  obligation  to  do  so?^ 


1  Piipera  rolatiug  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  409,  et  8e(j. 
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On  tbe  qaestiou   under  consideration,  tbe 

*^^    ,    *     tribunal  of  arbitration  rendered  tbe  foUow- 
Tnlmiial. 

lug  decision : ' 

"  The  effects  of  a  violation  of  neutrality  committed  by  means 
of  tbe  construction,  equipment,  and  armament  of  a  vessel  are 
not  done  away  witb  by  any  commission  wbicb  tbe  government 
of  the  belligerent  power,  benefited  by  the  violation  of  neu- 
trality, may  afterward  have  granted  to  that  vessel;  and  the 
ultimate  step,  by  which  the  offence  is  completed,  cannot  be 
admissible  as  a  ground  for  the  absolution  of  the  offender,  nor 
can  the  consummation  of  his  fraud  become  the  means  of  estab- 
lisbing  his  innocence.  The  privilege  of  exterritoriality  ac- 
corded to  vessels  of  war  has  been  admitted  into  the  law  of 
nations,  not  as  an  absolute  right,  but  solely  as  a  proceeding 
founded  on  the  principle  of  courtesy  and  mutual  deference 
between  different  nations,  and  therefore  can  never  be  appealed 
to  for  the  protection  of  acts  done  in  violation  of  neutrality. 
The  absence  of  a  previous  notice  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  fail- 
ure in  any  consideration  re(]uired  by  the  law  of  nations,  in 
those  cases  in  which  a  vessel  carries  with  it  its  own  condem- 
nation." 

3.  Supplies  of  Coal. 

It  was  maintained  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States  that  an 
undue  indulgence  was  shown  to  Confederate  cruisers  in  the 
extent  to  which  they  were  permitted  to  obtain  supplies  of  coal 
in  British  ports,  and  that  in  this  \ray  they  were  enabled  to  use 
those  ports  as  a  base  of  hostile  operations  against  the  United 
States  in  violation  of  the  duty  defined  in  the  second  rule  of 
the  treaty.    These  allegations  were  denied  in  the  British  Case. 

The  British  Supplemental  Argument  declared  that  supplies 
of  coal  in  British  ports  were  afforded  equally  and  impartially 
to  both  the  contending  parties;  that  they  were  obtained,  on 
the  whole,  more  largely  by  ships  of  war  of  the  United  States 
than  by  the  Confederate  cruisers;  and  that  such  supplies  were 
lawful  under  the  principles  of  international  law.* 

Mt.  Evarts,  in  his  Supplemental  Argument,'' and  Mr.  Waite, 
in  another  special  argument,^  argued  that  the  permission  to 
take  coal,  unless  properly  restricted,  amounted  to  permitting 
the  belligerent  to  make  use  of  the  neutral  ports  as  a  base  of 
naval  operations,  and  that  the  Confederate  cruisers  were  suf- 
fered to  obtain  supplies  of  coal  in  British  jwrts  to  facilitate 
their  belligerent  operations. 

'  P»]»er8  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV .  50.  ='  Id.  458. 

na.4U.4$J?.     •  U4.5X3. 
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On  this  subject  Count  Sclopis  expressed 
^^^^ZoviB^'"^'    the  following  opinion :  ^ 

"  I  can  only  treat  the  question  of  the  supply 
and  shipment  of  coal  as  connected  with  the  use  of  a  base  of 
naval  operations  directed  against  one  of  the  belligerents,  or 
as  a  flagrant  case  of  contraband  of  war. 

"  I  will  not  say  that  the  simple  fact  of  having  allowed  a 
greater  amount  of  coal  than  was  necessary  to  enable  a  vessel 
to  reach  the  nearest  port  of  its  country  constitutes  in  itself  a 
sufficient  grievance  to  call  for  an  indemnity.  As  the  Lord 
Chancellor  of  England  said  on  the  12th  of  June  1871,  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  England  and  the  United  States  equally  hold 
the  principle  that  it  is  no  violation  of  international  law  to 
furnish  arms  to  a  belligerent.  But  if  an  excessive  supply  of 
coal  is  connected  with  other  circumstances  which  show  that  it 
was  used  as  a  veritable  res  hostilisj  then  there  is  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  second  rule  of  Article  VI.  of  the  treaty.  It  is  in 
this  sense  also  that  the  same  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  speech 
before  mentioned,  explained  the  intention  of  the  latter  part  of 
the  said  rule.  Thus,  when  I  see,  for  example,  the  Florida  and 
the  Shenandoah  choose  for  their  lield  of  action,  one,  the  stretch 
of  sea  between  the  Bahama  Archipelago  and  Bermuda,  to 
cruise  there  at  its  ease,  and  the  other,  Melbourne  and  llob- 
son's  Bay,  fen-  the  purposes,  immediately  carried  out,  of  going 
to  the  arctic  seas,  there  to  attack  the  whaling  vessels,  I  can 
not  but  regard  the  supplies  of  coal  in  quantities  sufficient  for 
such  purposes  as  infringements  of  the  second  rule  of  the  sixth 
article." 

Mr.  Adams,  in  his  opinion,  said:* 
Mr.  AdamB'8  Opinion,  u  This  (luestiou  of  coals  was  little  considered 
by  writers  on  the  law  of  nations,  and  by  sov- 
ereign powers,  until  the  present  century.  It  has  become  one 
of  the  lirst  importance,  now  that  the  motive  power  of  all  ves- 
sels is  so  greatly  enhanced  by  it. 

^'The  effect  of  this  application  of  steam  power  has  changed 
the  character  of  war  on  the  ocean,  and  invested  with  a  greatly 
l)reponderant  force  those  nations  which  possess  most  largely 
the  best  material  for  it  within  their  own  territories  and  the 
greatest  number  of  maritime  places  over  the  globe  where  de- 
posits may  be  conveniently  provided  for  their  use. 

*<It  is  needless  to  jmint  out  the  superiority  in  this  respect 
of  the  position  of  Great  Britain.  There  seems  no  way  of  dis- 
cussing the  (luestion  other  than  through  this  example. 

"Just  in  proportion  to  these  advantages  is  the  responsibil- 
ity of  that  country  when  holding  the  situation  of  a  neutral  in 
time  of  war. 

"  The  safest  course  in  any  critical  emergency  would  be  to 

'  Piipers  relating  to  tbo  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV,  74.  *Itl.  X48, 
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deny  altogether  to  supply  the  vessels  of  any  of  the  belliger- 
ents, except  i)erhaps  when  in  positive  distpess. 

"  Bat  such  a  policy  would  not  fail  to  be  regarded  as  selfish, 
illiberal,  and  unkind  by  all  belligerents.  It  would  inevitably 
lead  to  the  acquisition  and  establishment  of  similar  positions 
for  themselves  by  other  maritime  i)Owers,  to  be  guarded  with 
equal  exclusiveness,  and  entailing  upon  them  enormous  and 
continual  expenses  to  provide  against  rare  emergencies. 

'*It  is  not  therefore  either  just  or  in  the  interest  of  other 
powers,  by  exacting  severe  responsibilities  of  Great  Britain  in 
time  of  war,  to  force  her  either  to  deny  all  supplies,  or,  as  a 
lighter  risk,  to  engage  herself  in  war. 

'^It  is  in  this  sense  that  I  approach  the  arguments  that  have 
been  presented  in  regard  to  the  supply  of  coals  given  by  Great 
Britain  to  the  insurgent  American  steamers  as  forming  a  base 
of  operations. 

'<It  must  be  noted  that  throughout  the  war  of  four  years 
supplies  of  coal  were  furnished  liberally  at  first,  and  more 
scantily  afterward,  but  still  indiscriminately,  to  both  bellig- 
erents. 

'^The  difficulty  is  obvious  how  to  distinguish  those  cases  of 
coals  given  to  either  of  the  parties  as  helping  them  impartially 
to  other  ports,  from  those  furnished  as  a  base  of  hostile  opera- 
tions. 

"  Unquestionably,  Commodore  Wilkes,  in  the  Yanderbilty  was 
very  much  aided  in  continuiug  his  cruise  at  sea  by  the  supplies 
obtained  from  British  sources.  Is  this  to  be  construed  as  get- 
ting a  base  of  operations  t 

*'It  is  plain  that  a  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere,  or  else  no 
neutral  power  will  consent  to  furnish  supplies  to  any  belligerent 
whatever  in  time  of  war. 

<^So  far  as  I  am  able  to  find  my  way  out  of  this  dilemma,  it 
is  in  this  wise : 

'^The  supply  of  coals  to  a  belligerent  involves  no  responsi- 
bility to  the  neutral,  when  it  is  made  in  response  to  a  demand 
presented  in  good  faith,  with  a  single  object  of  satisfying  a 
legitimate  purpose  openly  assigned. 

"On  the  other  hand,  the  same  supply  does  involve  a  respon- 
sibility if  it  shall  in  any  way  be  made  to  appear  that  the  con- 
cession was  made,  either  tacitly  or  by  agreement,  with  a  view 
to  promote  or  complete  the  execution  of  a  hostile  act. 

"  Hence  I  perceive  no  other  way  to  determine  the  degree  of 
the  responsibility  of  a  neutral  in  these  cases  than  by  an  ex- 
amination of  the  evidence  to  show  the  intent  of  the  grant  in 
any  specific  case.  Fraud  or  falsehood  in  such  a  case  ])oisons 
everything  it  touches.  Even  indifi'erence  may  degenerate  into 
willful  negligence,  and  that  will  impose  a  burden  of  proof  to 
excuse  it  before  responsibility  can  be  relieved. 

"This  is  the  rule  I  have  endeavored  to  apply  in  judging  the 
nature  of  the  cases  complained  of  in  the  course  of  this  arbi- 
tration." 
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Sir  Alexander  Gockbam  contended  that  the 
Sir  Alexander  Coek-  term  "base  of  naval  operations"  had  no  rela- 
»•  Op  on.  ^.^^  ^  ^^^  ^j^^  ^^  ^  vessel  which,  while  cruis- 
ing against  an  enemy's  ships,  pats  into  a  port,  and  after 
obtaining  necessary  supplies  again  pursues  her  course,  but 
that  it  referred  to  the  use  of  a  port  or  water  as  a  place  from 
which  a  fleet  or  a  ship  might  watch  an  enemy  and  sally  forth 
to  attack  him,  with  the  possibility  of  falling  back  upon  the 
port  or  water  in  question  for  fresh  supplies,  or  shelter,  or  a 
renewal  of  operations.  The  term  signified  "a  local  position 
which  serves  as  a  point  of  departure  and  return  in  military 
operations,  and  with  which  a  constant  connection  andcommu- 
nication  can  be  kept  up,  and  which  may  be  fallen  back  upon 
whenever  necessary.''  * 

Mr.  Staempfli,  in  his  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Opinion  of  Mr.     the  Sumter,  said :« 
Btaempfli. 

"The  permission  given  to  the  Sumter  to 
remain  and  to  take  in  coal  at  Trinid^  does  not  in  itself  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  basis  for  accusing  the  British  authorities  of 
having  failed  in  the  observance  of  their  duties  as  neutrsils; 
because  this  fact  can  not  be  considered  by  itself,  since  the 
Sumter,  both  before  and  after  that  time,  was  admitted  into 
the  ports  of  many  other  states,  where  it  stayed  and  took  in  coal, 
and  it  is  proved  that  the  last  supply  she  obtained  to  cross  the 
Atlantic  did  not  take  place  in  a  British  port;  so  that  it  can 
not  be  held  that  the  port  of  Trinidad  served  as  a  base  of  oper- 
ations for  the  Sumter,^ 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration,  in  its  award. 
Deeiiion  of  the      g^^j^ . 
Tillnmal. 

'^In  order  to  impart  to  supplies  of  coal  a 
character  inconsistent  with  the  second  rule,  prohibiting  the 
use  of  neutral  ports  or  waters  as  a  base  of  naval  operations 
for  a  belligerent,  it  is  necessary  that  the  said  supplies  should 
be  connected  with  special  circumstances  of  time,  of  persons, 
or  of  place,  which  may  combine  to  give  them  such  character."^ 

In  signing  the  award,  Viscount  d'It%jab4 
statement  of  Tu-  made  the  following  statement: 
oonnt  d'ltajnM. 

"  Viscount  d'ltajubd,  while  signing  the  deci- 
sion, remarks^  with  regard  to  the  recital  concerning  the  supply 
of  coals,  that  he  is  of  opinion  that  every  government  is  free  to 
furnish  to  the  belligerents  more  or  less  of  that  article."^ 


» Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  rV.  422. 
«Id.  136.  'Id.  50.  nd,  47. 


f^^^n^  a.  Jsz^ 
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It  did  not  appear  that  in  any  case  Great  Britain  was  held 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  a  vessel  in  consequence  of  supplies 
of  coal. 

4.  International  Law,  and  not  Municipal  Law,  the 
Measure  of  Neutral  Duty. 

As  has  been  seen,  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington 
provided  that  the  arbitrators  should  be  governed  by  the  three 
rules  therein  agreed  upon,  and  by  such  principles  of  interna- 
tional law,  not  inconsistent  therewith,  as  they  should  deter- 
mine to  have  been  applicivble  to  the  case.  But  while  it  was 
thus  agreed  that  the  duties  which  a  neutral  is  bound  to  per- 
form are  not  to  be  measured  by  municipal  law,  the  question 
was  much  debated  as  to  how  far  a  nation,  charged  with  a  fail- 
ure to  perform  its  neutral  duties,  mi^ht  justify  itself  by  show- 
ing that  it  had  employed  the  means  provided  by  its  municipal 
law  for  the  fulfillment  of  those  duties. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States,  the  foUow- 

Cue of  tli6 TJoited  .  ...  ... 

mg  position  was  taken : » 


^<It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  when  consider- 
ing the  municipal  laws  of  Great  Britain,  that,  whether  ettective 
or  deficient,  they  are  but  machinery  to  enable  the  government 
to  perform  the  international  duties  which  they  recognize,  or 
which  may  be  incumbent  upon  it  from  its  position  in  the  family 
of  nations.  The  obligation  of  a  neutral  state  to  prevent  the 
violation  of  the  neutrality  of  its  soil  is  independent  of  all  in- 
terior or  local  law.  The  municipal  law  may  and  ought  to 
recognize  that  obligation ;  but  it  can  neither  create  nor  destroy 
it,  for  it  is  an  obligation  resulting  directly  from  international 
law,  which  forbids  the  use  of  neutral  territory  for  hostile 
purpose. 

<<The  local  law,  indeed,  may  justly  be  regarded  as  evidence, 
as  far  as  it  goeBy  of  the  nation's  estimate  of  its  international 
duties;  but  it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  the  limit  of  those  obliga- 
tions in  the  eye  of  the  law  of  nations." 

Again,  the  Case  of  the  United  States  declared  that  ^<a 
neutral  is  bound  to  enforce  its  municipal  laws  and  its  execu- 
tive proclamations,  and  that  a  belligerent  has  the  right  to  ask 
it  to  do  so;  and  also  the  right  to  ask  to  have  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  neutral  by  law  increased  if  found  insuf- 
ficient.''* 


■  Papers  relatiDg  to  the  Treaty  of  WashiDgton,  I.  47. 
'Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  WashingtoD,  I.  87. 
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In  tbe  Counter  Case  of  Great  Britain,  the 
Biituh  Conntor  Caie.  question  was  presented  as  follows:  ^ 

"  The  propositions  advanced  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  are  the  following: 

'•'1.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  a  neutral  to  preserve  strict  and 
impartial  neutrality  as  to  both  belligerents  during  hostilities.' 

"The  British  Q-overnment  willingly  assents  to  this  proposi- 
tion. 'No  one  indeed  has  yet  been  found  to  deny  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  a  neutral  power  to  be  neutral;  or  that  neutrality  is,  by 
lis  very  definition,  a  condition  of  impartiality  in  matters  relat- 
ing to  the  war;  or  to  affirm  that  it  is  possible  to  be  neutral  as 
to  one  of  two  belligerents  without  being  neutral  as  to  the  other. 

"'2.  That  this  obligation  is  independent  of  municipal  law.' 

"The  British  Oovernment  accepts  this  proposition  also. 

"^3.  That  a  neutral  is  bound  to  enforce  its  municipal  laws 
and  its  executive  proclamations,  and  that  a  belligerent  has  the 
right  to  ask  it  to  do  so,  and  also  the  right  to  ask  to  have  the 
powers  conferred  upon  the  neutral  by  law  increased,  if  found 
insufficient.' 

"  The  British  Government  does  not  dispute  that  a  belligerent 
government  may,  if  it  think  fit,  ask  for  any  of  these  things. 
But  that  a  neutral  power  is  under  an  international  obligation 
to  comply  with  the  request,  or  to  enforce  its  municipal  laws 
and  all  proclamations  or  orders  issued  by  the  executive  govern- 
ment, is  far  from  being  universally  true;  it  is  admissible  only 
under  very  material  qualifications,  which  will  be  presently 
stated.  Still  less  can  it  be  admitted  to  be  generally  true  that 
a  belligerent- power  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  neutral  state 
to  make  changes  in  its  domestic  legislation. 

"Her  Britannic  Majesty's  government  declares,  on  the  con- 
trary, in  the  most  explicit  manner,  that  the  law  to  which  it  has 
submitted  its  conduct,  and  by  which  it  has  consented  to  be 
tried,  is  the  international  law  recognized  in  common  by  all 
civilized  states,  coupled  with  the  three  rules  embodied  in  the 
treaty;  that  this  law  is  to  be  gathered,  not  from  British  stat- 
utes or  ordinances,  but  from  the  general  consent  of  nations, 
evidenced  by  their  practice;  and  that  the  laws  and  ordinances 
of  Great  Britain  herself  can  be  appealed  to  only  for  the  single 
purpose  of  proving  that  her  government  was  armed  with  suffi- 
cient power  to  discharge  its  international  duties,  and  not  for 
the  purpose  of  extending,  any  more  than  of  restricting,  the 
range  of  those  duties." 

From  the  argument  of  the  United  States 
Arpunent  of  the   ^q  m^y  extract  the  following  passages :  * 
United  States.  o  r-  o 

"(2^)  The  efforts  of  the  [British]  Case  and 
Counter  Case  to  ascribe  to  or  apportion  among  the  various 
departments  of  national  authority,  legislative,  judicial,  and 

^  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  II.  207, 123. 
aid.  III.  147. 


neutbality:  the  geneva  arbitration.   4103 

executive,  principal  or  subordinate,  the  true  measure  of  obliga- 
tion and  responsibility,  and  of  fault  or  failure,  in  the  premises, 
as  among  themselves,  seem  wholly  valueless.  If  the  sum  of  the 
obligations  of  Great  Britain  to  the  United  States  was  not  per- 
formed, the  nation  is  in  fault  wherever,  in  the  functions  of  the 
state  or  in  their  exercise,  the  failure  in  duty  arose. 

^^  (c)  So,  too,  the  particular  institutions  or  habits  of  the  people 
of  Great  Britain,  or  the  motives  or  policy  of  its  government  in 
respect  of  commercial  freedom,  unrestricted  activity,  maxims 
or  methods  of  judicial  procedure,  limitations  of  prerogative, 
and  similar  internal  arrangements  of  people  and  govern ment, 
cease  to  have  any  efficacy  in  determining  the  judgment  of  this 
tribunal  upon  the  fulfillment  of,  or  default  in,  international 
duty.  Domestic  liberty,  however  valuable  to  and  in  a  state, 
is  not  a  warrant  for  international  license;  nor  can  its  advan- 
tages be  cherished  by  government  or  people  at  the  cost  of 
foreign  nations.  Indeed,  when  a  special  obligation  or  particu- 
lar motive  induces,  and  in  some  sense  justifies,  failure  in  inter- 
national duty,  the  offending  nation  assumes  the  necessary 
amends  and  reparation  to  the  foreign  state.  A  notable  instance 
of  this  is  found  in  the  course  of  the  United  States  toward 
Great  Britain,  when  the  former  had  failed  in  what  they  ad- 
mitted to  be  their  international  duty  to  prevent  the  outfit  of 
French  privateers  by  reason  of  certain  special  relations  to 
France.  Compensation  to  Great  Britain  for  injuries  by  the 
offending  cruisers  was  conceded. 

"VII.  The  preceding  observations  leave  the  affirmative  state- 
ment of  the  obligations  resting  upon  Great  Britain  to  secure 
the  fulfillment  of  this  international  duty  to  the  United  States 
free  from  difficulty. 

"  (a)  These  obligations  required  that  all  seasonable,  appropri- 
ate, and  adequate  means  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
proposed  should  be  applied  and  kept  in  operation  by  Great 
Britain  from  the  first  occasion  for  their  exhibition  until  the 
necessity  was  over. 

"  {b)  As  the  situation  calling  for  the  discharge  of  these  obli- 
gations on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  was  not  sprung  upon  it 
unawares,  but  was  created  by  the  Queen's  proclamation  (a  meas- 
ure of  state  adopted  after  deliberation  in  its  own  government 
and  upon  conference  with  another  great  European  power),  the 
means  to  meet  the  duties  of  the  proclaimed  neutrality  should 
at  once  have  been  found  at  the  service  of  the  government,  or 
promptly  prepared,  if  deficient,  that  no  space  might  intervene 
between  the  deliberate  assumption  of  these  duties  by  the  gov- 
ernment, and  a  complete  accession  of  power  to  fulfill  them.^ 

In  the  British  argument  the  question  was 
Britiih  Ai^nment    Stated  thus :  ^ 

"  32.  It  is  absolutely  necessary,  in  considering  charges  such 
as  are  made  against  Great  Britain  by  the  United  States,  to 
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take  into  account,  for  some  purposes,  the  laws  and  institations 
of  the  nation  charged,  the  powers  with  which  its  goyernment 
is  invested,  and  its  ordinary  modes  of  administrative  and 
judicial  procedure,    •    ♦    * 

"  33.  These  considerations  in  no  way  affect  the  principle  that 
the  duties  of  neutrality  are  in  themselves  independent  of 
municipal  law.  Those  duties  are  not  created  by  municipal  law ; 
they  can  not  be  abolished  or  altered  by  it  But  since,  in  the 
discharge  of  international  duties,  every  nation  acts  through  its 
government,  and  each  government  is  confined  within  the 
sphere  of  its  legal  i)owers,  the  local  law  and  local  institutions 
can  not  be  disregarded  when  the  question  arises,  whether  in  a 
given  case  a  government  has  sufficient  grounds  of  belief  to 
proceed  upon,  and  whether  it  acted  with  proper  diligence. 

<<  34.  It  was  therefore  material  to  show  what,  at  the  time 
when  the  acts  complained  of  by  the  United  States  are  alleged 
to  have  been  done,  was  the  state  of  British  law  in  relation  to 
such  matters;  what  powers  the  executive  government  pos- 
sessed; in  what  modes  those  powers  could  be  exercised,  and 
what  were  the  generiil  rules  of  administrative  and  judicial  pro- 
cedure, including  those  relating  to  the  judicial  investigation  of 
facts  and  the  reception  of  evidence. 

"  35.  In  reference  to  this  part  of  the  question,  the  following 
propositions,  already  laid  down  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain, 
may  be  repeated  here: 

"  In  every  country  where  the  executive  is  subject  to  the  laws, 
foreign  states  have  a  right  to  expect — 

"  (a)  That  tbe  laws  be  such  as  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
foresight  might  reasonably  be  deemed  adequate  for  the  repres- 
sion of  all  acts  which  the  government  is  under  an  international 
obligation  to  repress,  when  properly  informed  of  them; 

"  (b)  That,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  this  purpose,  tbe 
laws  be  enforced  and  the  legal  powers  of  the  government  ex- 
ercised. 

"  But  foreign  states  have  not  a  right  to  require,  where  such 
laws  exist,  that  tbe  executive  should  overstep  them  in  a  par- 
ti(;ular  case  in  order  to  prevent  harm  to  foreign  states  or  their 
citizens;  nor  that,  in  order  to  prevent  harm  to  foreign  states 
or  their  citizens,  the  executive  should  act  against  the  persons 
or  property  of  individuals,  unless  upon  evidence  which  would 
justify  it  in  so  acting  if  the  interests  to  be  protected  were  its 
own  or  those  of  its  own  citizens.  Nor  are  the  laws  or  the 
mode  of  judicial  or  administrative  procedure  which  exist  in 
one  country  to  be  applied  as  constituting  a  rule  or  standard  of 
compansoiL  for  any  other  country.  Thus,  the  rules  which  ex- 
ist in  Great  Britain  as  to  the  admission  and  probative  force  of 
various  kinds  of  testimony,  the  evidence  necessary  to  be  pro- 
duced in  certain  cases,  the  questions  proper  to  be  tried  by  a 
jury,  the  functions  of  the  executive  in  regard  to  the  preven- 
tion and  prosecution  of  offenses,  may  differ,  as  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  magistrature  and  the  distributionof  authority  among 
central  and  local  officers  also  differ,  from  those  which  exist  in 
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France,  Germany,  or  Italy.  Each  of  ibese  countries  has  a 
right,  as  well  in  matters  which  concern  foreign  states  or  their 
citizens  as  in  other  matters,  to  administer  and  enforce  its  own 
laws  in  its  own  foram  and  according  to  its  own  rules  and 
modes  of  procedure;  and  foreign  states  can  not  justly  com- 
plain of  this  unless  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  these  rules 
and  modes  of  procedure  conflict  in  any  particular  with  natural 
justice,  or,  in  other  words,  with  principles  commonly  acknowl- 
edged by  civilized  nations  to  be  of  universal  obligation. 

<^39.  It  is  therefore  abundantly  clear  that  no  argument 
against  Great  Britain  can  be  founded  on  any  supposed  defect 
in  the  foreign-enlistment  act 

"40.  As  to  the  general  powers  of  the  executive  government 
in  Great  Britain  and  the  rules  of  procedure  established  there, 
the  following  statements  have  been  made  on  her  part  to  the 
arbitrators: 

"  (a)  The  executive  can  not  deprive  any  person,  even  tem- 
I>orarily,  of  the  possession  or  enjoyment  of  property,  nor  sub- 
ject him  to  bodily  restraint,  unless  by  virtue  and  in  exercise  of 
a  power  created  and  conferred  on  the  executive  by  law. 

"  (b)  ISo  person  can  be  visited  with  a  forfeiture  of  property, 
nor  subjected  to  any  penalty^  unless  for  breach  of  a  law,  nor 
unless  such  breach  is  capable  of  being  proved  against  him. 

^^  (c)  Under  the  foreign-enlistment  act  the  government  had 
no  power  to  seize  or  detain  a  ship,  unless  with  a  view  to  subse- 
quent condemnation  in  due  course  of  law,  and  on  the  ground 
of  an  Infringement  of  the  law  sufficient  to  warrant  condem- 
nation. 

<<  (d)  Before  authorizing  the  condemnation  of  a  suspected 
vessel,  the  law  required  that  the  facts  alleged  against  her 
should  be  capable  of  proof.  Open  investigation  before  a  court 
is  the  :mode  appointed  by  law  for  sifting  all  allegations  and 
distinguishing  ascertainable  facts  from  mere  rumor.  This  is 
an  ordeal  which  a  British  Government  must  always  be  pre- 
pared to  encounter  if,  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  intrusted 
to  it,  it  seizes  or  interferes  with  the  person  or  property  of  any- 
one within  its  jurisdiction.  The  British  Govermnent  there- 
fore justly  held  itself  entitled  and  bound,  before  seizing  any 
vessel,  either  to  have  sufficient  proof  in  its  possession  or  to 
have  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  it  would  be  forth- 
coming before  the  trial  if  the  case  should  begin. 

"  (e)  By  proof,  in  an  English  court  of  law,  is  understood  the 
production  of  evidence  sufficient  to  create  in  the  mind  of  the 
judge  or  jury  (a6  the  case  may  be)  a  reasonable  and  deliberate 
belief  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  to  be  proved,  such  as  a  reason- 
able person  would  be  satisfied  to  act  on  in  any  important 
concerns  of  his  own.  And  by  evidence  is  understood  the  tes- 
timony, on  oath,  as  to  facts  within  )iis  or  their  personal  knowl- 
edge, of  a  witness  or  witnesses  produced  in  open  court  and 
subject  to'cross-examination.'^ 
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In  Supplemental  Arguments,  Sir  Boundell 
flirBonndeUPaimer'.paimeri  for  Great  Britain,  and  Mr.  Evarte» 
^^^ir""**^  ^  ^^^  *^®  United  States,  discussed  at  length  the 
prerogative  powers  of  the  British  crown  with 
respect  to  the  prevention  of  hostile  acts  within  the  British 
realms.  It  was  admitted  by  Sir  Koundell  Palmer  <Hhat  if  any 
military  or  naval  expeditions,  or  any  other  acts  or  operations 
of  war  against  the  United  States,  in  the  true  and  proper  sense 
of  those  words,  had  been  attempted  within  British  territory,  it 
would  not  have  been  necessary  for  the  British  Government 
either  to  suspend  the  habeas  corpus  act  or  to  rely  on  the 
foreign-enlistment  act  in  order  to  enable  it  to  intercept  and 
prevent  by  force  such  expeditions  or  such  acts  or  operations  of 
war.    The  whole  civil  police,''  continued  Sir  Roundell  Palmer, 

"  and  the  whole  naval  and  military  forces  of  the  British  crown 
would  have  been  lawfully  available  to  the  executive  govern- 
ment, by  the  common  law  of  the  realm,  for  the  prevention  of 
such  proceedings.  But  the  fact  is,  that  nothing  of  this  kind 
ever  happened  or  was  attempted,  during  the  civil  war  in  the 
United  States,  in  Great  Britain  or  in  any  of  the  British  x>08- 
sessions,  except  (in  the  year  1863-64)  in  some  of  the  British 
North  American  provinces;  and  when  such  attempts  were 
made  in  those  provinces  the  powers  of  the  common  law  were 
at  once  put  in  force  for  their  repression  and  were  strengthened 
by  special  and  extraordinary  legislation;  nor  is  any  complaint 
now  made  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  any 
want  of  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  British  North  Ameri- 
can authorities  in  that  respect.  Not  only  was  no  military  or 
naval  expedition  and  no  act  or  operation  of  war  ever  attempted 
elsewhere  within  British  territory  against  the  United  States, 
but  (unless  the  arming  of  the  Florida  at  Green  Cay,  in  the 
Bahamas,  be  an  exception)  no  attempt  was  ever  made  in  any 
other  part  of  the  British  dominions  so  much  as  to  equip  or 
dispatch  for  the  Confederate  service  any  armed  vessel,  by  which 
the  question  whether  it  had  or  had  not  the  character  of  a  naval 
expedition  prohibited  by  international  law  might  have  been 
raised." 

Mr.  Evarts,  in  reply,  said : 
Mr.  Evartt'B  Oral 

Argument.  ""  ^"^^  ^^  undoubtedly  part  of  the  common 

law  of  England,  as  the  learned  counsel  states, 
the  argument  here  turns  upon  nothing  else  but  the  old  contro- 
versy between  us,  whether  these  acts  were  in  the  nature  of 
hostile  acts^  under  the  condemnation  of  the  law  of  nations  as 
such,  that  ought  to  have  been  intercepted  by  the  exercise  of 
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prerogative,  or  by  the  power  of  the  crown  at  common  law, 
whichever  yon  choose  to  call  it.  The  object  of  all  the  discus- 
sion of  the  learned  connsel  is  continaaJly  to  bring  it  back  to 
the  point  that  within  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  the  foreign- 
enlistment  act  was  the  sole  authority  for  action  and  prevention, 
and  if  these  vessels  were  reasonably  proceeded  against,  under 
the  requirementsof  administrati veduty  in  enforcing  the  foreign- 
enlistment  act,  as  against  persons  and  property  for  confiscation 
or  for  punishment,  that  was  all  that  was  necessary  or  proper. 

^<  Sir  Alexander  Gogkbubn.  Am  I  to  understand  you  as  a 
lawyer  to  say  that  it  was  competent  for  the  authorities  at  the 
port  whence  such  a  vessel  escaped  to  order  out  troops  and  com- 
mand them  to  firet 

"Mr.  Evarts,  That  will  depend  upon  the  question  whether 
that  was  the  only  way  to  compel  her  to  an  observance. 

"Sir  Alexander  Gogkbubn.  I  put  the  question  to  you  in 
the  concrete. 

"Mr.  Evarts.  That  would  draw  me  to  another  subject,  viz, 
a  discussion  of  the  facts.  But  I  will  S9y  that  it  depends  upon 
whether  the  act  she  is  engaged  in  committing  comes  within  the 
category  of  koatile  acts. 

"Sir  Alexander  Gogkburn.  But  taking  this  case,  and 
laying  aside  the  question  of  due  diligence.  The  vessel  is  going 
out  of  the  Mersey.  Do  you  say  as  a  lawyer  that  she  should  be 
fired  upon  t 

"Mr.  Evarts.  Under  proper  circumstances,  yes. 

"Sir  Alexander  Gogkbubn.  But  I  put  the  circumstances. 

"Mr.  Evabts.  You  must  give  me  the  attending  circum- 
stances that  show  such  an  act  of  force  is  necessary  to  secure 
the  execution  of  the  public  authority.  You  do  not  put  in  the 
element  that  that  is  the  only  way  to  bring  such  a  vessel  to.  If 
you  add  that  element,  then  I  say  yes. 

"Sir  Alexander  Gogkbubn.  She  is  going  out  of  the  port. 
They  know  she  is  trying  to  escape  from  the  port.  Do  you,  I 
again  ask — do  you  as  a  lawyer  say  that  it  would  be  competent 
for  the  authorities  without  a  warrant,  simply  because  this  is  a 
violation  of  the  law,  to  fire  on  that  vessel  f 

"Mr.  Evarts.  Gertainly,  after  the  usual  preliminaries  of  hail- 
ing her  and  firing  across  her  bows  to  bring  her  to.  Finally,  if 
she  insists  on  proceeding  on  her  way,  and  thus  raises  the  issue 
of  escape  from  the  government  or  forcible  arrest  by  the  govern- 
ment, you  are  to  fire  into  lier.  It  becomes  a  question  whether 
the  government  is  to  surrender  to  the  ship  or  the  ship  to  the 
government.  Of  course,  the  lawfulness  of  this  action  depends 
upon  the  question  whether  the  act  committed  Is,  under  the  law 
of  nations,  a  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  the  territory  and  a 
hostile  aetj  as,  it  is  conceded  throughout  this  argument,  the 
evasion  of  an  armed  ship  would  be." 
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Count  Sclopis,  in  his  opinion,  said:^ 

Opinion  of  Connt  .  ,. 

sdopii.  "I  Willingly  admit    •    •    •    that  the  daties 

of  the  neutral  power  can  not  be  determined  by 
the  laws  which  that  power  may  have  made  in  its  own  interest. 
This  would  be  an  easy  means  of  eluding  positive  responsibili- 
ties which  are  recognized  by  equity  and  imposed  by  the  law  of 
nations.  There  exists  between  nations  a  general  law,  or,  if  it 
is  preferred,  a  common  tie,  formed  by  equity  and  sanctioned 
by  respect  for  reciprocal  interests.  This  general  law  receives 
especial  development  in  its  application  to  acts  which  take  place 
at  sea,  where  no  frontiers  are  marked  out,  and  where  there  is 
the  greater  necessity  that  liberty  should  be  secured  by  a 
common  law,  without  which  it  would  be  impossible  to  defend 
one's  self  by  positive  guaranties  from  the  most  flagrant  acts 
of  injustice.  This  is  what  prompted  the  saying  of  one  who  had 
been  brought  up  in  the  habits  of  servility  to  say :  *  The  Emperor 
is  master  of  the  earth,  but  the  law  is  the  mistress  of  the  sea.' 
(Dix,  lib.  1,  de  Lege  Rhodia.)  I  grant,  then,  the  right  of  the 
belligerent  to  require  that  the  neutral  should  not  shelter  his 
responsibility  under  rules  made  by  himself  in  his  own  interest, 
and  I  enter  ftilly  into  the  views  of  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington,  which  simply  gives  the  preference  to  rules  of  gen- 
eral equity  over  the  provisions  of  any  particular  system  of  leg- 
islation, whatever  it  may  be. 

^^  It  does  not,  however,  seem  to  me  admissible  that  a  bellig- 
erent should  be  able  to  require  of  a  neutral  that,  in  order  to 
fulfill  his  neutral  duties,  he  should  increase  his  military  estab- 
lishments or  his  ordinary  system  of  defense.  This  would  be 
an  encroachment  on  the  independence  of  a  state,  which  is  not 
bound  to  abdicate  a  portion  of  its  material  sovereignty  because 
it  finds  itself  involuntarily  in  a  special  position  with  regard  to 
the  belligerent.  The  neutral  may  be  asked  to  put  the  powers 
of  his  government  into  full  activity  in  order  to  maintain  his 
neutrality;  he  can  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  modify  the 
organization  of  his  administrative  machinery  to  serve  the  inter- 
ests of  another  power. 

"  We  must  beware  of  rendering  the  condition  of  neutrals 
too  difficult  and  almost  impossible.  The  importance  of  cir- 
cumscribing war  is  a  matter  of  continual  remark,  and  if  neu- 
trals are  to  be  overwhelmed  with  a  burden  of  precautions  and 
a  weight  of  responsibility  which  is  in  excess  of  the  interest 
they  have  to  remain  neutral,  they  will  be  forced  to  take  an 
active  part  in  the  war;  instead  of  a  proper  inaction  we  should 
have  an  increase  of  hostilities.  There  will  no  longer  be  any 
medii  between  combatants;  the  disasters  of  war  will  be  multi- 
plied, and  the  part  of  mediators,  which  neutrals  have  often 
undertaken  and  brought  to  a  successful  conclusion,  will  for- 
ever disappear.'' 
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Mr.  Staemptli,  in  his  opinion,  said : ' 

Kr«  Btsttnpfli's  ^^ 

Oji^ggiL  ^^The  laws  of  a  state  touching  neutrality  do 

not  constitute  an  element  of  the  law  of  nations 
in  the  sense  that  they  can  not,  at  any  time,  be  altered,  modi- 
fied, or  added  to  without  the  cooperation  or  consent'of  other 
states,  the  law  of  nations  itself  being  absolutely  independent 
of  these  municipal  laws;  yet,  so  long  as  there  exist  such  laws 
in  a  state,  and  they  have  not  been  abrogated,  belligerent 
states  have  the  right  to  require  their  loyal  observance,  as  other- 
wise frauds  or  errors  might  be  committed,  to  the  detriment  of 
one  or  other  of  the  belligerents;  as,  for  instance,  when  there 
is  known  to  exist  (although  no  attention  may  be  paid  to  it)  a 
decree  forbidding  a  belligerent  vessel  of  war  to  remain  in  a 
port  for  more  than  twenty-four  hours,  or  to  take  on  board  more 
coal  than  is  necessary  for  her  to  reach  the  nearest  port  of  her 
country,  or  to  obtain  fresh  supplies  in  the  same  port  within 
three  months. 

^^This  principle,  at  the  same  time,  implies  that. the  absence 
of  all  municipal  laws,  or  the  want  of  sufficient  laws  on  the 
subject,  does  not,  in  any  way,  detract  from  the  law  of  nations 
either  as  regards  international  obligations  or  rights.'^ 

Award  of  UieTti-      The  award  of  the  tribunal  of  arbitration 
inmai.  declared :  * 

*^The  government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  can  not  justify 
itself  for  a  failure  in  due  diligence  on  the  plea  of  insufficiency 
of  the  legal  means  of  action  which  it  possessed." 

5.  English  Feeling  toward  the  United  States,  and 
Toleration  op  Confederate  Operations  in  Engk 

LAND. 

As  has  been  seen,  it  was  maintained  in  the  Case  of  the 
United  States  that  the  feelings  of  the  authorities  in  England 
were  unfriendly  to  the  United  States,  and  that  in  consequence 
Confederate  operations  were  tolerated. 

Touching  this  point,  Count  Sclopis  said :  ^ 

MapLL  ^^The  British   Government   was   fully  in- 

formed that  the  Confederates  had  established 
in  England  a  branch  of  their  means  of  attack  and  defense 
against  the  United  States.  Commissioners  representing  the 
government  of  Richmond  were  domiciled  in  London,  and  had 
put  themselves  in  communication  with  the  English  Govern- 
ment. Lord  Bussell  had  received  these  Confederate  represent- 
atives in  an  unofficial  way.  The  first  visit  took  place  on  the 
llth  of  May  1861— that  is  to  say,  three  days  before  the  Queen's 
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proclamation  of  neutrality,  and  four  days  before  Mr.  Adams 
arrived  in  London  as  the  minister  of  the  United  States.  And 
further,  the  English  Government  could  not  but  know  that  great 
commercial  houses  were  managing  the  interests  of  the  Confed- 
erates at  Liverpool,  a  town  which,  from  that  time,  was  very 
openly  pronounced  in  favor  of  the  South.  In  Parliament  itself 
opinions  were  before  long  openly  expressed  in  favor  of  tlie  in- 
surgents. The  Queen's  ministers  themselves  did  not  disguise 
that  in  their  opinion  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  the  American 
Union  to  reestablish  itself  as  before.  •  •  •  It  results  from 
this,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  English  Government  found  itself^ 
during  the  first  years  of  the  war  of  secession,  in  the  midst  of 
circumstances  which  could  not  but  have  an  influence,  if  not 
directly  upon  itself,  at  least  upon  a  part  of  the  population  sub- 
ject to  the  British  Crown.  No  government  is  safe  against  cer- 
tain waves  of  public  opinion,  which  it  can  not  master  at  its  will. 
I  am  far  from  thinking  that  the  animus  of  the  English  Govern- 
ment was  hostile  to  the  Federal  Government  during  the  war. 
Yet  there  were  grave  dangers  for  the  United  States  in  Great 
Britain  and  her  colonies  which  there  were  no  direct  means  for 
averting.  England  therefore  should  have  fulfilled  her  duties 
as  a  neutral  by  the  exercise  of  a  diligence  equal  to  the  gravity 
of  the  danger.  *  *  •  It  can  not  be  denied  that  there  were 
moments  when  its  watehfulness  seemed  to  fail  and  when  fee- 
bleness in  certain  branches  of  the  public  service  resulted  in 
great  detriment  to  the  United  States." 

In  a  passage  in  his  opinion  on  the  effect  of 
tffiL^  b^  ^  commission,  Viscount  d'ltajubA  said:  "By 

seizing  or  detaining  the  vessel  the  neutral  only 
prevents  the  belligerent  from  deriving  advantage  from  the 
fraud  committed  within  his  territory  by  the  same  belligerent; 
while,  by  not  proceeding  against  a  guilty  vessel,  the  neutral 
justly  exposes  itself  to  having  its  good  faith  justly  called  in 
question  by  the  other  belligerent,"  ^  Viscount  d'ltajuba,  how- 
ever, expressed  no  opinion  as  to  the  state  of  feeling  in  England. 
Mr.  Staempfii,  in  one  of  his  opinions,  said' 
Stoe  ^  HL        ^^^^  ^^^  cases  and  documents  put  in  by  the 

two  powers  contained  "a  quantity  of  facts 
which  should  not  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  judgment 
to  be  pronounced  by  the  tribunal,"  and  among  such  facts  he 
specified  *'  expressions  of  sympathy  or  antipathy  during  the 
war,  individual  speeches  in  or  out  of  Parliament  or  other 
official  assemblies,  the  attitude  of  the  press,  etc."  The  facts 
to  be  taken  into  consideration  were,  he  said,  "only  the  acts 

>  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  97-98. 
aid.  106. 
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and  omissions  of  Great  Britain  with  regard  to  each  of  the  ves- 
sels which  form  the  subject  of  complaint  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States^" 

Mr.  Adams  in  several  places  referred  to  evi- 
^"^  dences  of  feeling  on  the  part  of  local  authori- 


ties, as  an  explanation  of  their  omission  to 
take  or  to  enforce  legal  proceedings  against  the  operations 
of  Confederate  agents.  As  to  the  attitude  of  the  British 
Government  itself,  he  declared  that  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
conflict  that  government  <<  considered  it  no  part  of  its  duty 
to  originate  any  proceedings  tending  to  prevention,''  or  "to 
pass  at  all  beyond  the  range  of  investigation  especially  pointed 
out  by  the  agents  of  the  American  Government  to  its  atten- 
tion.'' <<  At  a  later  stage  of  the  difficulties,"  said  Mr.  Adams, 
^Hhis  policy  appears  to  have  been  partially  changed.  The 
favorable  effects  of  it  are  claimed  as  a  merit  in  a  portion  of 
the  papers  before  us,  and  I  am  ready,  at  any  and  all  proper 
times,  to  testify  to  my  sense  of  its  efficiency  and  value  wher- 
ever it  is  shown.  But  after  close  examination  I  fail  to  see 
any  traces  of  this  policy  in  the  present  instance." 

These  statements  were  made  by  Mr.  Adams  in  his  opinion 
in  the  case  of  the  Florida.*  Further  on,  in  the  same  opinion, 
he  referred  to  the  conduct  of  Captain  Hickley,  of  Her  Miyesty's 
ship  Oreyhoundj  in  putting  an  officer  temporarily  in  charge  of 
the  Florida  at  Nassau  and  recommending  her  seizure,  and  in 
this  relation  said :  ^ 

<<  The  information  of  the  act  of  Captain  Hickley  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  government  at  London,  and  received  the  appro- 
bation of  Earl  Eussell.  Indeed^  there  is  a  degree  of  heartiness 
in  the  terms  he  uses  to  express  it,  and  in  his  anxiety  to  see  the 
officer  properly  secured  from  any  hazard  to  himself  by  reason 
of  his  course,  that  clearly  shows  the  earnestness  of  his  satis- 
faction. I  hope  I  may  not  be  exceeding  my  ju8t  limits  if  1  seize 
this  occasion  to  do  a  simple  act  of  justice  to  that  eminent 
statesman.  Much  as  I  may  see  cause  to  difi'er  with  him  in  his 
limited  construction  of  his  own  duty,  or  in  the  views  which 
appear  in  these  papers  to  have  been  taken  by  him  of  the  policy 
proper  to  be  pursued  by  Her  Majesty's  government,  I  am  far 
from  drawing  any  inferences  from  them  to  the  effect  that  he 
was  actuated  in  any  way  by  motives  of  ill-will  to  the  United 
States,  or,  indeed,  by  un wort  hy  motives  of  any  kind.  If  I  were 
permitted  to  judge  from  a  calm  comparison  of  the  relative 


» Papers  relatiog  to  the  Treaty  of  Waahington,  IV.  106,  107. 
« Id.  158.  » Id.  162. 
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weight  or  his  varioas  opinions  with  his  action  in  different 
contingencies,  I  should  be  led  rather  to  infer  a  balance  of 
good-will  than  of  hostility  to  the  United  States." 

Sir  Alexander  Oockbnm  argned  at  great 

**dM*CockbiiiB^"  ^®^S^^  *^^  ^^*^  much  vehemence  against  the 
charge  of  unfriendliness.^ 

6.  Damagbs. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration  awarded  to  the  United  States 
the  gross  sum  of  $15,500,000  in  gold.  As  this  amount  was 
arrived  at  to  some  extent  by  mutual  concessions,^  it  is  not  pos- 
sible to  state  with  absolute  certainty  all  the  items  that  entered 
into  it,  but  there  were  certain  principles  that  were  explicitly 
decided,  and  there  are  certain  other  matters  as  to  which  it  is 
possible  to  form  reasonable  conjectures. 

In  the  Case  of  the  United  States  the  Amer- 
CaM  <rf  the  United  .^^  claims  were  stated  as  follows: ' 

states. 

1.  The  claims  for  direct  losses  growing  out 
of  the  destruction  of  vessels  and  their  cargoes  by  the  insur- 
gent cruisers. 

2.  The  national  expenditures  in  the  pursuit  of  those  cruisers. 

3.  The  loss  in  the  transfer  of  the  American  commercial 
marine  to  the  British  flag. 

4.  The  enhanced  payments  of  insurance. 

5.  The  prolongation  of  the  war  and  the  addition  of  a  large 
sum  to  the  cost  of  the  war  and  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion. 

The  claims  for  direct  losses  were  subdivided  as  follows:  * 

1.  Claims  for  the  destruction  of  vessels  and  property  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 

2.  Claims  for  the  destruction  of  vessels  and  property  under 
the  flag  of  the  United  States. 

3.  Claims  for  damages  or  iiguries  to  persons,  growing  out  of 
the  destruction  of  each  class  of  vessels. 

As  is  elsewhere  shown,^  there  arose,  after 

^p^aLml^'  *^®  presentation  of  the  Case  of  the  United 

States,  a  controversy  as  to  the  junsdiction  of 

the  tribunal  of  arbitration  in  respect  of  the  third,  fourth, 

and  fifth  classes  of  claims,  which  came  to  be  known  as  the 

<4udirect  claims."    The  United  States  maintained  that  the 


1  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  313,  et  seq. 
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tribunal  had  jurisdiction  of  these  claims ;  Great  Britain  denied 
it.  On  the  19th  of  June  1872,  while  an  application  of  the 
agent  of  Great  Britain  was  pending  for  an  adjournment  of 
the  tribunal  till  the  two  governments  might  conclude  a  Bup- 
plementary  convention  on  the  subject,  Count  Sclopis  read,  in 
behalf  of  all  the  arbitrators,  the  following  statement:^ 

"  The  application  of  the  agent  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's 
government  being  now  before  the  arbitrators,  the  president  of 
the  tribunal  (Count  Sclopis)  proposes  to  make  the  following 
communication  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators  to  the  parties 
interested : 

^^  The  arbitrators  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  in  the  obser- 
vations which  they  are  about  to  make  they  have  in  view  solely 
the  application  of  the  agent  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  gov- 
ernment, which  is  now  l^fore  them,  for  an  adjournment,  which 
might  be  prolonged  till  the  month  of  February  in  next  year; 
and  the  motives  for  that  application,  viz,  the  difference  of 
opinion  which  exists  between  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  govern- 
ment and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  the  tribunal,  under  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  to 
deal  with  the  claims  advanced  in  the  case  of  the  United  States 
in  respect  of  losses  under  the  several  heads  of— 1st,  ^the  losses 
in  the  transfer  of  the  American  commercial  marine  to  the 
British  flag;'  2d,  ^the  enhanced  payments  of  insurance;'  and 
3d,  <  the  prolongation  of  the  war,  and  the  addition  of  a  large 
sum  to  the  cost  of  the  war  and  the  suppression  of  the  rebel- 
lion ; '  and  the  hope,  which  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  government 
does  not  abandon,  that  if  sufficient  time  were  given  for  that 
purpose  a  solution  of  the  difficulty  which  has  thus  arisen,  by 
the  negotiation  of  a  supplementary  convention  between  the 
two  governments,  might  be  found  practicable. 

*'  The  arbitrators  do  not  propose  to  express  or  imply  any 
opinion  upon  the  point  thus  in  difference  between  the  two 
governments  as  to  the  interpretation  or  effect  of  the  treaty; 
but  it  seems  to  them  obvious  that  the  substantial  object  of  the 
adjournment  must  be  to  give  the  two  governments  an  oppor- 
tunity of  determining  whether  the  claims  in  question  shall  or 
shall  not  be  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  arbitrators,  and 
that  any  difference  between  the  two  governments  on  this  point 
may  make  the  adjournment  unproductive  of  any  useful  effect, 
and,  after  a  delay  of  many  months,  during  which  both  nations 
may  be  kept  in  a  state  of  painful  suspense,  may  end  in  a  result 
which,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  both  governments  would  equally 
deplore,  that  of  making  this  arbitration  wholly  abortive.  This 
being  so,  the  arbitrators  think  it  right  to  state  that,  after  the 
most  carefiil  perusal  of  all  that  has  been  urged  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  respect  of  these 
claims,  they  have  arrived,  individually  and  collectively,  at  the 

'  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  19. 
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conclasion  that  these  claims  do  Dot  constitute,  apon  the  prin- 
ciples of  InterDatioDal  law  applicable  to  sach  cases,  good 
fonndation  for  an  award  of  compensation  or  computation  of 
damages  between  nations,  and  should,  upon  such  principles, 
be  wholly  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal  in 
making  it^  award,  even  if  there  were  no  disagreement  between 
the  two  governments  as  to  the  competency  of  the  tribunal  to 
decide  thereon. 

^'  With  a  view  to  the  settlement  of  the  other  claims  to  the 
consideration  of  which  by  the  tribunal  no  exception  has  been 
taken  on  the  part  of  Her  Britannic  Meyesty's  government,  the 
arbitrators  have  thought  it  desirable  to  lay  before  the  parties 
this  expression  of  the  views  they  have  formed  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  public  law  involved,  in  order  that  after  this  declaration 
by  the  tribunal  it  maybe  considered  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  whether  any  course  can  be  adopted  respecting 
the  first-mentioned  claims  which  would  relieve  the  tribunal 
from  the  necessity  of  deciding  upon  the  present  application  of 
Her  Britannic  Majesty's  government." 

On  the  25th  of  June,  Mr.  Davis,  the  agent  of  the  United 
States,  made  the  following  announcement:^ 

"  The  declaration  made  by  the  tribunal,  individually  and 
collectively,  respecting  the  claims  presented  by  the  United 
States  for  the  award  of  the  tribunal  for — 1st,  '  the  losses  in 
the  transfer  of  the  American  commercial  marine  to  the  British 
flag;'  2d, '  the  enhanced  payments  of  insurance;'  and  3d,  Hhe 
prolongation  of  the  war  and  the  addition  of  a  large  sum  to  the 
cost  of  the  war  and  the  supression  of  the  rebellion,'  is  accepted 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  as  determinative  of 
their  judgment  upon  the  important  question  of  public  law 
involved. 

*<  The  agent  of  the  United  States  is  authorized  to  say  that, 
consequently,  the  above-mentioned  claims  will  not  be  further 
insisted  upon  before  the  tribunal  of  the  United  States,  and 
may  be  excluded  from  all  consideration  in  any  award  that  may 
be  made." 

On  the  27th  of  June,  Lord  Tenterden  read  the  following 
statement:^ 

"The  undersigned,  agent  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  is 
authorized  by  Her  Majesty's  government  to  state  that  Her 
Majesty's  government  tind  in  the  communication  on  the  part 
of  the  arbitrators,  recorded  in  the  protocol  of  their  proceed- 
ings of  the  19th  instant,  nothing  to  which  they  can  not  assent, 
consistently  with  the  view  of  the  interpretation  and  ettectof 
the  Treaty  of  Washington  hitherto  maintained  by  them;  and 


^  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Wasliington^  IV.  21. 
2  Id.  21. 
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being  informed  of  the  statement  made  on  the  25th  instant  by 
the  agent  of  the  United  States,  that  the  several  claims  par- 
ticularly mentioned  in  that  statement  will  not  be  farther 
insisted  a|>ou  before  the  tribunal  by  the  United  States,  and 
may  be  excladed  from  all  consideration  in  any  award  that  may 
be  made;  and  assuming  that  the  arbitrators  will,  upon  such 
statement,  think  fit  now  to  declare  that  the  said  several  claims 
are,  and  from  henceforth  will  be,  wholly  excladed  from  their 
consideration,  and  will  embody  such  declaration  in  their  pro- 
tocol of  this  day's  proceedings;  they  have  instructed  the 
undersigned,  upon  this  being  done,  to  request  leave  to  with- 
draw the  application  made  by  him  to  the  tribunal  on  the  15th 
instant  for  such  an  adjournment  as  might  enable  a  supple- 
mentary convention  to  be  concluded  and  ratified  between  the 
high  contracting  parties;  and  to  request  leave  to  deliver  the 
printed  argument,  now  in  the  hands  of  the  undersigned,  which 
has  been  prepared  on  the  part  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's 
government  under  the  fifth  article  of  the  treaty  with  reference 
to  the  other  claims,  to  the  consideration  of  which  by  the  tri- 
bunal no  exception  has  been  taken  on  the  part  of  Her  Majesty's 
government." 

The  declaraton  of  the  arbitrators,  accepted  thus  by  both  gov- 
ernments, disposed  of  the  indirect  claims,  leaving  only  the  claims 
for  direct  losses  growing  out  of  the  destruction  of  vessels  and 
their  cargoes,  and  the  national  expenditures  in  the  pursuit  of 
the  cmiserS;  for  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal. 

As  to  the  national  expenditures  in  pursuit 
^1^^^^^^^  of  the  cruisers,  the  tribunal,  by  a  majority  of 
'  3  to  2,  Mr.  Adams  and  Mr.  Staempfli  voting 
in  the  negative,  decided  that  such  expenditures  were  not 
properly  distinguishable  from  the  general  expenses  of  the  war 
carried  on  by  the  Uuited  States.^ 

This  decision  left  only  the  claims  for  direct  losses  growing 
out  of  the  destruction  of  vessels  and  their  cargoes  as  a  proper 
subject  for  an  award  of  damages.  Upon  these  claims  various 
questions  arose  as  to  the  values  of  the  various  vessels  and 
cargoes,  as  to  the  allowance  of  prospective  profits,  especially 
of  whalers,  as  to  freights,  as  to  double  claims,  and  as  to  the 
allowance  of  interest.^ 

I  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  43,  63. 

>A8  to  damages,  see  papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  II. 
378,  392;  III.  186,  312,  248-254,  315,  579;  IV.  36-46.    As  to  interest,  see  Id. 
U.  391;  III.  220,  560,  568;  IV.  43-46. 
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FreightB. 


Donble  daiau. 


At  their  session  of  the  20th  of  Augnst  1872, 
Proipective  Praflu.  the  arbitrators  nnaDimously  decided  to  reject 
claims  for  prosx>ectiye  profits,  reserving,  how- 
ever, the  questions  as  to  the  wages  of  the  whalers  and  the 
interest  on  the  value  of  the  vessels  and  their  outfit.^ 

As  to  claims  for  freight,  the  tribunal  unan 
imously  decided  not  to  admit  the  gross  freight, 
but  only  the  net  freight.* 

At  its  session  of  the  30th  of  August,  the  tri- 
bunal unanimously  declared  that  the  ^<  donble 
claims"  should  be  dismissed.    These  were  in 
the  main  cases  in  which  the  owner  of  the  property  destroyed 
and  the  insurer  had  each  put  in  a  claim  for  its  value.^    . 

At  the  session  of  the  2d  of  September,  the 
Interest  arbitrators  by  a  majority  of  4  to  1  decided 

that  interest  should  be  allowed  as  an  element 
in  the  award  of  a  sum  in  gross.^ 

At  the  same  session  Mr.  Staempfli  presented, 
at  the  request  of  the  arbitrators,  a  synoptical 
table  which  he  had  prepared  with  reference  to 
the  award  of  a  gross  sum.    This  table  was  as  follows: 


lb.  Btaempfli'e 
Estimatei- 


Estimate  of  Mr,  Staempfli  for  the  determination  of  a  sum  in  grosM. 


After  the 
last  Ameri- 
can table. 


British  aUow. 
aooe. 


Mean. 


Amoant  of  claims |    $14,487,000 

Expenditure  in  pnrsait •       6, 735, 000 


ProspectlTe  profits  and  interruption  of  voy- 
age  


4,009,100 


17,074,000 

940,000 

[Struck  o.ut  as 

sucli,  but  for 

I  wages 

|25  percent  on 

the  values  of 

[  vessels 


$10,905,009 
Struck  oot. 


588.000 


11,893,900 


Round  sum $12,000,000 

Interest  from  the  1st  January  1864  to  the  15th  September  1872. 

1.  At  5  per  cent  daring  eight  years  and  eight  and 
vhair 


'  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  43. 
nbid.  3  Id.  44. 
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Interest  from  the  Ut  January  1864  to  the  15th  September  1872 — Continued. 

2.  At  6  per  cent  daring  eight  years  and  eight  and 

one-half  month* 8   x  $720, 000  =  $6, 760, 000 

MX      60,000=       510,000 

$6, 270,000 

18^270,000 
Eventually  one  year's  interest  more 18,990,000 

8.  A.t  7  per  cent  daring  eight  years  and  eight  and 

one-lialf  months 8   X  $840, 000  =  $6, 720, 000 

8|X      70,000=       505,000 

7.315.000 

19, 315,  000 
Eventoally  one  year's  interest  more 840,  000 

^,  155,  000 
Bonndsum M.  000.  000 

Sir  Alexander  GockbarD,  as  one  of  the  arbi- 
8ir  Alexander  Cook-  trators,  then  presented  the  following  memo- 
hum's  Memoran-  pj^^j^^m  ^^  ^^^  Staempfli's  estimate: 

<^  The  figures  in  Mr.  Staempfli's  paper  reqaire 
some  material  corrections,  as  to  which,  as  soon  as  they  are 
pointed  oat,  there  can  be  no  doubt. 

<<  The  total  claim  by  the  United  States  of  $14,437,000  will  be 
found,  on  an  inspection  of  the  United  States  tables,  to  include 
the  following  amouuts: 

*'a.  All  the  double  claims,  without  exception,  notwithstand- 
ing the  clear  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  tribunal 
that  they  were  to  be  struck  out.  These  double  claims  amount 
to  $1,682,243. 

*<&.  The  gross  ft  eights  of  the  merchant  vessels,  amounting 
to  $1,007,1CS.  as  to  which  the  tribunal  has  decided  that  at  the 
utmost  only  half-— that  is  to  say,  $503,576 — should  be  allowed. 

*'  c.  The  new  claim  of  $1,450,000,  advanced  for  the  first  time 
on  the  19th  of  August  last,  as  to  which  claim  Mr.  Staempfli 
declared  he  would  exclude  it  from  consideration.  It  is  impor- 
tant  to  observe  that  this  new  claim  comprises  over  and  above 
the  entirely  unsupported  claims  for  shares  of  vessels,  and  for 
additional  personal  efi'ects,  the  claims  for  wages  extending 
over  very  long  and  varying  periods.  The  tribunal  has  decided 
that  one  year's  wages  in  respect  of  the  whalers  are  to  be  al- 
lowed in  lieu  of  prospective  catch.  For  this  one  year's  wages 
Mr.  Staempfli  has  made  a  separate  allowance  of  $588,000  (an  al- 
lowance which  can  be  shown  to  be  excessive  by  at  least  $88,000), 
and  he  has  therefore  included  in  his  calculation  the  claim  for 
wages  twice  over. 

'*  It  is  therefore  clear  that  Mr.  Staempfli,  while  he  excludes 
some  of  the  items  of  claim  which  the  tribunal  has  disallowed, 
has  omitted  to  strike  out  the  other  items,  against  which  the 
tribunal  has  pronounced  its  opinion;  but  it -is  equally  clear 
that  all  the  disallowed  items  must  be  excluded  before  a  com- 
parison can  be  fairly  or  usefully  made  between  the  United 
States  claim  and  the  British  estimate. 
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*^  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  deduct  from 
the  United  States  claim  the  three  amoants  specified  in  para- 
graphs a,  by  and  c,  respectively,  which  will  leave,  as  is  shown 
by  the  annexed  table,  a  properly  red  need  claim  of  $10,801,324, 
as  against  the  British  estimate  of  $7,465,764,  if  the  difierence 
between  paper  and  gold  corrency  be  for  the  present  purpose 
disregarded. 

<^  It  must,  however,  be  carefully  borne  in  mind  that  the  claim 
of  $10,801,324  includes  the  following  items: 

"1.  Jl  claim  for'f659fi21  for  secured  earnings,  which  ought 
beyond  a  doubt  to  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equivalent  to  the 
wear  and  tear  of  the  whalers  and  their  outfits,  and  the  con- 
sumption of  stores,  which  must  have  taken  place  before  these 
earnings  could  be  secured,  and  for  which  a  deduction  should 
be  made,  inasmuch  as  the  full  original  values  of  the  vessels 
and  their  outfits  have  been  allowed. 

'^  2.  The  claims  in  respect  of  the  merchant  vessels. — ^These  are 
valued  in  the  United  States  tables  at  more  than  $60  per  ton 
on  the  average,  although,  a<)cording  to  the  well-known  official 
report  presented  to  Gongress'in  1870,  the  cost  of  a  first  class 
perfectly  new  American  vessel,  made  ready  for  sea,  did  not 
average  that  amount  per  ton,  and  although,  according  to  the 
same  report,  the  average  value  of  American  vessels  engaged 
in  the  foreign  trade  was,  in  1861,  only  $41,  and  has.been  since 
only  $45  per  ton. 

^^  3.  The  claims  in  respect  of  cargoes,  the  insurances,  commis- 
sions, and  profits  of  the  same,  which  profits  are  sometimes 
claimed  at  the  rate  of  twenty,  fifty,  and  even  one  hundred  per 
cent.  The  various  important  considerations  mentioned  at  page 
13  of  the  British  report,  and  the  fact  that  numerous  claims  for 
cargoes,  presented  for  the  first  time  in  April  last,  are  unsup- 
ported by  any  vouchers,  bills  of  lading,  or  like  documents,  un- 
doubtedly require  that  a  very  considerable  reduction  should  be 
made  under  this  head. 

"  4.  Several  large  claims  not  supported  by  any  affidavit  or  dec- 
laration on  oath. 

*'  5.  Numerous  clearly  extravagant  claims  specified  in  the  Brit- 
ish reports,  such  as  the  claim  of  $7,000  by  a  harpooner  for  per- 
sonal injuries;  the  claim,  by  a  passenger,  of  $10,000  for  loss 
of  ofQce  as  consul;  all  the  numerous  claims  by  the  masters  of 
whalers  for  wages,  sometimes  at  the  rate  of  $15,000  or  $20,000 
a  year,  and  which  are,  of  course,  superseded  by  Mr.  Staempfii*s 
allowance  of  $588,009;  and  many  other  equally  exorbitant 
claims,  more  parti<;uljirly  specified  in  the  British  reports. 

<^  From  these  considerations  it  is  manifest  that  more  than 
ample  justice  will  be  done  to  the  United  States  by  taking  a 
mean  between  the  claim  of  $10,301,324  and  the  British  esti- 
mate of  $7,464,764,  and  by  adding  thereto  the  allowance  of 
$588,000  in  lieu  of  prospective  catch. 

^<  Mr.  Staempfli  has  also  added,  for  some  unknown  reason,  25 
per  cent  on  the  values  of  the  whalers,  an  addition  which  can 
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be  easily  shown  to  be  eqaivalent  to  altogether  allowing  over 
and  above  the  original  values  of  the  whalers  and  their  outfits 
a  percentage  exceeding  90  per  cent,  and  this  although  the 
qnestion  of  interest  is  still  left  open  to  the  decision  of  the  tri- 
bunal. 

^< Admitting,  however,  this  extraordinary  addition  of  25  per 
cent,  and  the  excessive  estimate  of  the  wages,  it  is  shown  by 
the  annexed  table  that  if  Mr.  Staempfii's  figures  be  properly 
correx^ted,  the  estimate  would  scarcely  exceed  $10,000,000,  even 
without  any  allowance  being  made  for  the  great  difl'erence  be- 
tween the  values  of  the  paper  and  the  gold  currency. 

^^  Mr.  Staempfli's  calculations  of  interest  (supposing  interest 
to  be  allowed)  are  made  at  the  alternative  rates  of  5,  6,  and  7 
per  cent,  for  the  period  of  eight  and  one-half  years,  from  the 
1st  of  January  18tt4  to  the  15th  of  September  1872. 

'^  But  to  this  he  proposes  to  add  another  year's  interest  for 
the  period  of  delay  in  payment  after  the  date  of  the  award 
which  is  allowed  by  the  treaty. 

<'  The  tribunal  has  no  power,  under  the  treaty,  to  award 
payment  of  a  gross  sum  with  interest.  The  amount  awarded 
is  to  be  paid  without  interest,  and  if  the  tribunal  were  to  add 
a  year's  interest  to  the  gross  sum  which  they  would  otherwise 
award,  in  respect  of  the  year  allowed  for  payment  by  the 
treaty,  they  would  be  doing  indirectly  what  they  have  no 
authority  to  do  directly,  and  would  (it  is  submitted)  be  con- 
travening the  true  intent  of  the  treaty,  and  charging  interest 
where  it  was  the  intention  of  the  treaty  that  interest  should 
not  be  paid. 

<<  This  is  the  more  objectionable  because  it  is  proposed  to 
charge  a  whole  year's  interest  at  either  6,  6,  or  7  per  cent, 
whereas  the  British  Government  has  the  option,  under  the 
treaty,  to  pay  the  sum  awarded  at  any  time  within  the  year 
allowed  for  that  purpose,  and  might  certainly  raise  the  money 
(if  that  operation  were  necessary)  at  a  considerably  lower  rate 
of  interest  than  5  per  cent." 

TdbU  in  reference  to  the  estimate  of  Mr,  8t€iempfli. 

Total  TTnitod  States  clAim  in  the  laat  revised  tablea $14,437,148 

VeoeMary  reductioiui  to  be  made  from  the  above  auppoeed  total: 

Doubledaims $1,682,243 

Kew  claims 1,450,000 

One-half  gross  freight 503,570 

3, 635, 810 

If aking  the  total  reduced  claim 10,801.324 

As  against  the  British  estimate  of 7,464,764 

The  mean  of  these  two  sums  is 0, 133, 044 

Add  to  this  Mr.  Staempfli's  allowances  in  lieu  of  prospective  catch : 

One  year's  wages $588,000 

Twenty-flye per  oent on  the yalaea  of  vessels 400,000 

988,000 

10^121,044 
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After  a  detailed  deliberatioTi,  the  tribanal, 

^  WbLfai^      by  a  majority  of  4  to  1,  Sir  Alexander  Cock- 

burn  dissenting,  decided  to  award  in  gross 

the  sam  of  $15,500,000,  to  be  paid  in  gold  by  Great  Britain  to 

the  United  States. 

The  formal  award,  in  relation  to  damages,  was  as  follows:* 

"And  whereas,  so  far  as  relates  to  tbe  particulars  of  the 
indemnity  claimed  by  the  United  States,  the  costs  of  pursuit 
of  the  Confederate  cruisers  are  not,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
tribunal,  properly  distinguishable  from  the  general  exi>en8e8 
of  the  war  carried  on  by  the  United  States: 

"The  tribunal  is,  therefore,  of  opinion,  by  a  majority  of 
three  to  two  voices — 

"  That  there  is  no  ground  for  awarding  to  the  United  States 
any  sum  by  way  of  indemnity  under  this  head. 

"And  whereas  prospective  earnings  can  not  properly  be 
made  the  subject  of  compensation,  inasmuch  as  they  depend 
in  their  nature  upon  future  and  uncertain  contingencies : 

"  The  tribunal  is  unanimously  of  opinion — 

"That  there  is  no  ground  for  awarding  to  the  United  States 
any  sum  by  way  of  indemnity  under  this  head. 

"And  whereas,  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  equitable  compensa- 
tion for  the  damages  which  have  been  sustained,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  set  aside  all  double  claims  for  the  same  losses,  and  all 
claims  for  ^  gross  freights,'  so  far  as  they  exceed  hiet  freights;' 

"And  whereas  it  is  just  and  reasonable  to  allow  intei^t  at 
a  reasonable  rate; 

"And  whereas,  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  and  letter  of 
the  Treaty  of  Washington,  it  is  preferable  to  adopt  the  form 
of  adjudication  of  a  sum  in  gross,  rather  than  to  refer  the  sub- 
ject of  compensation  for  further  discussion  and  deliberation  to 
a  board  of  assessors,  as  provided  by  Article  X.  of  the  said 
treaty : 

"  The  tribunal,  making  use  of  the  authority  conferred  upoB 
it  by  Article  VII.  ot  the  said  treaty,  by  a  majority  of  four 
voices  to  one,  awards  to  the  United  States  a  sum  of  $15,500,000 
in  gold,  as  the  indemnity  to  be  paid  by  Great  Britain  to  the 
United  States,  for  the  satisfaction  of  all  the  claims  referred  to 
the  consideration  of  the  tribunal,  comformably  to  the  provisions 
contained  in  Article  VII.  of  the  aforesaid  treaty.'' 

7.  Dboisions  as  to  Partiotjlab  Orthsebs. 

We  now  proceed  to  set  forth  the  discussions,  opinions,  and 
decisions  in  respect  of  each  cruiser  before  the  tribunal.  In  the 
American  Oase  claims  were  made  not  only  on  account  of  the 
Florida^  the  Alabama,  the  Georgia,  and  the  Shenandoahj  which 
originally  proceeded  from  British  ports,  but  also  on  account  of 


'  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  63. 
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the  Nashville  J  the  /Sttwfer,and  other  vessels,  which  were  alleged 
to  have  used  British  ports  as  bases  of  supplies.  The  British 
Case  and  Ooanter  Case  maintained  that  the  submission  under 
the  treaty  was  limited  to  the  four  vessels  first  above  named. 
The  tribunal,  however,  considered  all  the  claims  presented, 
and  decided  them  on  their  merits.  Damages  were  awarded 
only  for  the  acts  of  the  Florida  and  her  tenders,  the  Alabama 
and  her  tenders,  and  of  the  Shenandoah  after  she  left  Mel- 
bourne. As  to  the  Georgia^  Sumter^  Nashville^  TaHahassee, 
and  Ghickamaugay  respectively,  the  tribunal  found  that  Great 
Britain  had  not  incurred  any  liability.* 

The  cases  of  the  SalliCj  Jefferson  Davisy  MtisiCj  Boston^  and 
V.  E.  Joyj  respectively,  were  excluded  from  consideration  for 
want  of  evidence. 

The  proceedings  of  the  tribunal  in  respect  of  particular  ves- 
sels were  as  follows: 

a.  The  Sumter. 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  set  forth 
Podtion  of  the  United  ^1^^^  ^^^  g^^^  escaped  from  the  passes  of 


the  Mississippi  on  the  3ath  of  June  1861,  and 
on  the  30th  of  the  following  July  arrived  at  the  British  port 

^  The  votes  of  the  tribunal  on  the  question  of  Great  Britain's  liability 

in  each  of  the  cases  considered  was  as  follows : 

Somter Unanimously  '*  No/' 

Nashville Unanimously  "  No." 

Betribntion Mr.  Adams,  ''  Yes,  for  all  the  acts  of  this  vessel." 

Mr.  Staempfli,  '*  Yes,  as  to  the  loss  of  the  Emily 
Fisher,"  Sir  Alexander  Cockbum,  Viscount 
d'ltajub^,  and  Count  Sclopis  answered  "No." 

Georgia Unanimously  *'  No." 

Tallahassee Unanimously  "  No." 

Chickamanga Unanimously  "  No." 

Alabama Unanimously  '*  Yes." 

Shenandoah Mr.  Adams,  Mr.  Staempfli^  and  Count  Sclopis  an- 
swered "  Yes;  but  only  for  the  acts  committed 
by  this  vessel  after  her  departure  from  Mel- 
bourne, on  the  ISth  of  February  18S5."  Vis- 
count dltajnba  and  Sir  Alexander  Cookbum 
answered  "  No." 

Florida Mr.  Adams,  Viscount  d'lti^ubtf,  Mr.  Staempfli, 

and  Count  Sclopis  answered  <' Yes."    Sir  Alex- 
ander Cookl>«rn  answered  "No." 
The  votes  on  the  Tuscaloosa,  the  tender  of  the  Alabama,  and  the  Clarence, 

Tacony,  nnd  Archer,  tenders  of  the  Florida,  were  the  same  as  on  the  prin- 
cipal vessels.     (Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  TV.  37,38.) 
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of  Trinidad.  Here  her  coqimanding  officer  exhibited  a  com- 
mission signed  by  Jefferson  Davis,  as  president  of  the  Confed- 
erate States,  whereupon  she  was  recognized  as  a  man-of-war, 
being  the  first  vessel  belonging  to  the  Confederate  States  that 
was  so  recognized.  She  remained  at  Trinidad  for  six  days, 
taking  in  <^a  fall  supply  of  coal  and  other  necessary  outfit^'' 
She  sailed  on  August  5, 1861,  and,  after  a  cruise  in  which  she 
destroyed  six  vessels  carrying  the  flag  of  the  United  States, 
arrived  at  Gibraltar  on  the  18th  of  the  following  January. 
Here  she  was  shut  in  by  the  U,  S.  man-of-war  TuscararOj 
which  anchored  off  Algeciras.  Being  unable  to  escape,  she  lay 
at  Gibraltar  till  December  19,  1862,  when  she  was  sold  at 
"public  auction.''  Mr.  Adams,  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  London,  protested  against  the  sale  on  the  ground 
that  the  purchase  of  ships  of  war  belonging  to  enemies  was 
"  held  in  the  British  courts  to  be  invalid,"  as  well  as  on  the 
ground  that  the  sale  was  fictitious.  Earl  Russell  replied  that 
the  British  Government  "could  not  assume  that  the  Sumter 
had  not  been  legally  and  bona  fide  sold  to  a  British  owner  for 
commercial  and  peaceful  purposes,"  but  that  "it  would  not 
deny  the  right  of  the  adverse  belligerent  to  ascertain,  if  such 
vessel  were  captured  by  its  cruisers,  whether  the  vessel  had 
rightfully,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  come  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  neutral."  It  turned  out  that  the  purchaser  was 
an  agent  of  Fraser,  Trenholm  &  Co.,  the  Confederate  deposi- 
taries at  Liverpool.  The  vessel  was  taken  to  Liverpool,  thor- 
oughly repaired,  and,  under  the  name  of  the  QibraXtar^  fur- 
nished with  a  British  register.  She  then  took  on  board  a 
cargo  of  arms  and  munitions  of  war  with  a  view  to  run  the 
blockade. 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  asked  the  tribunal  of  arbitra- 
tion to  find  that  Great  Britain  had  failed  in  her  neutral  duties 
on  the  following  grounds: 

1.  That  the  Sumter  was  permitted  to  receive  at  Trinidad  a 
full  supply  of  coal.  While  there  were  no  precedents  at  the 
time  that  settled  absolutely  the  quantity  of  coal  which  might 
be  furnished  to  a  belligerent  steam  raau-of-wJEir  by  a  neutral, 
instructions  issued  by  fler  Majesty's  government  a  few  mouths 
later  provided  that  the  supply  should  be  measured  by  the 
capacity  of  the  vessel  to  consume  it,  and  should  be  limited  to 
what  might  be  necessary  to  take  it  to  the  nearest  port  of  its 
own  country,  or  to  some  nearer  destination.    The  President's 
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proclamation  of  October  8,  1870,  issued  daring  the  Franco- 
Oermau  war,  limited  the  supply  of  coal  to  the  vessels  of  war  or 
privateers  of  the  belligerents  to  so  much  as  might  be  sufficient 
to  carry  the  vessel,  if  withont  sail  power,  to  the  nearest 
European  port  of  its  own  country;  if  with  sail  power,  to  half 
that  quantity.  Under  this  rule  the  Sumter  would  have  been 
entitled  to  receive  only  what  would  be  necessary  to  take  her 
to  New  Orleans  or  Galveston. 

2.  That  the  Sumter  was  in  the  port  of  Gibraltar  when  the 
instructions  of  January  16, 1862,  were  published  there,  on  the 
11th  of  February,  by  which  she  ought  to  have  been  required 
to  leave  the  i)ort  within  twenty-four  hours,  or,  if  without  coal, 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  getting  a  supply  of  it.  She  was 
permitted  to  remain  twelve  months,  while  the  instructions 
were  rigidly  enforced  against  the  vessels  of  the  United  States. 
Had  they  been  enforced  against  the  Sumter,  vessels  of  the 
United  States,  which  were  then  on  her  track,  would  have 
captured  her. 

3.  That  the  sale  of  the  Sumter  was  a  palpable  evasion.  It 
was  probable  that  there  was  never  any  change  of  ownership. 
But,  if  there  was,  it  was  equally  probable  that  the  money 
found  its  way  to  the  credit  of  the  insurgents  in  their  Liverpool 
transactions. 

On  the  part  of  Great  Britain,  liability  on 
Podtwtt  of  Great       ^^^^^  ^f  ^he  Sumter  was  denied  on  the  fol- 
Bntain. 

lowing  grounds: 

The  Sumter  was  a  merchant  steamer  purchased  by  the  Con- 
federate Government  in  one  of  its  own  ports  about  or  soon 
after  the  commencement  of  the  war,  and  afterward  fitted  and 
commissioned  as  a  public  ship  of  war  of  the  Confederate  States. 
After  she  put  to  sea  she  entered  in  succession  the  Spanish 
port  of  Cienfuegos,  the  Dut<5h  port  of  St.  Annes,  Cura5ao,  the 
Venezuelan  port  of  Puerto  Cabello,  the  British  port  of  Trini- 
dad, the  Dutch  port  of  Paramaribo,  the  Brazilian  port  of  San 
Juan  de  Maranham,  the  French  ports  of  Port  Royal  and  St. 
Pierre,  in  Martinique,  the  Spanish  port  of  Cadiz,  and  the  Brit- 
ish port  of  Gibraltar.  "  In  each  of  these  ports  she  was  received 
as  a  commissioned  man-of-war.  At  Cienfuegos,  Curasao,  Par- 
amaribo, Trinidad,  Maranham,  and  Martinique  she  obtained 
sapplies  of  coal  and  provisions.  At  Cuni^ao  she  appeared  to 
have  stayed  seven  days;  at  Paramaribo,  twelve;  at  Maran- 
ham, nine;  at  Martinique,  fourteen;  at  Cadiz,  thirteen.    The 
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period  of  time  whicli  elapsed  between  the  dates  at  which  she 
was  suffered  to  coal  at  various  ports  appears  to  have  been  as 
follows:  From  Cienfuegos  to  Cara9ao,  ten  days;  ifrom  Gnra^ao 
to  Trinidad,  six;  from  Trinidad  to  Paramaribo,  foorteen;  from 
Paramaribo  to  Maranham,  six ;  from  thence  to  Martinique,  fifty- 
five;  from  Martinique  to  Cadiz,  forty-two.  As  to  the  quantity 
of  coal  which  she  took  on  board,  she  appears  to  have  obtained 
100  tons  at  Gieufuegos,  120  tons  at  Curasao,  80  at  Trinidad, 
125  at  Paramaribo,  and  100  at  Maranham.  At  Martinique  she 
received,  by  the  written  permission  of  the  governor,  a  suflBcient 
stock  to  carry  her  across  the  Atlantic.  At  Trinidad  she  had 
applied  for  leave  to  purchase  coal  from  the  government  stores, 
but  this  request  was  refused,  and  she  procured  it  from  private 
merchants.  •  »  ♦  Of  the  prizes  taken  by  the  Sumter  eleven 
were  captured  before  she  put  in  at  Trinidad;  none  between 
the  date  of  her  leaving  Trinidad  and  that  of  her  arriving  at 
Paramaribo;  »  »  *  two  between  Paramaribo  and  Puerto 
Oabello;  three  after  leaving  Martinique." 

As  to  the  grounds  on  which  liability  for  the  Sumter  was 
sought  to  be  established,  Great  Britain  took  the  following 
grounds: 

1.  That  ^<  international  law  sets  no  limit  to  the  quantity  of 
coal  which  may  be  obtained  by  a  belligerent  cruiser  in  a  neu- 
tral port; "  and  that  there  ^<  is  no  such  thing,  therefore,  as  an 
'excessive'  supply."  But  if  there  had  been  any  foundation 
for  the  '* pretended  rule"  which  the  United  States  set  up,  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  supply  of  coal  obtained  by  the  Sum- 
ter at  Trinidad  was  more  than  enough  to  carry  her  home. 

2.  That  the  Sumter  arrived  at  Gibraltar  after  the  orders  lim- 
iting the  period  during  which  belligerent  vessels  of  war  were 
to  be  suffered  to  remain  in  British  ports,  and  that  they  could 
not,  therefore,  with  justice  be  applied  to  her. 

3.  That  the  Sumter,  after  her  arrival  at  Gibraltar,  was  dis- 
armed, and  her  crew  dismissed,  and  after  she  was  sold  she 
was  never  used  for  war;  that  while  the  sale  of  a  belligerent 
ship  of  war  cooped  up  by  an  enemy  in  a  neutral  port  had 
been  adjudged  by  a  prize  court  of  that  enemy  to  be  invalid  for 
the  purpose  of  transferring  title  to  the  neutral  and  terminating 
the  risk  of  capture,  yet  such  a  sale  was  not  illegal.  It  violated 
no  law,  and  called  for  no  interference  on  the  part  of  the  neutral 
government;  and  when  the  Sumter  left  Gibraltar  she  left  un- 
armed and  at  the  mercy  of  any  United  States  ship  whicb 
might  fall  in  with  her. 
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In  the  ar^ment  of  the  United  States  it 
^^i^^*8t«tefc^  was  stated  that  when  the  Sumter  appeared  at 
Puerto  Gabello,  in  Venezuela,  she  was  ordered 
to  ''take  her  departare  within  four  and  twenty  hours,"  and 
that  she  left  on  the  morning  of  the  next  day;  that  on  her 
arrival  at  Cadiz,  on  January  4, 1862,  she  was  permitted,  after 
a  careful  survey,  to  go  into  dock  and  make  such  slight  repairs 
as  were  immediately  necessary,  but  that  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  at  Madrid  reported  that  'Mf  it  had  not  been  for 
the  example  of  what  had  taken  place  with  the  yashville  in  an 
English  port''  he  believed  "the  Sumter  would  have  been 
forced  to  go  to  sea  from  Cadiz  as  she  came."  It  was  also 
stated  that  when  the  United  States  complained  of  the  recep- 
tion of  the  Sumter  at  Cura9ao  and  Paramaribo  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Netherlands  instructed  its  colonial  authorities  not 
to  admit,  except  in  case  of  shelter  from  stress  (reldche  /orcSe) 
the  vessels  of  war  and  privateers  of  the  two  belligerent  parties 
unless  for  twice  twenty-four  hours,  and  not  to  permit  them, 
when  they  were  steamers,  to  provide  themselves  with  a  quantity 
of  coal  more  than  sufficient  for  a  run  of  twenty-four  hours; 
that  the  crew  of  the  Sumter  was  not  discharged  and  paid  off 
till  April  1862,  and  that  she  was  yet  in  port  fully  armed  when, 
on  December  8,  she  was  advertised  to  be  sold  at  public  auction, 
a  prior  attempt  to  sell  her  by  private  contract  having  miscar- 
ried in  consequence  of  an  informality. 

Viscount  d'It£yub&  expressed  the  opinion 
^^'^^^Itofc'^r*^*  that  Great  Britain  had  not  incurred  any  lia- 
bility on  account  of  the  Sumter, 
Mr.  Adams  held  that,  as  to  the  question 
Mr.  Adami'B  OpiaioiL  whether  the  Sumter  had  made  use  of  the  ports 
or  waters  of  Great  Britain  as  a  base  of  naval 
operations,  the  only  resemblance  to  such,  a  thing  was  the 
supply  of  coals  received  at  Trinidad.  But  this  supply  "was 
exhausted  without  an  opportunity  of  doing  damage  before 
reaching  the  port  of  another  sovereign,  and  nothing  was  ever 
received  from  British  sources  afterward.  I  fail,  therefore," 
continued  Mr.  Adams,  "to  see  wherein  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment has  omitted  to  fulfill  any  duty  presented  in  this  case,  for 
I  can  not  discover  what  duty  she  was  called  to  fulfill.  *  *  • 
It  is  alleged  that  she  (the  Sumter)  was  suffered  to  remain  an 
undue  length  of  time  in  the  port  of  Gibraltar,  and  that  a 
fraudulent  sale  was  recognized  which  enabled  the  insurgents 
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to  transfer  the  vessel  to  Liverpool,  and  use  her  again,  under  a 
British  register,  as  a  transport  for  their  cause.  The  answer 
to  this  is,  that  her  detention  at  Gibraltar,  however  it  may  be 
considered,  was  certainly  productive  of  no  damage,  while  her 
presence  on  the  ocean  might  have  been.  And  as  to  the  fraud- 
ulent sale,  the  vessel  was  open  to  capture  in  her  defenseless 
state,  and  it  was  conceded  that  no  reclamation  could  have 
been  made  for  it.  So  likewise  she  was  open  to  capture  in 
her  latest  capacity  as  transport.  In  neither  case  does  Her 
Majesty's  government  appear  to  me  to  have  incurred  any 
responsibility  under  the  three  rules  of  the  treaty  which  can  be 
estimated  in  damages." 

Mr.  Staempfli  held  that  Great  Britain  had 
Mr.Btaempfli'sOpin-^^^^^^.^^^  .^  ^^^  duties,  as  laid  down  in  the 
ion. 

three  rales  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  in 

respect  to  the  Sumter  up  to  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Gibral- 
tar, and  was  not,  therefore,  responsible  for  the  ships  destroyed 
during  her  cruise.  But  he  expressed  the  opinion  that  Great 
Britain  had  violated  the  second  rule  in  affording  her  a  pro- 
tracted shelter,  and  in  permitting  her  disarmament  and  pre- 
tended sale,  in  the  port  of  Gibraltar,  and  was  therefore  respon- 
sible for  the  sum  for  which  the  vessel,  her  armament  and 
equipment,  were  sold,  for  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  ships 
of  the  United  States  in  watching  her  during  her  stay  at 
Gibraltar,  and  for  the  expense  of  her  pursuit  after  her  depart- 
ure from  that  port.  Mr.  Staempfli,  however,  subsequently 
modified  this  opinion,  and  concurred  in  the  decision  unani- 
mously reached  by  the  arbitrators  in  the  case  of  the  Sumter, 
Sir  Alexander  Oockburn  argued  at  length 

^"ta^idtl^'  *^^*  ^^®*^  Britain  had  not  incurred  any  lia- 
bility  in  the  case. 
In  its  award,  the  tribunal  unanimously  held 
Award.  that,  in  respect  to  the  Sumter^  "  Great  Britain 

has  not  failed,  by  any  act  or  omission,  to  ful- 
fill any  of  the  duties  prescribed  by  the  three  rules  of  Article 
VI.  in  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  or  by  the  principles  of 
international  law  not  inconsistent  therewith.'^ 

h.  The  Nashmlle. 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  American 
Case,  1. 132;  British  Case,  id.  232,*  British  Counter  Cade,  IL 
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295;  American  Argument,  III.  138;  Mr.  Evarts's  Special  Argu- 
ment, id.  461 ;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'ltajub^,  lY.  101 ;  Opinion 
of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  212;  Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander  Gockbum, 
id.  519;  Award,  id.  52.) 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  set  forth  that 
^^^^^y^^^^  the  Nashville^  a  large  paddle-wheel  steamer 
formerly  plying  between  New  York  and 
Charleston,  armed  with  two  guns  and  commanded  by  an  officer 
who  had  been  in  the  United  States  Navy,  ran  out  from  Charles- 
ton on  the  night  of  October  26, 1861,  and  arrived  at  the  British 
port  of  St.  George,  Bermuda,  on  the  3(Hh  of  the  same  mouth. 
Here,  by  permission  of  the  government,  she  took  on  board  600 
tons  of  coal,  and  this  act  was  approved  by  Her  Majesty's  sec- 
retary of  state  for  the  colonies.  In  view  of  the  rule  as  to  sup- 
plies of  coal  which  was  subsequently  adopted  by  Her  Majesty's 
government,  the  United  States  insisted,  as  they  had  done  in 
the  case  of  the  8umter^  that  a  supply  of  600  tons  was  greatly 
in  excess  of  the  Nashville's  needs,  and  that  the  most  she  should 
have  received  was  enough  to  take  her  back  to  Charleston. 
She  left  Bermuda  on  November  5  and  arrived  at  Southampton 
on  the  21st  of  the  same  month,  having  destroyed  at  sea  a 
United  States  merchant  ship.  At  Southampton  she  under- 
went repairs  and  received  150  tons  of  coal.  On  the  4th  of 
February  1862  she  left  Southampton  and  proceeded  to  Ber- 
muda, where  she  anived  on  the  evening  of  the  20th.  On  the 
preceding  day  the  consul  of  the  United  States  had  received 
from  the  government  official  notice  that  the  government  of  Her 
Majesty  had  determined  not  to  allow  the  formation  in  any 
British  colony  of  a  coal  depot  for  the  use  of  vessels  of  war  of 
the  United  States.  The  Nashville^  however,  took  on  board  150 
tons  of  coal,  and  left  the  port  under  the  escort  of  Her  Majes- 
ty's steamer  Spiteful  Under  the  circumstances,  the  United 
States  maintained  that  Great  Britain  had  failed  to  discharge 
her  neutral  obligations. 

The  British  Case  stated  that  on  the  first  visit 
'^^^^^of  the  Nashville  to  Bermuda  the  authorities 
refused  a  request  of  her  commander  for  leave 
to  draw  a  supply  of  coals  from  Her  Majesty's  dockyard,  and 
that  she  secured  a  supply  from  a  private  yard.  When  she 
arrived  at  Southampton  directions  were  sent  from  the  foreign 
office  that  she  should  not  be  allowed  to  equip  herself  more  com- 
pletely as  a  vessel  of  war,  or  to  take  in  guns  or  munitions  of 
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war.  Bepresentations  made  by  Mr.  Adams  were  daly  attended 
to,  and  the  vessel  was  watched.  The  repairs  which  she  received 
did  not  in  any  way  fit  her  more  completely  as  a  vessel  of  war. 
la  July  1862  the  United  States  steamer  Tuscarora  was  at  Soath- 
ampton  for  abont  three  weeks  undergoing  repairs.  In  both 
cases  Her  Majesty's  government  observed  the  duties  and  limi- 
tations of  neutrality. 

In  the  British  Counter  Oase  it  was  observed  that  the  deci- 
sion of  Her  Majesty's  government,  in  respect  of  the  formation 
of  coal  depots  at  Bermuda,  did  not  prohibit  the  taking  of  coal 
by  the  cruisers  of  either  belligerent  from  private  sources,  and 
did  not  prevent  United  States  ships  of  war  from  subsequently 
obtaining  there,  on  two  or  three  occasions,  like  supplies  when 
necessary.  As  to  the  departure  of  the  Nashville  under  the 
alleged  "escort"  of  Her  Mi^esty's  steamer  Spiteful^  it  was 
stated  that  this  was  only  a  measure  of  precaution  adopted  by 
the  admiral  on  the  station,  as  when  the  Nnshville  sailed  there 
were  several  vessels  in  sight,  some  of  which  might  have  been 
American,  and  the  admiral  thought  it  advisable  to  send  the 
Spiteful  outside  to  insure  respect  being  paid  by  the  Kaghville 
to  the  British  territorial  limits. 

It  was  shown  that  the  first  supply  of  coal  obtained  by  the 
Kashville  at  Bermuda  was  about  450  tons. 

Viscount  d'ltajub^  expressed  a  formal  opin- 
^^^."'^Ir*"'*  ion  to  the  effect  that  Great  Britain  had  not 
failed  in  any  neutral  duty  in  respect  of  the 
Nashville. 

Mr.  Adams  in  his  opinion  referred  to  the 
^!^^^  "'  fact,  which  had  been  pointed  out  in  the  Amer- 
ican case,  that  the  Nashville  in  order  to  get 
speedily  out  of  Charleston  Harbor  had  been  compelled  to  go 
light,  in  consequence  of  which  she  stood  in  need  of  consider- 
able supplies  of  coal  at  Bermuda  to  enable  her  to  effect  her 
contemplated  passage  to  Southampton.  But,  said  Mr.  Adams, 
in  order  to  bring  the  vessel  within  the  purview  of  the  second 
rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington  it  was  necessary  to  consider 
the  question  of  intent  on  the  part  of  the  British  authorities, 
as  well  as  that  of  negligence.  He  could  not  gather  suflBcient 
material  to  enable  him  to  decide  against  Her  Mi^esty's  gov- 
ernment on  either  of  these  points.  At  the  outset  of  the  strug- 
gle and  before  the  receipt  of  clear  directions  to  regulate  their 
conduct,  it  might  very  well  happen  that  the  authorities  in  the 
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remote  dependencies  of  the  empire  would  make  mistakes  of 
judgment  in  permitting  supplies^  without  meaning  to  be  partial 
to  one  side  or  the  other.  He  had  no  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
same  measure  would  not  at  that  time  have  been  granted  to 
any  vessel  of  the  United  States.  A  few  tons  more  or  less  of 
coal  could  scarcely  be  called  convincing  proof  of  malicious 
intent,  and  from  his  observations  of  the  general  course  of  Gov- 
ernor Ord,  of  Bermuda,  he  had  failed  to  gather  any  clear 
traces  of  a  disposition  to  be  otherwise  than  impartial. 

With  respect  to  the  stay  of  the  Nashville  at  Southampton  and 
the  supplies  obtained  there,  Mr.  Adams  said  that  he  did  not 
find  that  the  case  was  essentially  different  from  that  of  the 
United  States  steamer  Ttutcarora,  which  was  at  that  port  at 
the  same  time.  Last  of  all,  he  entertained  serious  doubts 
whether  the  Nashville  was  ever  intended  by  those  who  fitted 
her  out,  for  the  purpose  of  cruising  as  a  depredator  on  the 
ocean.  The  governor  of  St.  Georges  seemed  to  have  been  con- 
vinced that  the  object  of  the  ship  was  connected  with  the 
t*stablishment  of  diplomatic  relations  in  Europe  and  procur- 
ing naval  supplies  and  stores.  At  one  time  the  vessel  was 
intended  to  bring  out  Messrs.  Mason  and  Slidell,  and  she  actu- 
ally did  have  on  board  Colonel  Peyton,  supposed  to  be  charged 
with  a  mission  of  the  same  kind.  The  two  captures  which  she 
made  seemed  to  have  been  of  vessels  she  chanced  to  meet  with 
on  her  straight  course  to  Southampton  and  back,  without  the 
slightest  deviation  from  her  track.  On  the  whole,  Mr.  Adams 
said  that  he  failed  to  find  solid  ground  upon  which  to  base  any 
charge  either  of  intention  or  negligence  against  Her  Majesty's 
government  in  the  case  of  the  Nashville, 

The  tribunal   of  arbitration   unanimously 
Award.  found  that  Great  Britain  had  not  failed,  in 

respect  of  the  Nashville,  by  any  act  or  omis- 
sion, to  fulfill  any  of  the  duties  prescribed  by  the  three  rules  of 
Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  or  by  the  principles 
of  international  law  not  inconsistent  therewith. 

0.  The  FUyrida,  and  her  tenders  the  Clarence,  the  Tacony,  and  the 

Archer. 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  the  case  of  the 
Florida,  see  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as 
follows:  American  Case,  I.  99, 100, 101,  133;  British  Case,  id. 
274;  American  Counter  Case,  id.  437;  British  Counter  Case, 
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II.  299, 350;  American  Ar^ment,  III.  57;  British  Argument, 
id.  274, 283;  Argument  of  Sir  j^oundell  Palmer,  id.  541 ;  Argu- 
ment of  American  Gounsel,  id.  546;  Opinion  of  Count  Sclopis, 
IV.  90;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'  It^jnb^,  id.  98;  Opinion  of  Mr. 
Steampfli,  id.  108;  Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  150;  Opinion  of 
Sir  Alexander  Oockburn,  id.  367;  Award,  id.  51.) 

The  American  Oase  set  forth  that  the  Florida^ 
Case  of  the  United  originally  known  as  the  the  Oreto,  was  a  bark- 
***•  rigged,  iron  screw  gunboat,  of  about  700  tons 

burden,  constructed  at  Liverpool  under  a  contract  made  with 
Fawcett,  Preston  &  Go.,  by  Captain  Bullock,  the  agent  in 
Europe  of  the  GoDfederate  navy.  It  was  pretended  that  she 
was  constructed  for  the  Italian  Government,  but  the  Italian 
consul  at  Liverpool  disclaimed  any  knowledge  concerning  her. 
By  February  4, 1862,  said  the  Case  of  the  United  States, 
the  Oreto  was  taking  in  coal,  and  appearances  indicated  that 
she  would  soon  leave  without  her  armament.  February  17  she 
made  her  trial  trip,  and  by  the  Ist  of  March  had  taken  in 
a  large  quantity  of  provisions.  Gun  carriages  were  taken  on 
board,  in  pieces,  some  in  a  rough  state,  and  were  put  in  the 
hold.  Although  apparently  ready  to  sail,  she  lingered  about 
Liverpool  till  the  22d  of  March;  on  the  11th  of  that  moDth  she 
was  visited  in  the  Mersey  by  Gaptain  Bullock  and  four  other 
insurgent  naval  officers,  who  were  entertained  on  board. 
Simultaneously  with  these  proceedings,  cannon,  rifles,  shot, 
shells,  and  other  munitions  of  war,  intended  for  the  vessel, 
were  shipped  from  Hartlepool  by  the  steamer  Bahama  for 
Kassau. 

On  February  28,  and  again  on  March  25, 1862,  said  the  Gase  of 
the  United  States,  Mr.  Adams,  who  was  informed  by  the  United 
States  consul  at  Liverpool  of  what  was  taking  place,  called 
Earl  EusselPs  attention  to  the  character  and  destination  of  the 
vessel.  The  British  commissioners  of  customs  at  Liverpool 
reported,  however,  that  while  the  Oreto  was  a  vessel  of  war, 
pierced  for  four  guns,  they  believed  that  her  destination  was 
Palermo,  and  that  she  was  iotended  for  the  Italian  Crovern- 
ment.  They  subsequently  reported  that  she  was  registered  on 
the  3d  of  March  in  the  name  of  Henry  Thomas,  of  Liverpool, 
as  sole  owuer,  and  that  she  cleared  on  the  following  day  for 
Palermo  and  Jamaica  in  ballast,  but  did  not  sail  till  March  22, 
when  she  had  a  crew  of  fifty-two  men,  all  British,  except  three 
or  four,  only  one  of  whom  was  an  American. 
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Sach  an  examination  and  report  could  not,  said  the  Ameri- 
can Case,  be  regarded  as  an  exercise  of  the  due  diligence  called 
for  by  the  rules  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington;  and  the  neglect 
to  prevent  her  departure  from  Liverpool,  where  she  was  fitted 
out  and  equipped  for  war,  lacking  only  her  armament  to  enable 
her  to  do  battle,  constituted  a  failure  to  use  the  due  diligence 
required  by  the  second  clause  of  that  treaty. 

The  OretOj  continued  the  American  Case,  arrived  at  Nassau 
on  April  28,  1862,  and  was  ta^en  in  charge  by  Heyliger,  a 
recognized  Confederate  agent.  A  few  days  later  the  Bahama 
arrived,  and  the  two  branches  of  the  hostile  expedition,  which 
had  lefb  Great  Britain  in  detachments,  were  thus  united  in 
British  waters.  The  United  States  consul  at  Nassau  called  the 
attention  of  the  governor  to  the  character  of  the  vessel,  but  at 
first  the  latter  declined  to  interfere.  On  the  7th  of  June,  how- 
ever, the  Oreto  and  the  Bahama  were  both  arrested  and  brought 
to  an  anchorage  in  the  harbor  of  Nassau.  On  the  following 
day  Captain  Semmes  and  his  officers  from  the  Sumter  arrived 
as  passengers  in  a  mail  steamer  from  England,  and  the  Florida 
was  released,  her  agents  having  assured  the  governor  that  it 
was  their  intention  to  clear  in  ballast  for  Havana.  The  consul 
of  the  United  States  then  appealed  to  Captain  Hickley,  of 
Her  Majesty's  ship  Greyhound,  who,  after  making  an  investiga- 
tion and  drawing  up  an  opinion  that  the  Oreto,  as  she  then 
stood,  could,  by  going  out  with  another  vessel  alongside,  be 
equipped  in  twenty-four  hours  for  battle,  sent  a  file  of  marines 
on  board  and  took  her  into  custody. 

A  trial  under  the  foreign  enlistment  act,  begun  on  July  4, 

1862,  was,  declared  the  Case  of  the  United  States,  conducted 

as  a  formality,  and  without  any  effort  to  elicit  the  truth.    The 

court  ruled  out  all  evidence  as  to  what  took  place  before  the 

arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Nassau,  and  she  was  released.    In 

the  meantime  one  of  the  Confederate  officers  had  enlisted  a 

crew  at  Nassau,  and  on  the  8th  of  August  the  Oreto  was  cleared, 

ostensibly  for  St.  Johns,  New  Brunswick.    On  the  following 

day  a  schooner  sailed  from  Nassau  with  cannon,  shot,  shells, 

and  provisions,  and  laid  her  course  for  Green  Cay,  one  of  the 

British  Bahamas,  about  sixty  miles  distant.    The  Oreto,  then 

lying  outside  with  a  hawser  attached  to  one  of  Her  Majesty's 

ships  of  war,  cast  oft'  and  took  the  schooner  in  tow.    The  arms, 

munitions,  and  stores  were  soon  transferred,  and  the  schooner 

returned  to  Nassau  unmolested.    The  Oreto,  now  called  the 
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Florida^  made  for  the  coast  of  Cuba.  The  tribunal  was  asked 
to  find  that  these  proceedings  at  Nassau  and  in  the  Bahamas 
constituted  a  violation  of  neutral  duty. 

At  Cardenas,  in  Cuba,  said  the  American  Case,  the  Florida 
attempted  to  ship  men,  but  was  prevented  by  the  authorities 
from  doing  so.  On  the  4th  of  September  she  ran  through  the 
blockading  squadron  at  Mobile,  pretending  to  be  a  British  man- 
of-war,  and  flying  British  colors.  She  remained  at  Mobile  till 
the  16th  of  January  1863,  when  she  made  her  escape. 

On  the  26th  of  January  1863,  said  the  Case  of  the  United 
States,  the  Florida  reentered  the  port  of  Nassau,  having 
destroyed  three  vessels.  She  was  cordially  received,  and  was 
permitted  to  remain  thirty-six  hours,  during  which  time  she 
took  in  coal  and  provisions  to  last  for  three  months,  with  the 
permission  of  the  authorities,  in  violation  of  the  instructions 
of  January  31,  1862,  which  commanded  (with  certain  excep- 
tions) the  departure  of  belligerent  vessels  within  twenty-four 
hours,  denied  supplies  beyond  what  might  be  necessary  for 
immediate  use,  and  forbade  the  taking  of  more  coal  than  would 
carry  the  vessel  to  the  nearest  home  port,  or  some  nearer 
destination,  or  the  taking  of  coal  in  British  waters  more  than 
once  in  three  months,  unless  by  special  permission.  These 
rules  were,  said  the  Case,  rigidly  enforced  against  the  United 
States,  and  their  relaxation  in  favor  of  the  Confederacy,  so 
that  British  territory  was  made  a  base  of  hostile  operations, 
constituted  a  breach  of  neutrality. 

The  Florida  left  Nassau  January  27, 1863.  On  February  24 
she  obtained  at  Barbados  about  a  hundred  tons  of  coal,  in 
violation  of  the  instructions  of  January  31, 1862.  On  the  26th 
of  February  she  sailed  again  from  Nassau,  and  in  a  short  time 
had  captured  or  destroyed  fourteen  vessels,  so  that  on  April 
25, 1863,  her  commander  was  able  to  boast  that  "  six  million 
dollars  will  not  make  good  the  devastation  this  steamer  has 
committed.'' 

On  the  16th  of  July  1863  the  Florida,  said  the  American 
Case,  arrived  at  Bermuda,  where  she  remained  nine  days,  was 
thoroughly  repaired,  and  took  in  a  full  supply  of  coal  which 
had  been  brought  to  her  from  Halifax,  notwithstanding  the 
general  order  that  neither  belligerent  should  be  permitted 
to  make  coal  depots  in  British  colonial  ports.  This  consti- 
tuted a  fresh  violation  of  neutral  duty.  From  Bermuda  she 
sailed  for  Brest,  and  on  the  way  destroyed  two  vessels.    lu 
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Jane  1864  she  again  appeared  at  Bermuda  and  made  applica- 
tion to  be  x)ermitted  to  repair.  She  was  accorded  permission 
to  remain  five  days  for  that  purj^se,  but  actually  remained 
nine.  When  she  sailed  on  the  27th  of  June  she  took  with  her 
135  tons  of  coal  and  large  quantities  of  ship's  stores.  Subse- 
quently she  destroyed  five  merchant  vessels  of  the  United 
States,  her  career  as  a  cruiser  ending  at  Bahia  on  the  7th  of 
October  1864. 

During  the  cruise  of  the  Florida^  said  the  Case  of  the  United 
States,  three  tenders  were  fitted  out  and  manned  from  her 
officers  and  crew — the  Clarence^  the  Tacony,  and  the  Archer. 
The  Clarence  was  destroyed  when  the  Tacony  was  fitted  out, 
and  the  Tacony  was  in  turn  destroyed  when  th^  Archer  was 
fitted  out.  Each  of  these  vessels  made  captures;  the  Archer 
destroyed  the  U.  S.  revenue  cutter  Caleb  Cushing. 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  asked  the  tribunal,  if  it  should 
exercise  the  power  to  award  a  sum  in  gross  for  the  Florida  and 
her  tenders,  to  take  into  account  the  losses  of  individuals  in 
the  destruction  of  their  vessels  and  cargoes,  and  the  expenses 
to  which  the  United  States  were  put  in  the  pursuit  of  each  of 
the  offending  vessels. 

According  to  the  British  Case,  the  Florida 

The  Bxituh  Case,  was  ordered  of  her  constructors  for  and  on 
account  of  a  resident  of  Liverpool,  who  was  a 
partner  in  a  mercantile  house  at  Palermo,  and  on  her  comple- 
tion was  registered  in  the  name  of  this  person,  on  his  own 
declaration.  Though  her  fittings  and  arrangements  were  suit- 
able to  a  ship  of  war,  she  was  unarmed  and  had  on  board  no 
guns  or  warlike  stores.  No  facts  proving,  or  tending  to  prove, 
that  she  was  intended  to  cruise  or  carry  on  war  against  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment before  the  ship's  departure;  and  it  was  certain  that,  if 
she  had  been  seized,  a  court  of  law  would  have  ordered  her 
restoration,  for  want  of  evidence  to  support  a  forfeiture. 

The  vessel  sailed  from  Liverpool,  said  the  British  Case,  with 
a  clearance  for  Palermo  and  Jamaica,  unarmed  and  with  no  war- 
like stores  of  any  kind,  under  the  command  of  a  master  belong- 
ing to  the  British  mercantile  marine,  and  manned  by  a  crew  who 
were  not  enlisted  for  the  Confederate  service  and  had  no 
thought  or  intention  of  engaging  in  it,  and  who  afterward  left 
the  ship  as  soon  as  they  conceived  a  suspicion  that  she  might 
be  employed  in  that  service.    When  she  arrived  at  Nassau, 


4134        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

though  no  warniug  had  been  sent  to  the  authorities  in  regard 
to  her,  she  was  watched  by  order  of  the  governor;  a  ship  of 
war  was  placed  near  her;  she  was  finally  seized  by  order  of 
the  governor,  and  proceedings  were  instituted  against  her  in 
the  proper  colonial  court.  The  assumption  on  which  the  judge 
appeared  to  have  proceeded,  that  evidence  of  acts  done  before 
the  arrival  of  the  Oreto  could  not  be  received,  unless  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  acts  done  after  her  arrival,  was  perhaps 
erroneous.  Her  Majesty's  government  believed  that  in  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  against  a  ship  under  the  foreign  enlistment  act 
to  enforce  a  forfeiture,  a  court,  wherever  situate  within  the 
dominions  of  the  Grown,  might  lawMly  receive  and  adjudicate 
upon  the  evidence  of  such  infringement,  wherever  the  act  or 
acts  constituting  it  might  have  been  committed;  yet  the  deci- 
sion of  the  court  at  ISassau  was  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  and  was,  as  such,  binding  on  the  exec- 
utive authorities  of  the  colony.  Nor  could  proof  of  acts  done 
out  of  the  limits  of  the  colony  have  altered  the  decision  of  the 
court,  unless  it  had  supplied  evidence  of  an  unlawful  intention. 
On  being  released  at  Nassau  the  Oreto,  continued  the  Brit- 
ish Case,  sailed  unarmed,  with  a  clearance  for  New  Brunswick. 
Before  committing  any  hostilities  against  the  vessels  of  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  she  sailed  for  and  entered  the 
Confederate  port  of  Mobile,  where  she  remained  during  more 
than  four  months  and  was  put  in  condition  for  war,  and  enlisted 
a  crew,  and  from  whence  she  was  finally  sent  out  to  cruise. 
She  was  commissioned  as  a  ship  of  war  of  the  Confederate 
States,  and  was  commanded  by  an  officer  commissioned  by  the 
government  of  those  States.  She  was  received  on  the  footing 
of  a  public  ship  of  war  in  the  ports  of  neutral  nations — Spain, 
France,  and  Brazil.  No  advantage  was  conceded  to  the  Florida 
either  at  Nassau  or  at  Barbados  which  had  not  before  been 
granted  to  the  cruisers  of  the  United  States.  It  appeared 
that  both  the  United  States  ship  San  Jacinto  and  the  Florida 
had  been  permitted  to  obtain  coal  at  Barbados  in  less  than 
three  months  after  they  had  respectively  coaled  at  another 
British  colony,  the  commander  of  each  vessel  having  alleged 
that  his  supply  of  coal  had  been  exhausted  by  stress  of 
weather;  and  in  consequence  on  July  16,  1863,  the  colonial 
secretary  expressed  a  dispatch  to  the  governor  of  Barbados, 
and  similar  instructions  were  sent  to  governors  of  other 
colonies  in  the  West  Indies,  directing  that  no  special  permis- 
sion be  given  for  the  taking  of  a  second  supply  of  coal  within 
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three  months  from  the  last,  unless  it  appeared  that,  owing  to 
real  necessities  arising  from  stress  of  weather,  the  coal  origi- 
nally given  had  been  prematurely  exhausted  before  it  was  pos- 
sible that  the  vessel  could,  under  existing  circumstances,  have 
reached  the  destination  for  which  she  coaled,  or  if  she  had  not 
since  taking  coal  been  bona  fide  occupied  in  seeking  her  alleged 
destination,  but  had  consumed  her  coal  in  cruising.  At  Brest, 
on  the  contrary,  the  Florida  was  permitted  to  remain  nearly 
six  months,  from  August  23, 1863,  till  February  9, 1864,  during 
which  time  she  effected  repairs,  refitted,  had  her  small  arms 
mended,  and  enlisted  a  large  number  of  sailors  in  place  of 
those  whose  terms  of  service  expired. 

The  United  States  men-of-war  blockading  the  port  of  Mobile, 
said  the  British  Case,  failed  to  capture  the  Florida  when  she 
entered  it,  under  circumstances  which  made  the  capture  so 
easy  of  accomplishment  that  the  officer  to  whose  incapacity  the 
failure  was  due  was  dismissed  the  service.  They  again  failed 
to  capture  her  when  she  left  the  port  to  commence  her  cruise; 
nor  was  any  serious  endeavor  to  capture  her  made  by  the 
United  States,  Her  Majesty's  government  could  not  admit 
that,  in  respect  of  the  Florida^  it  was  chargeable  with  any  fail- 
ure of  duty. 

It  appeared  by  the  British  evidence  that  an  inquiry  made  of 
the  Italian  Government  before  the  Oreto  left  Liverpool  elicited 
the  response  that  the  government  knew  nothing  of  the  vessel. 

The  American  and  British  Counter  Cases  brought  out  noth- 
ing beyond  some  minor  corrections  of  statements  of  facts. 

The  question  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
•  to  M  wi         Florida^  entrance  into  the  port  of  Mobile  was 
made  the  subject  of  special  argument  by  coun- 
sel on  both  sides. 

Sir  Eoundell  Palmer,  on  behalf  of  Her  Maj- 
^^^U^P^inT  esty's  government,  argued  that  even  if  the 
antecedent  facts  were  sucli  as  to  show  a  want 
of  due  diligence  in  respect  of  the  vessel,  it  did  not  follow  that 
such  want  of  diligence  involved,  as  its  legitimate  consequence, 
responsibility  for  her  acts,  since  she  never  cruised  or  committed 
any  act  of  hostility  against  the  United  States  until  after  she 
had  been  for  a  long  interval  of  time  in  a  Confederate  port,  and 
had  then  issued  as  a  duly  commissioned  Confederate  cruiser, 
and  in  an  altered  condition  as  to  her  capjicity  for  war.  The 
Florida  did  not  enter  the  i)ort  of  Mobile  merely  m  transitu^  or 
as  a  point  of  immediate  departure  for  a  subsequent  cruise,  for 
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which  the  necessary  preparation  had  already  been  made  in 
British  territory ;  but  she  remained  there  for  more  than  foor 
months,  and  there  engaged  the  crew  which  enabled  her  to  go 
to  sea  and  commit  hostilities..  Treating  the  transaction  as  one 
of  a  breach  of  blockade,  or  as  the  conveyaoce  of  contraband, 
the  direct  agents  in  conveying  the  Florida  into  Mobile  would 
not  have  been  under  any  continuing  responsibility  under  inter- 
national law  after  leaving  her  there  and  returning  to  their  own 
country.  Ought  then  such  a  continuing  responsibility  to  attach 
to  a  nation  from  whose  territory  she  was  sent  out  merely  for 
want  of  due  diligence  to  prevent  the  transaction!  The  legiti- 
mate inference  was  that  any  responsibility  previously  incurred 
came  to  its  natural  end  when,  no  act  of  war  having  previously 
been  committed,  the  Florida  was  once  at  home  at  Mobile,  and 
became  bona  fide  incorporated,  within  their  own  territory,  into 
the  naval  force  of  the  Confederate  States.  This  principle  was, 
said  Sir  Boundell  Palmer,  a  legitimate  inference  from  the  opin- 
ion of  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  the  case  of  the  Gran  Para,  7 
Wheaton,  471. 

Messrs.  Cushing,  Evarts,  and  Waite,  coun- 
Viewsof  Amerioan  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  United  States,  maintained  that  the 

analogy  sought  to  be  created  by  Sir  Roundell 
Palmer  to  the  case  of  contraband  trade  was  but  a  subtle  form 
of  the  general  argument  that  the  outfit  of  the  Florida  was  but 
a  dealing  in  contraband  of  war,  and  was  to  carry  no  other  con- 
sequence of  responsibility  than  the  law  of  nations  affixed  to 
such  dealing.  'J'liis  argument  had,  however,  been  suppressed 
by  the  rules  of  the  treat}'^,  and  the  case  of  the  Orati  Para  was 
a  direct  authority  for  continuing  responsibility.  The  British 
argument  amounted  to  the  proposition  that  the  seamen  enlisted 
at  Mobile  became  thereafter  the  eifective  maritime  war  power 
of  the  Florida,  and  that  the  cruiser  and  her  warlike  qualities 
became  of  secondary  importance.  In  fact,  the  evidence  of  what 
occurred  at  Mobile  by  no  means  showed  that  the  crew  with 
which  the  Florida  left  that  port  consisted  of  original  enlist- 
ments there,  or  of  more  than  in  many  cases  the  mere  reenlist- 
ment  of  her  former  crew. 

Count  Sclopis  held  that  Great  Britain  was 
^^"^Sdopir""*    responsible  for  the  a<jts  of  the  ^tortda.    When, 

he  said,  the  vessel  arrived  at  Nassau,  she  was, 
as  shown  by  the  report  of  Captain  Hickley,  possessed  of  a 
complete  warlike  equipment,  and  all  that  was  wanting  on  board 
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of  her  was  a  supply  of  munitions  of  war.  The  situation  at 
Nassau  increased  the  responsibility  of  England,  since  the  port 
was  one  from  which  hostile  operations  might  conveniently  be 
carried  on,  either  by  the  Confederacy  or  by  the  United  States. 
Under  these  circumstances  was  it  not  the  imi)erative  duty  of 
England  to  take  care  that  all  the  duties  of  the  most  scrupu- 
lous neutrality  were  fulfilled!  The  decision  of  the  vice-admi- 
ralty court,  acquitting  the  vessel,  did  not  release  the  English 
Government  from  responsibility  under  the  rules  of  the  Treaty 
of  Washington,  though  it  might  have  been  conclusive  as  be- 
tween the  British  Government  and  those  who  claimed  the 
vessel.  In  respect  of  the  United  States  it  was  res  inter  alios 
acta.  The  conduct  of  the  vessel  within  British  jurisdiction 
after  her  release  more  than  justified  all  the  suspicions  that  had 
been  entertained  as  to  the  true  character  of  her  voyage. 

As  to  the  application  of  the  second  rule  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington,  touching  the  use  of  neutral  ports  or  wat-ers  as 
the  base  of  naval  operations,  Count  Sclopis  thought  it  sufBi- 
ciently  proved  that  the  facility  with  which  the  Florida  was 
allowed  to  supply  herself  with  coal  in  the  colonial  ports  was 
not  in  conformity  with  the  strict  neutrality  which  should  have 
been  observed  in  those  latitudes,  to  say  nothing  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  not  a  too  easy  compliance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  commander  of  the  vessel  in  regard  to  repairing 
and  refitting. 

As  to  the  stay  of  the  Florida  in  the  port  of  Mobile,  and  the 
consequences  resulting  therefrom,  Count  Sclopis  said  that  he 
adopted  the  views  presented  by  Mr.  Staempfli. 

As  to  the  tenders  fitted  out  and  forming  part  of  the  forces 
of  the  Florida^  Count  Sclopis  was  of  opinion  that  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  British  Government  was  the  same  as  in  respect 
of  the  principal  vessel. 

Viscount  d'ltajub^  expressed  the  opinion 
^^^^'li'^i^'"*  that,  in  view  of  all  the  facts  relating  to  the 
building  of  the  vessel  and  her  departure  from 
Liverpool,  her  stay  at  Nassau,  her  armament  at  Green  Cay, 
and,  in  spite  of  her  known  infractions  of  the  British  neutrality, 
her  subsequent  reception  in  colonial  ports,  the  British  Gov- 
ernment was  responsible  under  the  rules  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington  for  the  acts  of  the  Florida,  and  her  tenders,  not- 
withstanding her  entrance  and  stay  in  the  port  of  Mobile. 
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'  Mr.  Staemplli  held  that  there  was  a  lack  of 
^atoL\^"     "^'^^  dUigence"  in  the  fulfillment  of  neutral 

duty  (1)  in  regard  to  the  construction,  fitting 
out,  and  equipment  of  the  Oreto  at  Liverpool  and  her  depar- 
ture from  that  port,  and  the  departure  of  the  Bahamay  laden 
with  arms  for  the  Oreto ,  particularly  as  the  British  authorities 
did  not  communicate  with  or  send  instructions  to  the  colonial 
authorities  with  respect  to  the  vessels;  (2)  in  regard  to  what 
took  place  at  Nassau — the  absence  of  all  initiative  to  ascertain 
the  truth,  the  defective  nature  of  the  judicial  proceedings,  the 
omission  of  all  measures  to  prevent  her  arming  and  equipping 
in  British  waters,  and  the  failure  subsequently  to  take  pro- 
ceedings against  her  on  charges  of  violation  of  British  neu- 
trality when  opi)ortnnity  offered,*  and  (3)  in  regard  to  her 
being  allowed  to  supply  herself  with  coal  in  such  quantities 
that  each  time  she  was  enabled  to  undertake  a  fresh  cruise. 

As  to  the  e%ct  of  the  entrance  of  the  Florida  into  the  port  of 
Mobile  through  the  blockade,  Mr.  Staempfli  held  that,  even  if 
the  charge  of  negligence  against  the  officers  maintaining  the 
blockade  had  been  proved,  this  fact  would  not  have  released 
Great  Britain  from  responsibility  for  her  own  negligence,  which 
was  the  primary  cause  of  the  vessel's  hostile  career. 

In  respect  of  the  tenders  of  the  Florida^  Mr.  Staempfli  held 
that  the  same  rules  applied  as  in  the  case  of  the  principal 
vessel. 

Mr.  Adams,  in  his  opinion  on  the  case  of  the 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams. -^onc^a,  maintained  that  the  information  in 

the  possession  of  Her  Msyesty's  government, 
before  the  sailing  of  the  Oreto  from  Liverpool,  was  such  as 
ought  to  have  shaken  faith  in  the  statements  of  the  parties 
who  alleged  the  innocent  character  of  the  vessel.  If  the  infor- 
mation furnished  by  Mr.  Dudley,  the  United  States  consul  at 
Liverpool,  had  been  followed  up  with  diligence,  it  would  cer- 
tainly have  ended  in  the  detention  of  the  OretOy  which  deten- 
tion, at  that  critical  moment,  would  probably  have  had  the 
effect  of  putting  a  stop  to  all  similar  enterprises.  But  the 
government  did  not  seem  to  have  been,  at  that  moment  at 
least,  conscious  of  any  obligation  to  originate  investigations 
at  all.  An  inquiry  made  of  the  Italian  Government  twenty 
days  before  the  escape  of  the  Oreto  had  elicited  a  response 
which,  if  not  absolutely  decisive  as  to  the  destination  of  the 
vessel,  certainly  tended  to  throw  the  gravest  possible  doubt 
upon  it.    Yet  it  did  not  appear  that  the  attention  of  the 
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parties  concerned  in  misstating  the  destination  of  the  vessel 
was  called  to  their  misstatement,  though  the  motive  of  it,  in 
view  of  the  existence  of  a  state  of  peace  in  every  qnarter  of  the 
civilized  world  but  one,  was  scarcely  open  to  doubt.  It  did  not 
appear  that  the  movements  of  the  vessel  were  even  watched  by 
the  authorities  at  Liverpool.  It  did  not  seem  to  have  occurred 
to  those  authorities  to  ask  themselves  why,  if  the  dispatch  of 
the  steamer  was  a  legitimate  act,  there  was  need  of  the  false- 
hood about  the  Italian  Government,  and  the  further  falsehood 
as  to  the  ownership  of  the  vessel;  nor  did  it  seem  to  have 
occurred  to  Her  Majesty's  government  to  consider  whether 
they  had  not  been  cheated  by  their  own  officers.  The  dili- 
gence manifested  by  the  British  authorities  in  the  case  was  - 
not  such  as  was  contemplated  by  the  language  of  the  treaty, 
because  it  was  not  in  any  sense  a  sx>ontaneous  movement.  It 
did  not  get  beyond  the  mere  examination  of  representations 
made  by  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  and  if  these  represen- 
tations were  explained  satisfactorily  to  the  British  authorities 
they  presumed  that  their  obligations  were  fully  performed. 
At  a  later  stage  of  the  difficulties  this  policy  appeared  to  have 
been  partially  changed;  but  there  was  no  trace  of  such  a 
change  in  the  case  of  the  Florida. 

The  authorities  at  Nassau,  following  the  example  given  in 
the  mother  country,  did  not,  said  Mr.  Adams,  consider  it  incum- 
bent upon  them  to  initiate  any  measures  of  a  preventive  nature. 
Their  course  amounted  to  holding  that  it  was  not  until  a  vessel 
should  have  succeeded  in  an  undertaking  of  an  illegal  nature, 
which  would  necessarily  imply  her  escape  from  the  jurisdic- 
tion, that  the  proper  time  would  have  come  for  proceeding 
with  proof  that  she  ought  to  have  been  detained.  In  spite  of 
the  report  made  by  Commander  Hickley  at  Nassau,  the  colo- 
nial attorney-general  gave  the  opinion  that  no  case  had  been 
made  out  for  seizure.  This  was  the  "passive  policy,''  the 
example  of  which  had  been  set  at  home.  The  evidence  must 
come  to  the  government — it  was  not  for  the  government  to 
come  to  the  evidence.  The  governor,  however,  was  not  alto- 
gether satisfied  with  the  passive  policy  recommended  by  the 
attorney-general,  and  decided  in  favor  of  the  seizure  of  the 
vessel,  with  a  view  to  the  submission  of  the  question  to  the 
local  court  of  vice-admiralty. 

As  to  the  decision  of  the  vice-admiralty  judge,  Mr.  Adams 
declared  that  he  was  oppressed  by  the  conviction  that  in  no 
portion  of  the  history  of  the  proceeding  was  the  responsibility 
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of  Her  Majesty's  government  for  the  subsequent  career  of  the 
vessel  more  deeply  implicated.  It  was  clear  by  the  evidence 
before  the  tribunal  of  arbitration  that  the  judge  was  not  sus- 
tained by  the  law  officers  of  the  crown  at  home  in  his  view  of 
the  law,  and  it  could  only  be  assumed  that  there  was  some 
external  bias  which  induced  him  to  give  credit  to  certain  per- 
sons on  the  mere  score  of  personal  character,  and  to  discredit 
the  seamen,  who  clearly  told  the  substantial  truth.  The  judge 
seemed  to  have  partaken  so  largely  of  the  general  syDii)athy 
admitted  by  the  governor  to  have  held  sway  over  the  entire 
population  of  the  island  as  to  render  him  incapable,  in  the 
case,  of  a  perception  of  justice.  As  to  the  action  of  the  attor- 
i^cy-geii^i'dl;  s^id  Mr.  Adams,  it  seemed  to  have  been  influenced 
in  the  earlier  stages  of  the  struggle  in  America  by  the  belief 
that  the  fate  of  the  Union  was  settled.  But,  however  this 
might  be,  the  vessel  was  discharged  and  no  serious  attempt 
was  made  to  prevent  the  full  accomplishment  of  the  purpose 
of  her  owners. 

In  respect  of  this  transaction,  Mr.  Adams  expressed  the 
opinion  that  Great  Britain  had  failed  in  her  duty  both  under 
the  first  and  the  second  rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  and 
consequently  under  the  third. 

As  to  the  entrance  of  the  Florida  into  the  port  of  Mobile  and 
her  subsequent  departure  therefrom  with  an  additional  force 
of  fifty-four  men,  Mr.  Adams  observed  that  the  Florida  imme- 
diately returned  to  the  very  spot  where  her  flagrant  violations 
of  British  neutrality  had  been  perpetrated,  and  was  immedi- 
ately recognized  as  a  legitimate  belligerent.  Coal  and  pro- 
visions were  permitted  to  be  taken  in  such  quantities  as  to  put 
the  vessel  in  a  condition  to  commence  and  continue  for  some 
time  a  predatory  cruise.  Subsequently,  after  a  cruise  of  about 
a  month,  a  further  supply  of  coal  was  obtained  at  Barbados, 
the  fact  of  her  late  supply  at  Nassau  being  suppressed.  When 
information  of  these  events  was  received  at  the  colonial  office 
in  London,  the  liberty  was  checked,  and  orders  were  issued  to 
be  more  cautious  in  the  future.  After  a  visit  of  four  days  to 
Pernambuco,  the  next  British  port  entered  by  the  Florida  was 
Bermuda,  on  the  15th  of  July.  An  application  for  government 
coal  was  here  for  the  first  time  refused;  but  a  plentiful  supply 
was  obtained  from  other  sources,  and  the  commander  trans- 
gressed the  limit  prescribed  for  his  stay  for  repairs  without 
censure.    This  enabled  him  to  cross  the  ocean  and  reach  Brest, 
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in  France,  on  Angnst  23, 1863.  In  this  long  cruise,  from  Janu- 
ary 25  to  August  23,  nearly  seven  months,  supplies  of  coal  were 
received  exclusively  from  British  sources. 

As  to  the  question  whether  any  change  as  to  the  original 
character  in  the  vessel  might  be  considered  to  have  taken  place 
by  reason  of  her  having  succeeded  in  reaching  a  port  of  the 
belligerent  power  to  which  she  claimed  to  belong,  Mr.  Adams 
said  that  he  could  not  arrive  at  any  conclasiou  which  even 
implied  an  assent  to  the  proposition  'Hbat  success  sanctifies 
fraudP  It  was  conclusively  established  that  from  the  moment 
of  inception  to  that  of  complete  execution  the  building,  equip- 
ping, and  dispatching  of  the  vessel  were  carried  on  by  a  resort 
to  every  species  of  falsehood  and  fraud,  in  order  to  baffle  and 
defeat  the  legitimate  purpose  of  Her  Majesty's  government  to 
uphold  the  sanctity  of  its  laws  and  make  good  its  obligations 
to  a  foreign  nation  with  which  it  was  at  peace.  Her  Majesty's 
government  might  well  have  seen  fit  to  mark  its  disapproba- 
tion of  the  indignities  thus  heaped  upon  it  by  at  least  exclud- 
ing the  vessel  from  its  ports.  But  it  coald  not  be  supposed 
that  the  moral  stain  attached  to  a  transaction  of  the  character 
in  question  could  be  wiped  out  by  the  mere  incident  of  visiting 
one  place  or  another,  without  any  material  alteration  of  the 
constituent  body  inspiring  its  action.  The  Florida  carried 
^<the  same  indelible  stamp  of  dishonor  from  her  cradle  to  her 
grave." 

For  this  reason,  said  Mr.  Adams,  he  was  of  opinion  in  the 
case  of  the  Florida  that  Great  Britain,  by  reason  of  her  omis- 
sion to  use  due  diligence  to  prevent  the  fitting  out,  arming, 
and  equipping  within  her  jurisdiction  of  that  vessel,  and  fur- 
ther, of  her  omission  to  forbid  the  crew  of  the  vessel  from 
making  use  of  her  ports  or  waters  as  the  base  of  operations 
against  the  United  States,  had*  failed  to  fulfill  the  duties  set 
forth  in  each  and  all  of  the  three  rules  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington. 

Sir  Alexander  Oockburn  maintained  that 
Sir  Alexander  Cook-  ^j^^  British  Government  had  incurred  no  re- 

Dim  8  OpiBion. 

sponsibility  in  the  case  of  the  Florida.    The 

information  furnished  to  that  government  before  her  departure 
from  Liverpool  was  not,  he  argued,  such  as  would  have  war- 
ranted the  condemnation  of  the  vessel,  and  if  she  had  been 
seized  she  must  inevitably  have  been  released.  The  allegation 
of  the  United  States  consul  at  Liverpool  that  gun  carriages 
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had  been  conveyed  on  board  of  the  vessel  proved  to  have  been 
a  mistake.  All  that  conld  under  the  circamstances  be  asked 
for  was  an  inquiry.  This  Her  Majesty's  government  at  once 
instituted.  The  responses  made  by  the  authorifcies  at  Liver- 
pool were  of  such  a  character  that  the  government  would  have 
acted  most  improperly  in  directing  a  seizure.  The  answer  of 
the  Italian  minister  for  foreign  affairs  as  to  the  destination  of 
the  vessel,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  it,  was  not  conclusive, 
since  the  subject  belonged  to  the  department  of  marine,  and 
no  answer  was  received  at  London  from  that  department  until 
after  the  vessel  had  sailed.  If  the  United  States  consul  had 
possessed  such  positive  information  as  he  professed  to  have  in 
regard  to  the  character  and  destination  of  the  gunboat,  he 
shoflld  have  communicated  it  to  the  legation  at  London  for 
communication  to  Her  Majesty's  government.  As  to  the  clear- 
ing of  the  vessel  for  Palermo  and  Jamaica,  Sir  Alexander 
argued  that  even  if  the  vessel  was  intended  for  the  Italian 
Government,  it  was  not  impossible  that  it  might  also  be  in- 
tended that  she  should  make  a  voyage  to  the  West  Indies  be- 
fore being  parted  with  by  the  builders.  In  order  to  warrant 
the  condemnation  of  the  vessel  it  would  have  been  necessary 
to  show  not  only  that  she  was  equipped  for  war,  as  to  which 
there  would  have  been  no  difficulty,  but  also  that  she  was  in- 
tended to  be  used  against  a  belligerent  with  whom  Great 
Britain  was  at  peace.  On  this  subject  there  was  no  evidence 
beyond  surmise,  suspicion,  and  rumor.  When  the  guns  were 
shipped  to  Hartlepool  to  be  loaded  in  the  Bahama^  even  the 
United  States  consul  at  Liverpool  did  not  himself  suspect  that 
they  were  intended  for  the  Oreto,  There  was  not  in  England, 
any  more  than  in  America,  any  system  of  espionage  or  secret 
police;  and  it  could  not  be  contended  that  the  government 
ought  to  have  abandoned  principles  and  rules  theretofore  held 
sacred  for  the  benefit  of  other  nations  embarked  in  quarrels 
and  wars  in  which  she  herself  had  no  concern,  at  all  events 
before  experience  had  shown  that  the  existing  law  was  insuffi- 
cient. Such  a  proposition  would  really  amount  to  saying  that 
Great  Britain  was  to  be  held  responsible  because  her  law 
ought  to  have  been  other  than  it  was. 

Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  maintained  similar  views  in  regard 
to  what  took  place  at  Kassau,  He  admitted  that  with  the 
result  of  tbe  trial  be  was  anything  but  satisfied.  The  vessel 
ought,  in  his  opinion,  to  have  been  condemned.    The  judge 
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made  a  mistake  in  holding  that  her  equipment,  in  any  part  of 
the  British  dominions,  for  a  purpose  prohibited  by  the  foreign 
enlistment  act,  would  not,  so  long  as  the  property  in  her  re- 
mained in  a  British  subject,  form  a  sufficient  ground  for  con- 
demnation in  any  court  of  competent  authority  within  whose 
jurisdiction  the  vessel  might  be  found,  though  no  part  of  such 
equipment  might  have  taken  place  within  such  jurisdiction. 
That  she  was  equipped,  though  not  armed  for  war,  not  only 
when  at  the  Bahamas,  but  also  when  she  left  Liverpool,  was 
undoubted.  The  obstacle  to  her  seizure  at  Liverx)Ool  was  the 
absence  of  sufficient  proof  of  her  being  intended  for  a  bellig- 
erent, but  the  character  of  forfeiture,  having  once  attached  to 
her,  remained  permanently  affixed,  and  might  be  enforced  by 
proceedings  in  rem  by  any  competent  court  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Crown.  At  the  same  time  Sir  Alexander  Cock- 
burn  repelled  the  imputation  of  improper  motives  to  the  local 
officials. 

As  to  the  arming  of  the  Oreto  at  Green  Cay,  Sir  Alexander 
argued  that  there  was  no  proof  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  British  authorities. 

As  to  the  question  whether  Great  Britain,  even  if  open  to 
the  imputation  of  not  exercising  due  diligence  in  respect  of 
the  original  equipment  of  the  OretOj  or  of  her  arming  at  Green 
Cay,  could  be  held  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  ship  after 
her  entry  into  Mobile,  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  while  granting 
that  the  right  of  a  belligerent  to  redress  for  a  breach  of  neu- 
trality under  international  law  would  not  be  affei^ted  by  a 
judicial  proceeding  under  municipal  law,  yet  contended  that 
the  original  equipment  of  the  OretOj  though  an  offense  against 
the  municipal  law  of  Great  Britain,  was  not,  there  being  up 
to  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  Nassau  no  present  intention  of 
war,  an  offense  against  international  law,  and  that,  by  her 
acquittal  at  Nassau  of  the  alleged  offense  against  British 
municipal  law,  the  original  vice  became  purged  and  the  mat- 
ter was  at  an  end.  ''It  might  indeed,"  said  Sir  Alexander, 
"  be  answered  that  a  second  offense  was  committed  within  the 
British  jurisdiction  by  the  arming  at  Green  Cay,  but  here, 
again,  there^'  was  "  no  breach  of  neutrality  according  to  inter- 
national law,  if,  owing  to  the  deficiency  of  the  crew,  there  was 
no  present  intention  of  applying  the  ship  to  the  purposes  of 
war."  The  effect  of  this  argument  was  to  maintain  that  the 
illegal  voyage  of  the  Florida,  on  which  any  liability  could  be 
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asserted,  came  to  an  end  with  her  arrival  at  Mobile,  if  not 
with  her  departure  from  the  Bahamas;  bat  Sir  Alexander 
Cockburn  also  contended  that  Her  Majesty's  government  had 
no  right  to  seize  the  Florida^  or  any  other  crnisor,  after  she 
was  commissioned  by  a  belligerent  as  a  ship  of  war. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration,  Sir  Alexander 
Awaid.  Cockburn  dissenting,  rendered,  in  respect  of 

the  Florida,  the  following  award : 

"And  whereas,  with  respect  to  the  vessel  called  the  Florida^ 
it  results  from  all  the  facts  relative  to  the  construction  of  the 
Oreto  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  to  its  issue  therefrom, 
which  facts  failed  to  induce  the  authorities  in  Great  Britain  to 
resort  to  measures  adequate  to  prevent  tbe  violation  of  the 
neutrality  of  tbat  nation,  notwithstanding  the  warnings  and 
repeated  representations  of  the  agents  of  the  United  States 
that  Her  Majesty's  government  had  failed  to  use  due  diligence 
to  fulfill  the  duties  of  neutrality; 

<^  And  whereas  it  likewise  results  irom  all  the  facts  relative 
to  the  stay  of  the  Oreto  at  Nassau,  to  her  issue  from  that  port, 
to  her  enlistment  of  men,  to  her  supplies,  and  to  her  armament, 
with  the  cooperation  of  the  British  vessel.  Prince  Alfred,  at 
Green  Cay,  that  there  was  negligence  on  tbe  part  of  the  British 
colonial  authorities; 

"And  whereas,  notwithstanding  the  violation  of  the  neutral- 
ity of  Great  Britain  committed  by  the  Oreto,  this  same  vessel, 
later  known  as  the  Confederate  cruiser  Florida,  was  neverthe- 
less on  several  occasions  freely  admitted  into  the  ports  of 
British  colonies; 

"And  whereas  the  judicial  acquittal  of  the  Oreto  at  Nassau 
can  not  relieve  Great  Britain  from  the  responsibility  incurred 
by  her  under  the  principles  of  international  law,  nor  can  the 
fact  of  the  entry  of  the  Florida  into  the  Confederate  port  of 
Mobile,  and  of  its  stay  there  during  four  months,  extinguish 
the  responsibility  previously  to  that  time  incurred  by  Great 
Britain: 

"  For  these  reasons, 

"The  tribunal,  by  a  majority  of  four  voices  to  one,  is  of 
opinion — 

"That  Great  Britain  has  in  this  case  failed,  by  omission,  to 
fulfil  the  duties  prescribed  in  the  first,  in  the  second,  and  in 
tbe  third  of  the  rules  established  by  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty 
of  Washington." 

d.  The  A  lahama,  and  her  tender,  the  Ttiscalooaa. 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case,  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as.  follows:  American 
Case,  1. 99, 146;  British  Case,  id.  308;  American  Counter  Case, 
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id.  438;  British  Coanter  Case,  II.  308,  358;  American  Argu- 
ment III.  80;  British  Argument,  id.  276, 283;  Opinion  of  Count 
Sclopis,  IV.  75;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'ltajubA,  id.  99;  Opinion 
of  Mr.  Staempfli,  id.  116;  Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  171; 
Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander  Oockburn,id.446;  Award,  id.  51.) 
The  American  Case  set  forth  that  the  Ala- 

"*^8tate«  ^  ^«wa  was  a  barken  tine-rigged  man-of-war,  of 
about  900  tons  burden,  designed  as  a  scourge 
of  the  enemy's  commerce  rather  than  for  battle.  Her  armament 
consisted  of  eight  guns.  She  was  built  for  a  Confederate  vessel 
of  war,  under  a  contract  signed  probably  in  October  1861,  be- 
tween Captain  Bullock,  agent  of  the  Confederate  navy,  on  the 
one  part,  and  Messrs.  Laird  &  Co.,  shipbuilders  of  Liverpool, 
on  the  other  part.  During  her  construction  Bullock  went  on 
board  of  her  almost  daily,  and  she  was  in  fact  constructed 
under  his  superintendence. 

The  vessel  was  launched  May  15, 1862,  under  the  name  of 
the  J290.  On  June  23  Mr.  Adams  wrote  to  Earl  Eussell,  and, 
recalling  the  case  of  the  Florid-a^  apprised  his  lordship  that 
a  new  and  more  powerful  war  steamer  was  nearly  ready  to 
depart  from  Liverpool  on  the  same  errand,  and  that  the  parties 
engaged  in  the  enterprise  were  persons  well  known  in  Liver- 
pool to  be  agents  and  officers  of  the  insurgents;  and  asked 
that  such  action  might  be  taken  as  would  tend  either  to  stop 
the  projected  expedition,  or  to  establish  the  fact  that  its  pur- 
I)08e  was  not  hostile  to  the  United  States. 

On  the  4th  of  July  Earl  Bussell  communicated  to  Mr. 
Adams  a  report  from  the  customs  authorities  at  Liverpool  by 
which,  while  it  was  admitted  that  the  vessel  was  evidently 
intended  for  a  ship  of  war,  it  was  suggested  that  the  proper 
course  would  be  for  the  United  States  consul  at  Liverpool, 
Mr.  Dudley,  to  submit  to  the  collector  of  the  port  such  evi- 
dence as  he  possessed  tending  to  show  that  the  vessel  was 
intended  for  the  use  of  the  Confederacy,  in  order  that  meas- 
ures might  be  taken  under  the  foreign  enlistment  act.  The 
report  closed  by  saying  that  the  officers  at  Liverpool  would 
keep  a  strict  watch  on  the  vessel. 

On  July  9  Mr.  Dudley,  in  obedience  to  the  suggestion  of  the 
authorities,  submitted  a  statement  to  the  collector  at  Liver- 
X>ool,  but  the  latter  pronounced  it  insufficient,  in  point  of  law, 
to  warrant  the  detention  of  the  ship,  and  said  tbat  it  must  be 
substantiated  by  evidence.    Mr.  Dudley  then  caused  a  copy 
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of  the  statement  to  be  laid  before  Mr.  Collier,  an  eminent  bar- 
rister, who  subsequently  became  the  principal  law  adviser  of 
the  crown.  Mr.  Collier  advised  that  the  principal  officer  of 
the  customs  at  Liverpool  be  applied  to  to  seize  the  vessel  with 
a  view  to  her  condemnation,  and  at  the  same  time  to  communi- 
cate the  fact  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs,  with 
the  request  that  Her  Majesty's  government  would  direct  the 
vessel  to  be  seized,  or  to  ratify  the  seizure  if  it  had  been  made. 

The  collector,  continued  the  Case  of  the  United  States, 
refused  to  seize  the  vessel,  and  Mr.  Dudley  proceeded  to  obtain 
direct  proof  as  to  her  character.  On  July  21  he  laid  it,  in  the 
form  of  affidavits,  before  the  collector  at  LiveriK)oL  in  accord- 
ance with  an  intimation  which  Mr.  Adams  had  received  from 
Earl  Eussell.  These  affidavits  were  transmitted  on  the  same 
day  to  the  board  of  customs  at  London,  with  a  request  for  tele- 
graphic instructions,  as  the  ship  appeared  to  be  ready  for  sea 
and  might  sail  at  any  time.  On  July  23  Mr.  Dudley  went  to 
London  and  laid  the  affidavits  before  Mr.  Collier,  who  gave  it 
as  his  opinion  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  make  out  a  stronger 
case  of  infringement  of  the  foreign  enlistment  act,  and  that  it 
deserved  consideration  whether,  if  the  vessel  should  be  allowed 
to  escape,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  would  not 
have  serious  grounds  for  remonstrance.  As  time  was  impor- 
tant, Mr.  Dudley  laid  Mr.  Collier's  last  opinion  before  the  under 
secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs,  who  was  not  disposed 
to  discuss  the  matter,  and  before  the  secretary  of  the  board 
of  customs,  who  said  that  the  board  could  take  no  action 
without  orders  from  the  treasury  lords. 

The  affidavits  and  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Collier  were,  said  the 
Case  of  the  Unit'Cd  States,  also  communicated  to  Her  Majesty's 
government  through  the  regular  diplomatic  channels,  some  of 
the  affidavits  being  sent  by  Mr.  Adams  to  Earl  Eussell  on  July 
22  and  the  rest  on  the  24th.  The  papers  were  not  considered 
by  the  law  officers  of  the  crown  till  July  28.  On  the  evening 
of  that  day  they  agreed  on  their  report  and  it  was  in  Earl  Rus- 
sell's hands  early  on  the  29th.  Orders  were  then  immediately 
sent  to  Liverpool  to  stop  the  vessel.  She  left  the  port  that 
morning.  In  an  interview  on  the  31st  of  July  Earl  Bussell 
told  Mr.  Adams  that  the  delay  in  determining  upon  the  case 
of  the  290  had  most  unexpectedly  been  caused  by  the  sudden 
development  of  a  malady  of  the  Queen's  advocate,  Sir  John  D. 
Harding,  totally  incapacitating  him  for  business.    Earl  Bus- 
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sell  said  that  he  would,  however,  send  directions  to  have  the 
vessel  stopi)ed  if  she  went,  as  was  probable,  to  iN'assaa. 

The  departure  of  the  vessel  from  Birkenhead  was,  declared 
the  Case  of  the  United  States,  hastened  by  the  receipt  of 
illicit  intelligence  of  the  probable  intention  of  the  government 
to  det>ain  ber.  She  steamed  slowly  down  to  Moelfra  Bay,  on 
the  coast  of  Anglesey,  where  she  remained  a  day  and  two 
nights,  no  effort  being  made  to  seize  her.  During  this  time  a 
tug  (the  Hercules)  was  permitted  by  the  authorities,  though 
they  were  notified  of  the  circumstances,  to  take  to  the  vessel 
from  Liverpool  about  forty  men,  who,  with  those  already  on 
board,  raised  the  number  of  the  crew  to  about  ninety.  After 
the  vessel  left  Moelfra  Bay  she  ran  around  the  north  coast  of 
Ireland  and  then  made  for  Terceira,  one  of  the  Azores,  which 
she  reached  on  August  10.  A  few  days  later  the  bark  Ag- 
rippina,  of  London,  arrived  with  her  armament,  coal,  and 
stores,  and  on  August  20  the  steamer  Bahama^  the  same  that 
had  taken  the  armament  to  the  Florida,  arrived  with  Captain 
Semmes  and  other  officers  of  the  Sumter  and  two  32-pounders 
and  some  stores.  On  August  24  the  Confederate  flag  was 
hoisted,  and  the  vessel,  now  under  the  name  of  the  Alabama, 
sailed  away. 

When  the  Alabama  left  Liverpool  she  was,  said  the  Ameri- 
can Case,  even  more  completely  fitted  out  as  a  man-of-war 
than  the  Florida  at  the  time  of  her  departure.  Earl  Kussell, 
in  an  official  note  to  Mr.  Adams,  stated  that  it  was  ^<  undoubt- 
edly true  that  the  Alabama  was  partly  fitted  out  in  a  British 
port."  From  Terceira  she  crossed  to  the  West  Indies,  again 
taking  coal  from  the  Agrippina,  which  had  been  sent  from 
England  to  Martinique  for  that  purpose.  She  thence  passed 
into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  destroying  merchant  vessels  of  the 
United  States  and  the  United  States  war  steamer  Hatteras. 
January  18,  1863,  she  arrived  at  Jamaica  and  was  granted 
permission  to  repair.  Af:t;er  having  been  refitted  and  furnished 
with  supplies  she  sailed  to  Bahia,  in  Brazil,  and  thence  to  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  where,  on  her  arrival  in  Table  Bay,  she. 
announced  that  the  Tuscaloosa,  a  wool-laden  prize  which  she 
bad  captured  off  the  coast  of  Brazil,  would  soon  arrive  as  a 
tender.  In  due  time  the  Tuscaloosa  arrived,  with  the  original 
cargo  of  wool  on  board,  and  anchored  in  Simons  Bay.  Eear- 
Admiral  Sir  Baldwin  Walker  informed  the  governor  that 
she  was  not  sufficiently  armed  for  auy  services  other  than 
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those  of  slight  defense,  and  intimated  that  she  was  styled  a 
tender  merely  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  prohibition 
against  the  entrance  of  prizes  and  of  enabling  her  to  dispose 
of  her  valuable  cargo.  The  governor,  acting  upon  the  advice 
of  the  attorney-general,  held  a  different  view.  The  wool  waa 
disposed  of  to  a  Cape  Town  merchant,  and  was  landed,  for  the 
purpose  of  transshipment  to  Europe,  at  a  place  outside  of 
British  jurisdiction. 

The  proceedings  of  the  colonial  authorities  in  this  instance 
were,  said  the  Case  of  the  United  States,  apparently  disap- 
proved by  the  home  government.  But  when,  on  the  Tusca- 
loosa's coming  into  port  again,  after  a  cruise  on  the  coast  of 
Brazil,  she  was  seized  and  the  fact  reported  to  London,  Her 
Majesty's  government  ordered  her  to  be  restored  to  the  Con- 
federate agents. 

From  Cape  Town  the  Alabama  passed  into  the  Indian  Ocean. 
December  23, 1863,  she  coaled  at  Singapore,  and  on  March  21, 
1864,  Icvss  than  three  months  after  obtaining  that  supply,  she 
returned  to  Cape  Town  and  began  taking  in  coal  again. 

The  United  States  asked  the  tribunal  of  arbitration,  as  to 
the  Alabama  and  her  tender,  to  hold  the  British  Government 
responsible  for  the  destruction  of  vessels  and  their  cargoes, 
and  for  the  expenses  to  which  the  United  States  was  put  in 
the  pursuit  of  either  of  the  cruisers. 

Specifically,  the  grounds  on  which  this  award  was  asked 
were  as  follows : 

1.  That  the  A  to&ama  was  constructed,  fitted  out,  and  equipped 
within  British  jurisdiction  with  intent  to  cruise  and  carry  on 
war  against  the  United  States,  and  that  Great  Britain,  having 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  such  was  the  intent  of  the 
vessel,  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  prevent  such  construction, 
fitting  out,  or  equipping. 

2.  That,  as  the  construction  of  the  vessel  and  the  construc- 
tion of  the  arms,  and  the  dispatch  of  the  vessel  and  the  dispatch 
of  the  arms,  all  took  place  at  one  British  port,  the  authorities 
having  had  such  notice  that  they  must  be  assumed  to  have 
known  the  facts,  the  whole  must  be  regarded  as  one  armed 
hostile  expedition  from  a  British  port  against  the  United 
States. 

3.  That  the  Alabama,  having  been  specially  adapted  to  war- 
like use  at  Liverpool,  and  being  intended  to  carry  on  war 
against  the  United  States,  Great  Britain  did  not  use  due  dili- 
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gence  to  prevent  her  departure  either  from  Liverx)ool  or  from 
the  colonial  ports  which  she  subsequently  visited. 

4.  That  Great  Britain  did  not,  as  Earl  Russell  had  promised, 
send  out  orders  for  her  detention. 

5.  That  the  Alabama  received  excessive  hospitalities  at  Gape 
Town  on  her  last  visit,  in  being  allowed  to  coal  in  less  than 
three  months  after  coaling  at  Singapore. 

6.  That  the  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  the  Alabama  car- 
ried with  it  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  her  tender. 

The  facts  relating  to  the  construction  of  the 
The  Brituh  Cue.  Alabama  as  stated  in  the  British  Case,  did  not, 
substantially  vary  from  the  facts  stated  in  the 
American  Case.  It  had  been  stated  in  the  case  of  the  Florida 
that  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm  by  which  the  Alabama 
was  constructed  was  a  member  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
The  British  Case  said  that  this  allegation,  if  true,  would  be 
immaterial;  but  Her  Majesty's  government  was  informed  that 
Mr.  John  Laird,  who  was  a  member  of  Parliament  for  Birken- 
head, and  had  formerly  been  a  partner  in  the  business,  had 
ceased  to  be  so  before  the  building  of  the  Alabama.  The 
building  of  ships  of  war  for  foreign  governments  had,  however, 
said  the  British  Case,  formed  a  part  of  the  ordinary  business 
of  the  firm.  The  vessel  in  question  appeared  to  have  been 
completed  by  the  builders  for  delivery  in  the  port  of  Liverpool 
and  to  have  been  delivered  accordingly;  and  there  was  no 
reason  to  doubt  that  the  whole  transaction  was  performed  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business,  though  the  firm  probably 
knew  of  the  employment  for  which  she  was  intended  by  the 
person  or  persons  by  whose  order  she  was  built. 

Competent  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  existence  of  an 
unlawful  intent  was,  said  the  British  Case,  first  obtained  by 
the  customs  officials  at  Liverpool  on  the  21st  of  July  1862,  and 
came  into  the  possession  of  Her  Majesty's  government  on  the 
following  day.  This  evidence  was  very  scanty.  Further  tes- 
timony was  obtained  on  July  23  and  July  25.  On  the  evidence 
so  received  it  was  the  right  and  duty  of  Her  Majesty's  gov- 
ernment to  consult  its  officials  and  legal  advisers.  The  illness 
of  one  of  these  legal  advisers  occasioned  some  delay.  On  July 
29  the  government  was  informed  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  seizure.  On  that  day  the  Alabama  put  to  sea. 
She  had  not  been  registered,  no  application  for  a  clearance  was 
made,  and  the  intention  to  carry  her  to  sea  was  concealed  by 
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an  artifice.  Orders  for  arresting  her  were,  however,  sent  by 
the  government  to  various  places  at  which  she  might  probably 
touch  after  leaving  Liverpool  for  Nassau.  She  sailed  fipom 
England  unarmed  and  with  a  crew  hired  to  work  the  ship  and 
not  enlisted  for  the  Confederate  service.  She  received  the 
armament  at  a  distance  of  more  than  a  thousand  miles  from 
England,  either  in  Portuguese  waters  or  on  the  high  seas.  The 
guns  and  ammunition  had  been  exported  from  England  in  an 
ordinary  merchant  steamer,  which  loaded  them  as  cargo,  and 
sailed  with  a  regular  clearance  for  Nassau. 

The  Alabama^  said  the  British  Case,  was  commissioned  by 
the  Confederate  Government,  and  commanded  and  officered  by 
American  citizens.  A  considerable  part  of  her  crew  were 
British  subjects  who'  were  induced  by  promises  of  reward  to 
take  service  in  her  while  she  was  off  Terceira.  After  she  was 
>3ommissioned  she  was  admitted  in  the  character  of  a  ship  of 
war  into  the  ports  of  all  the  countries  visited  by  her;  and  she 
was  so  received  in  several  British  colonies  without  favor  or 
partiality.  On  May  11, 1863,  she  arrived  at  Bahia  in  Brazil, 
having  previously  touched  at  the  Brazilian  island  of  Fernando 
de  ^N^oronha.  About  the  same  time  the  Florida  and  the  Georgia 
also  were  in  Brazilian  ports,  where  they  were  permitted  to 
purchase  coal  and  provisions  and  to  refit.  The  minister  of  the 
United  States  at  Eio  de  Janeiro  warmly  contended  that  the 
three  vessels  were  piratical  and  should  be  treated  as  such, 
affirmed  that  the  Alabama  while  at  Fernando  de  !Noronha  had 
violated  the  neutrality  of  Brazil  by  making  prize  of  American 
vessels  within  the  territorial  waters  of  the  empire,  and  insisted 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Emperor's  government  to  capture 
her.  In  reply  the  Brazilian  Government  adhered  to  the  posi- 
tion which  it  had  assumed  in  its  circular  of  August  1, 1861,  in 
which  it  refused  to  consider  the  Confederate  vessels  as  priva- 
teers or  to  deny  them  belligerent  rights,  though  it  deprived 
the  governor  of  the  Island  of  Fernando  de  Noronha  of  his  office 
because  he  had  taken.no  steps  to  prevent  the  Alo&ama  from 
making  prizes  within  territorial  waters.  The  Alabama  re- 
mained at  Bahia  for  eight  or  nine  days.  ISo  serious  endeavor 
to  capture  her  appeared  to  have  been  made  by  the  Government 
of  the  United  States.  During  her  whole  cruise  of  more  than 
two  years  she  was  only  twice  encountered  by  ITnited  States 
ships — once  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  when  she  sank  her  oppo- 
nent, and  again  when  she  eluded  the  pursuit  of  the  8an  Jacinto 
at  Martinique. 
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The  American  Counter  Case  called  atten- 
anter   ^.^ 

Cam. 


American  Counter  ^.^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^^  disclosed  by  the  British  Case, 


that,  although  the  commissioners  of  customs 
knew  on  July  29  that  the  Alabama  had  escaped  on  that 
day,  it  was  not  till  August  1  that  the  collectors  at  Holy- 
head and  Beaumaris  received  instructions  to  detain  her.  On 
August  2  the  collector  at  Beaumaris  reported  that  the  Alabama 
had  left  Point  Lynas  on  the  morning  of  July  31,  If,  therefore, 
the  instructions  given  on  August  1  had  been  given  July  29 
the  Alabama  might  have  been  detained  at  Point  Lynas.  The 
American  Counter  Case  averred  that  the  evidence  showed  that 
a  large  portion  of  the  original  crew  of  the  Alabama  knew  quite 
well  whither  they  were  going.  It  was  also  averred  that  the 
United  States  made  great  efforts  and  incurred  great  expenses 
to  capture  the  Alabama, 

The  British  Counter  Case  stated  that  Her 
^  Majesty's  government  did  not  dispute  that  at 

the  time  the  Alabama  sailed  from  England  she 
was,  as  regarded  the  general  character  of  her  construction, 
specially  adapted  for  warlike  use,  and  that  the  question  for 
the  arbitrators  was  whether  the  British  Oovernment  had,  ac- 
cording to  the  fair  and  just  sense  of  the  words,  reasonable 
ground  to  believe  that  she  was  intended  to  carry  on  war  against 
the  United  States,  and,  having  such  ground,  failed  to  use  due 
diligence  to  prevent  her  equipment  or  her  departure. 

The  British  Counter  Case  contended  that  it  had  not  been 
shown  by  the  United  States  that,  prior  to  the  time  when  Mr. 
Adams  laid  his  representations  before  Earl  Kussell,  any  cir- 
cumstances tending  to  prove  that  the  ship  was  intended  for  the 
Confederate  States  were  notorious  at  Liverpool,  or  ought  to 
have  been  known  to  the  British  Government  or  its  officers. 
The  assertion  that  the  British  Government,  throughout  the 
war,  would  originate  nothing  for  themselves,  and  would  listen 
to  no  representations  from  the  officials  of  the  United  States 
which  did  not  furnish  technical  evidence  for  a  criminal  prose- 
cution was,  declared  the  British  Counter  Case,  opposed  to  facts 
disclosed  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  in  the 
Case  of  Great  Britain,  It  was,  however,  doubtless  true  that 
neutral  governments  ordinarily  expected  to  receive  informa- 
tion from  the  ministers  or  consuls  of  belligerent  powers  touch- 
ing violations  of  neutrality,  since  those  officials  had  the  keenest 
incitement  to  vigilance  in  such  matters,  and  were  likely  to  be 
the  first  recipients  of  intelligence.    This  had  been  the  general 
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practice  of  neatral  governments,  and  it  had  been  followed  by 
the  United  States. 

As  to  the  alleged  promise  of  Earl  Eassell  to  send  orders  to 
!Nassaa  for  the  seizure  of  the  Alabama,  the  British  Counter 
Case  said  that  such  orders  were  sent,  but  that  the  contingency 
contemplated  in  them  did  not  occur,  since  the  Alabamay  instead 
of  going  to  Nassau,  went  to  Terceira;  and  when  she  first  ap- 
peared in  British  waters  she  was  commissioned  as  a  ship  of 
war  and  had  been  received  as  such  at  Martinique,  a  French 
port.  As  to  what  took  place  at  Cape  Town,  the  British  Coun- 
ter Case  maintained  that  the  Alabama  did  not  begin  coaling  at 
Table  Bay  till  the  2l8t  or  the  22d  of  March  1864,  exactly  three 
months  after  she  had  last  coaled  at  Singapore. 

The  Argument  of  the  United  States  called 

Aigiimeiit  o      e   ^j-^^^i^y^  ^  ^-jj^  f^^^  ^^^^  u^  evidence  what- 

United  States. 

ever  had  been  produced  to  show  that  any 

officer  of  the  British  Government  ever  propounded  to  the 
builders  of  the  Alabama,  or  to  any  other  person,  a  direct 
question  as  to  the  destination  of  the  vessel,  and  insisted  upon 
an  answer  or  a  refusal  to  answer,  although,  long  before  her 
departure,  the  law  officers  of  the  crown  had  given  an  opinion 
that  she  must  be  intended  for  warlike  purposes,  and  one  of 
the  builders  of  the  vessel,  on  being  inquired  of  by  one  of  the 
officers  of  the  government,  did  not  appear  to  be  disposed  to 
reply  to  any  question  with  reference  to  the  destination  of  the 
vessel  after  she  left  Liveri)ool.  In  April  1862  the  builders 
stated  to  a  visitor  that  the  vessel  was  intended  for  the 
Spanish  Government;  but  inquiries  made  by  the  consul  of 
the  United  States  at  Liverpool,  through  the  Spanish  consul  at 
that  port,  elicited  an  assurance  from  the  Spanish  minister  that 
the  statement  was  not  true.  No  steps  were  taken  by  the  au- 
thorities at  Liverpool  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  statements 
submitted  by  the  United  States  consul  at  that  port.  Earl 
Russell  admitted  that  the  cases  of  the  Alahama  and  Oreto 
were  ^^ a  scandal  and  in  some  degree  a  reproach''  to  the  British 
laws;  but  the  fault,  said  the  American  Argument,  was  not  in 
the  law,  but  in  its  exec'ution.  The  Argument  of  the  United 
States  also  pointed  out  that  after  the  conclusion,  by  the  Brazil- 
ian Government,  of  its  investigation  of  what  the  Alabama  did 
at  the  Island  of  Fernando  de  Norouha,  an  order  was  made 
that  the  vessel  should  not  again  be  admitted  into  any  port  of 
the  empire. 
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In  the  British  Argainent  the  ground  was 
BzitiBh  Azgament  taken  that  the  charge  of  the  United  States  in 
respect  of  the  Alabama  reduced  itself  to  the 
contention  that  between  the  21st  and  29th  of  July  1862  the 
British  Government  took  a  little  more  time  to  satisfy  itself 
that  there  were  grounds  sufficient  to  warrant  the  seizure  than 
the  United  States  thought  was  necessary.  This  contention 
made  no  allowance  for  reasonable  doubts,  for  deliberation  on 
difficult  questions  of  law,  or  for  the  casual  impediments  which 
were  liable  to  occur  in  matters  of  administration.  Even  if  it 
should  appear  that,  through  the  fault  or  mistake  of  any  sub- 
ordinate official  of  the  government,  a  possibility  of  detaining 
the  vessel  was  let  slip  without  the  knowledge  of  the  govern- 
ment, this  could  not  be  held  to  afford  a  foundation  for  charging 
Great  Britain  with  a  failure  of  duty  and  a  grave  international 
injury.  It  had  not  been  and  could  not  be  shown,  in  the  case 
of  the  AMama,  that  the  British  Government,  having  reason- 
able ground  to  believe  that  she  was  intended  to  cruise  and 
carry  on  war  against  the  United  States,  failed  to  use  due  dil- 
igence to  prevent  her  from  being  fitted  out,  armed,  or  equipped 
for  that  purpose  within  British  territory,  or  from  departing 
thence  after  having  been  specially  adapted  to  warlike  use. 

Count  Sclopis,  in  his  opinion,  referred  to 
Opmion  of  Coont  ^he  fact  that  the  builders  did  not  attempt  to 
^'^  disguise  the  circumstance  that  the  Alabama 
was  intended  for  a  ship  of  war;  to  the  promise  of  the  British 
Government  to  keep  a  special  watch  upon  her,  and  to  the  sys- 
tem adopted  by  the  customs  officials  of  taking  no  initiative, 
but  of  always  requiring  of  the  United  States  such  forma! proof 
as  was  admissible  before  an  English  court  of  law.  The  cir- 
cumstances of  the  illness  of  the  Queen's  advocate  could  not, 
said  Count  Sclopis,  be  accepted  as  an  excuse  for  the  long 
delay  in  acting  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to  the  British 
Government,  since  there  were  other  counsel,  and  any  delay 
was  perilous.  The  British  Government  had  represented  the 
United  States  as  assuming  that  that  government,  with  its 
various  departments,  and  with  its  necessarily  more  or  less 
complicated  methods  of  action,  should  act  at  all  times  with  a 
mechanical  precision  which  was  not  applicable  to  the  practical 
business  of  life.  But  the  circumstances  in  which  the  British 
Government  was  placed  did  not  represent  the  ordinary  course 
of  life.     Great  interests  were  at  stake;   but  the  measures 
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taken  for  the  preservation  of  English  nentrality  were  neither 
very  complicated  nor  overardaons.  The  case  of  the  290  was 
not  an  ordinary  case.  When  the  departure  of  the  vessel  was 
ascertained,  Earl  Eassell,  foreseeing  that  it  might  not  be  pos- 
sible to  arrest  her  in  the  waters  on  the  coast  of  England,  where 
a  search  was  being  made  for  her,  said  that  he  would  give 
orders  for  her  arrest  at  Nassau.  When  she  quitted  Moelfra 
Bay  she  had  a  crew  of  eighty  men.  She  kept  for  some  time 
along  the  Irish  Sea,  then  rounded  the  north  coast  of  Ireland, 
and  steered  for  Terceira,  where  she  arrived  on  the  10th  of 
August.  Here  she  was  joined  by  two  vessels,  which  had  also 
started  from  English  ports,  and  which  brought  a  supply  of 
cannon,  munitions,  and  storesi  The  combined  action  of  these 
vessels  entailed  a  joint  responsibility.  Sir  Eobert  Peel,  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  April  28, 1830,  said:  ^<  Was  it  then  to  be 
contended  that  no  expedition  was  a  milit^ary  expedition,  except 
the  troops  had  their  arms  on  board  the  same  vessel  with  themf 
If  they  were  on  board  one  vessel  and  their  arms  in  another, 
did  that  make  any  difference?  Was  such  a  pretense  to  be 
tolerated  by  common  sense? ''  When  the  Alabama  arrived  at 
Jamaica  she  was  not  arrested,  though  there  were  three  English 
menof-war  in  the  port:  but  she  was  supplied  with  the  means 
of  repairing  her  damages,  and  seven  days  afterward  she  steered 
for  the  coast  of  Brazil.  The  conduct  of  the  English  author- 
ities on  this  occasion  was  approved  by  Earl  Eussell.  She  was 
also  permitted  to  repair  at  Gape  Town.  The  Tuscaloosa  was 
also  treated  at  that  port  as  a  ship  of  war,  when  in  reality  she 
was  a  prize.  In  conclusion  Count  Sclopis  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  neutrality  of  Great  Britain  was  gravely  com- 
promised by  the  Alabama^  and  that  that  government  was 
responsible  for  her  acts,  as  well  as  for  those  of  her  tender, 
the  Tuscaloosa, 

Viscount  d'lt^jubd  held  that  from  all  the 
^*^tfi5iS!^*  facts  relating  to  the  building  of  the  290  at 
Liverpool,  it  was  evident  that  Great  Britain 
had  neglected  to  use  due  diligence  for  the  fulfillment  of  its 
neutral  duties,  since,  notwithstanding  the  repeated  warnings 
and  representations  of  the  diplomatic  and  consular  authorities 
of  the  United  States  while  the  290  was  in  course  of  construe- 
tion,  no  suitable  measures  were  taken,  and  those  that  were  at 
length  adopted  were  too  late  to  be  executed;  that  after  the 
escape  of  the  vessel  the  measures  for  arresting  her  were  so  in- 
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complete  that  they  could  not  be  considered  sufficient  to  free 
England  from  responsibility;  that  in  spite  of  the  flagrant  in- 
fractions of  neutrality  committed  by  the  290^  this  vessel,  then 
known  as  a  Confederate  cruiser  under  the  name  of  the  Alabama^ 
was  again  admitted  on  several  occasions  into  the  ports  of  Brit- 
ish colonies,  whereas  she  ought  to  have  been  proceeded  against 
in  the  first  British  port  in  which  she  might  have  been  found; 
that  Great  Britain  had  thus  failed  to  fulfill  the  duties  pre- 
scribed in  the  rules  laid  down  in  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington,  and  was  consequently  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
the  AUbbama  and  of  her  tender,  the  Tuscaloosa. 

Mr.  Staempfli  said  it  was   beyond  doubt 

Xr.  staempfli's  ^\^^^  ^^^  Alabama  was  fitted  out  in  British 
^*""**"^  ports  as  a  vessel  of  war  of  the  insurgent 
States;  that  the  example  of  the  Oreto  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
British  authorities  to  be  on  their  guard  against  acts  of  that 
kind;  that  they  did  not  in  any  way  take  the  initiative  in  in- 
quiring into  the  true  state  of  affairs,  even  after  representations 
were  made  by  Messrs.  Adams  and  Dudley;  that,  after  suffi- 
cient evidence  was  furnished,  the  examination  of  it  was  so 
delayed,  and  the  measures  taken  to  arrest  the  vessel  were  so 
defective,  that  she  was  enabled  to  escape  just  before  the  order 
for  her  seizure  was  given;  that  the  orders  to  pursue  and  arrest 
the  vessel  were  not  given  until  forty-eight  hours  afterward, 
and  were  sent  only  to  a  few  ports  close  at  hand;  that  no  in- 
structions to  arrest  her  were  sent  to  any  ports  out  of  England 
except  that  of  Nassau;  that  no  vessels,  even,  were  sent  in 
pursuit  into  the  neighboring  British  waters;  that  no  proceed- 
ings were  instituted  against  the  persons  who  had  enlisted  the 
crew,  or  against  those  who  had  conveyed  her  armament  on 
board,  or  against  those  who  had  ordered  or  who  had  built  her; 
that  the  disciplinary  penalties  inflicted  on  some  of  her  seamen 
on  their  return  to  England  could  not  be  looked  upon  as  a 
serious  prosecution;  that  in  view  of  the  illegal  and  fraudulent 
origin  of  the  vessel,  and  the  complicity  of  the  insurgent  gov- 
ernment and  its  agents,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  British  author- 
ities to  seize  the  vessel  in  whatever  Britisli  port  she  might  be 
found,  and  that  the  British  Government  had  admitted  this 
duty  so  far  as  the  port  of  Nassau  was  concerned. 

As  to  the  defensive  argument  of  the  British  Government, 
that  the  arming  and  equipping  of  the  vessel  took  place  in 
waters  beyond  the  British  jurisdiction,  Mr.  Staempfli  said  that. 
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according  tx)  the  first  rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  and 
according  to  international  law,  even  a  partial  equipment  for 
warlike  purposes  was  not  allowable,  and  that  this  was  admit- 
ted by  the  law  officers  of  the  crown  in  their  opinion  of  July 
29, 1862.  But,  in  fact,  the  armament  and  original  equipment 
of  the  Alabama  were  prepared  within  British  jurisdiction,  and 
the  division  of  the  operation  did  not  do  away  with  the  offense. 
Mr.  Staempili  also  held  that  the  fact  of  the  Alabama  having 
been  commissioned  as  a  cruiser  of  the  Confederate  States  did 
not  relieve  the  British  Government  from  the  duty  of  arresting 
her  when  she  subsequently  entered  a  British  i>ort.  As  to  the 
question  of  responsibility  for  the  negligence  of  subordinate 
officials,  Mr.  Staempfli  said  that  while  Great  Britain  could  not 
be  held  responsible  for  indiscretions  which  might  have  been 
committed  by  some  unknown  subordinate,  and  while  an  act  of 
imprudence  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  subordinate  authori- 
ties did  not  necessarily  entail  responsibility  for  the  extreme 
consequences  of  such  act,  yet,  when  a  series  of  acts  of  neglect 
was  in  question,  each  of  them  became  important  and  must 
be  taken  into  consideration.  The  alleged  failure  of  the  United 
States  to  use  diligence  in  pursuing  the  Alabama,  if  such  fail- 
ure were  established,  would  not,  he  held,  excuse  acts  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  British  authorities. 

Mr.  Adams,  in  his  opinion,  referred  to  the 
Xr.  Adams's  Opinion,  representations  made  by  him  to  the  British 
Government  in  June  1862,  and  to  the  report  of 
the  law  officers  of  the  crown  to  the  effect  that  if  his  representa- 
tions were  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  steps  ought  to  be  taken 
to  put  the  foreign  enlistment  act  in  force  and  prevent  the  Alu- 
bama  from  going  to  sea.  This  was,  said  Mr.  Adams,  a  great 
step  in  advance  of  anything  that  had  been  done  in  the  case  of 
the  OretOj  since  it  recognized  the  duty  of  prevention,  and  rec- 
ommended that  proper  steps  be  taken  by  the  authorities  at 
Liverpool  to  ascertain  the  truth,  and,  if  evidence  could  be 
obtained  to  warrant  them  in  so  doing,  to  proceed  at  once  under 
the  statute.  If  this  direction  had  been  carried  out  in  its  spirit, 
the  policy  recognized  by  it  doubtless  would  have  been  effective. 
But  it  was  more  than  doubtful  whether  it  produced  the  smallest 
effect  upon  the  parties  concerned.  Three  weeks  after  the  direc- 
tion was  given  to  the  customs  authorities  at  Liverpool  to  ascer- 
tain the  truth,  not  a  syllable  had  been  returned  to  them  except 
of  a  negative  character.    The  entire  labor  of  obtaining  evidence 
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rested  upon  the  agents  of  the  United  States.  The  reports  made 
by  the  collector  of  customs  at  Liverpool  tended  to  show  that 
he  was  in  sympathy  with  the  designs  of  the  insurgents  and  not 
unwilling  to  accord  to  them  all  the  indirect  aid  which  could  be 
supplied  by  a  purely  passive  policy  on  his  part.  As  to  the 
causes  alleged  for  the  delay  of  the  law  officers  of  the  crown 
in  rendering  an  opinion  on  the  evidence  submitted  toward  the 
end  of  July,  Mr.  Adams  said  it  was  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
omission  to  act  in  season  was  due  to  causes  wholly  within  the 
province  of  Her  Majesty's  government  to  control,  and  that  the 
failure  was  one  which  must  entail  responsibility  for  the  great 
injuries  that  ensued,  not  upon  the  innocent  parties  whom  it  was 
the  admitted  duty  of  that  government  to  protect,  but  ui>on 
those  through  whom  the  injuries  became  possible. 

The  vessels  that  took  out  the  Alabamans  armament,  said  Mr. 
Adams,  were  also  British,  and  the  great  fi'aud  reached  its  full 
accomplishment  under  the  British  flag. 

Passing  over  the  minor  details  of  the  mode  in  which  supplies 
of  coal  were  obtained  from  British  sources,  Mr.  Adams  referred 
to  the  fact  that  Gaptain  Semmes,  after  sinking  the  U.  S.  gun- 
boat Eatterasj  was  compelled  to  take  the  prisoners  on  board, 
and  that,  although  it  was  at  a  considerable  distance  from  his 
actual  position,  he  decided  that  his  best  chance  of  a  favorable 
reception  would  be  in  a  port  of  the  kingdom  whose  laws  had 
been  so  dexterously  defied.  He  accordingly  made  his  way,  not 
without  great  difficulty,  to  Port  Royal,  in  Her  Majesty's  island 
of  Jamaica.  The  prisoners  were  landed  and  repairs  were  per- 
mitted to  be  made.  Approbation  of  these  acts  was  granted  by 
a  letter  from  Mr.  Hammond,  on  behalf  of  Earl  Eussell,  though 
not  without  reluctance,  for  it  was  followed  by  an  injunction  to 
get  rid  of  the  vessel  as  soon  as  possible.  Nevertheless,  the 
evil  was  done,  and  Her  Majesty's  government  appeared  x)racti- 
cally  to  have  given  their  formal  assent  to  the  principle  that 
sticcess  sanctifies  a  fraud.  Though  orders  were  freely  given  ibr 
the  detention  of  the  vessel  at  any  of  the  colonial  ports  at  which 
she  might  arrive,  the  first  time  she  actually  appeared  she  was 
received  with  all  the  honors  due  to  the  marine  of  a  recognized 
belligerent  power,  without  the  smallest  manifestation  of  dissat- 
isfaction with  the  gross  violation  of  laws  that  had  entailed  upon 
Her  Majesty's  government  a  grave  responsibility  to  a  power 
with  which  she  was  at  peace.  Her  Majesty's  government  thus 
failed  to  fulfill  the  duties  set  forth  in  the  Treaty  of  Washington. 
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As  to  the  Tuscaloosa,  Mr.  Adams  held  that  the  British  Gov- 
ernment  wae  responsible  for  her  acts. 

Sir  Alexander  Gockbarn  said  that  the  pre- 

*"biI^^sTL»r'^^"^'^"  P"*  forward  by  Mr.  Dudley,  that  as 
soon  as  the  agent  of  a  foreign  state  declared  his 
conviction  that  a  vessel  was  being  built  for  another  belligerent, 
it  became  the  duty  of  the  neutral  government  to  call  on  the  par- 
ties engaged  in  building  her  to  show  that  her  destination  was 
lawful,  and,  if  they  did  not,  to  seize  her,  was  one  which  could 
not  be  admitted.  But,  it  was  a  very  different  thing,  he  ad- 
mitted, to  say  that,  when  persons  capable  of  giving  evidence 
were  expressly  named,  and  sources  of  information  weie  pointed 
out  from  which  the  truth  might  be  ascertained,  the  authorities 
were  to  sit  with  arms  folded  and  do  nothing  toward  satisfying 
themselves  whether  the  vessel  was  one  the  unlawful  purpose 
of  which  it  was  their  duty  to  frustrate  by  seizure.  Although 
the  British  Government  had  no  power  to  compel  shipbuilders 
to  explain  the  destination  of  a  particular  vessel,  it  might,  in  a 
case  of  suspicion,  apply  to  them  to  relieve  the  government 
from  its  embarrassment  by  stating  for  whom  the  vessel  was 
being  built,  and,  if  an  answer  were  given,  its  truth  could 
generally  be  tested.  If  all  explanation  were  refused,  or  if  that 
which  was  given  turned  out  to  be  untrue,  the  evidence  against 
the  vessel  would  be  strongly  confirmed.  But  no  official  inquiry 
was  ever  addressed  to  the  Messrs.  Laird;  nor  was  any  attempt 
made  to  utilize  the  references  to  persons  specified  by  Mr.  Dud- 
ley. The  evidence  obtained  by  Mr.  Dudley  established  a 
strong  case  against  the  vessel  and,  if  it  could  be  relied  on, 
afforded  sufficient  reason  for  seizing  her.  Yet  the  authorities 
at  Liverpool  took  no  action  upon  it.  There  was  abundant 
evidence  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  and  of  that  opinion 
were  the  law  officers  of  the  crown,  as  shown  by  their  report  of 
July  29.  Unfortunately,  the  report  of  the  law  officers  came 
too  late. 

Upon  these  facts,  said  Sir  Alexander  Cockbum,  it  app<sared 
to  him  impossible  to  say  that  in  respect  of  the  Alabama  there 
was  not  an  absence  of  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  British 
authorities.  The  delay  which  occurred  in  the  furnishing  of 
the  last  report  of  the  law  officers  was  no  doubt  to  be  attributed 
to  the  illness  of  the  Queen's  advocate,  and  the  delay  arising 
from  such  an  accident  could  not  properly  be  attributed  to  a 
want  of  ''due  diligence"  in  the  government.    A  want  of  due 
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diligence  was,  in  his  opinion,  to  be  foand  further  back.  He 
entirely  agreed  with  Sir  Eobert  Collier  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  collector  of  castoms  at  Liverpool  to  have  detained  the 
vessel  as  early  as  the  20th  of  July.  The  course  which  ought 
to  have  been  taken  was  plain  and  unmistakable,  but  unfortu- 
nately it  was  not  pursued. 

The  vessel  having  escaped  through  want  of  due  diligence  in 
that  department  of  the  government  to  which  it  specially  apper- 
tained to  seize  her,  the  entire  British  Government,  and  through 
them  the  British  people,  said  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  became, 
by  necessary  consequence,  involved  in  a  common  liability; 
though,  as  the  escape  was,  in  the  event,  practically  speaking, 
the  result  of  an  unfortunate  and  unforeseen  a<^cident,  when 
the  British  Government  was  desirous  of  doing  its  duty,  it 
might  deserve  serious  consideration  whether  the  tribunal 
should  award  to  the  United  States  damages  to  the  full  extent 
demanded,  as  if  the  result  had  arisen  from  negligence  alone. 

The  want  of  diligence,  however,  said  Sir  Alexander,  did  not 
stop  with  the  fact  of  the  A  labama'a  escape  from  Liverpool. 
The  dela}'  in  communicating  the  report  of  the  law  officers  of 
July  29  to  the  commissioners  of  customs  till  the  afternoon  of 
July  31,  by  which  time  the  Alabama  was  beyond  the  reach 
of  British  jurisdiction,  and  the  course  of  the  collector  of  cus- 
toms at  Liverpool,  in  spite  of  the  evidence  which  had  passed 
through  his  hands,  in  permitting  the  tug  Hercules  to  take  out 
the  crew,  gave  further  ground  for  the  complaint  of  the  United 
States  of  a  want  of  official  activity. 

As  to  the  arming  of  the  Alabama  at  Terceira,  Sir  Alexander 
thought  it  fairly  open  to  contention  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  whole  transaction  should  be  regarded  as  one 
armed  hostile  expedition  issuing  from  a  British  port,  or,  at  all 
events,  that  the  ulterior  purpose  of  arming,  though  out  of 
British  jurisdiction,  gave  to  the  equipment  of  the  vessel 
within  that  jurisdiction  the  character  of  an  equipment  with 
intent  to  carry  on  war.  On  the  whole,  said  Sir  Alexander 
Cockburn,  he  agreed  with  the  rest  of  the  tribunal  in  thinking 
that,  in  respect  of  the  Alabama j  the  want  of  due  diligence 
was  established  by  the  facts. 

As  to  the  reception  of  the  Alabama  at  Jamaica,  the  same 
question,  said  Sir  Alexander,  arose  as  in  the  case  of  the 
Florida^  whether  her  commission  as  a  ship  of  war  of  the  Con- 
federate States  gave  her  an  immunity  from  seizure  for  a  prior 
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violation  of  British  law.  But,  this  question,  he  declared,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  consider  in  the  case  of  the  Alabama^ 
since  the  arbitrators  were  all  agreed  that  the  British  Govern- 
ment was  liable  by  reason  of  the  want  of  due  diligence  in  not 
preventing  her  departure.  The  Aldbama  was,  however,  since 
she  had  been  commissioned  as  a  ship  of  war  by  a  belligerent, 
properly  received  as  such  at  Jamaica  and  afterward  at  Gape 
Town,  and  he  did  not  suppose  that  the  charge,  which  seemed 
to  be  founded  on  a  miscalculation  of  dates,  that  the  Alabama 
took  coal  at  Gape  Town  two  days  less  than  three  months  after 
she  had  obtained  a  supply  at  Singapore,  would  be  insisted 
upon  by  the  United  States. 

As  to  the  question  of  the  Alabamans  tender,  Sir  Alexander 
Gockburn  said  that  on  the  whole  he  was  disposed  to  think, 
though  not  without  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  damage  was 
not  too  remote  to  found  a  legal  liability,  that,  the  mischief 
done  by  the  Tuscaloosa  being  the  direct  consequence  of  the 
equipment  of  the  Alabama,  those  who  were  answerable  for 
the  one  must  be  answerable  for  the  other.  He  therefore 
acquiesced  in  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  in  respect  of  the 
Tuscaloosa,  as  well  as  of  the  Alabama. 

The  award  of  the  tribunal  of  arbitration 
Award.  was  as  follows: 

"And  whereas,  with  respect  to  the  vessel 
called  the  Alabama,  it  clearly  results  from  the  facts  relative  to 
the  construction  of  the  ship  at  first  designated  by  the  number 
^290'  in  the  i)ort  of  Liverpool,  and  its  equipment  and  arma- 
ment in  the  vicinity  of  Terceira  through  the  agency  of  the 
vessels  called  the  Agrippina  and  the  Bahama^  dispatched 
from  Great  Britain  to  that  end,  that  the  British  Government 
failed  to  use  due  diligence  in  the  performance  of  its  neutral 
obligations;  and  especially  that  it  omitted,  notwithstanding 
the  warnings  and  ofiQcial  representations  made  by  the  diplo- 
matic agents  of  the  United  States  during  the  construction  of 
the  said  number  '290,'  to  take  in  due  time  any  effective  meas- 
ures of  prevention,  and  that  those  orders  which  it  did  give  at 
last,  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel,  were  issued  so  late  that 
their  execution  was  not  practicable; 

"And  whereas,  after  the  escape  of  that  vessel,  the  measures 
taken  for  its  pursuit  and  arrest  were  so  imperfect  as  to  lead  to 
no  result,  and  therefore  can  not  be  considered  sufficient  to 
release  Great  Britain  from  the  responsibility  already  incurred; 

"And  whereas,  in  spite  of  the  violations  of  the  neutrality  of 
Great  Britain  committed  by  the  '290,'  this  same  vessel,  later 
known  as  the  Confederate  cruiser  Alabama,  was  on  several 
occasions  freely  admitted  into  the  ports  of  colonies  of  Great 
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Britain,  instead  of  being  proceeded  against  as  it  oaght  to  have 
been  in  any  and  every  port  within  British  jurisdiction  in  which 
it  might  have  been  found; 

"And  whereas,  the  government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty 
can  not  justify  itself  for  a  failure  in  due  diligence  on  the  plea 
of  insufficiency  of  the  legal  means  of  action  which  it  possessed : 

"£our  of  the  arbitrators,  for  the  reasons  above  assigned,  and 
the  fifth,  for  reasons  separately  assigned  by  him, 

"Are  of  opinion — 

"That  Great  Britain  has  in  this  case  failed,  by  omission,  to 
fulfil  the  duties  prescribed  in  the  first  and  the  third  of  the  rules 
established  by  the  Vlth  article  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington." 

e.  The  Retribution. 

(For  the  full  r^ord  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case,  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  American 
Case,  1. 156  5  British  Counter  Case,  II.  341;  American  Argu- 
ment, III.  140 ;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'ltajubd,  IV.  101 ;  Opinion 
of  Mr.  Staempfli,  id.  138;  Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  217; 
Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  id.  531;  Award,  id.  52.) 
The  Case  of  the  United  States  set  forth  that 
statM.  °*  ^^^  Retribution  was  a  steam  propeller,  which 
was  seized  by  the  insurgents  in  the  Cape  Pear 
Eiver,  which  she  had  entered  in  stress  of  weather.  Her 
machinery  was  taken  out  and  she  was  converted  into  a  schooner, 
and  cruised  about  the  Bahama  Banks.  On  December  19, 1862, 
she  captured  near  the  Island  of  Santo  Domingo  the  United 
States  schooner  Hanover.  This  prize  she  took  to  Long  Cay,  in 
the  Bahamas,  and  there  sold  the  cargo  without  previous  ju- 
dicial process.  The  colonial  authorities  claimed  that  they  were 
deceived,  and  that  they  sux)posed  that  the  person  making  the 
sale  was  the  master  of  the  vessel.  The  i)erson  who  procured 
the  entry  of  the  Hanover  and  efiFected  the  sale  of  her  cargo  was 
one  Vernon  Locke,  a  Nova  Scotian.  He  was  indicted  and 
admitted  to  bail  in  the  sum  of  X200.  The  United  States  were 
not  aware  that  he  was  ever  brought  to  trial.  On  February  19, 
1863,  the  Retribution^  when  off  Castle  Island,  one  of  the  Baha- 
mas, captured  the  American  brig  Emily  Fishtr,  freighted  with 
sugar  and  molasses.  This  prize  was  also  taken  to  Long  ('ay, 
and,  notwithstanding  the  protests  of  the  master,  and  in  the 
presence  of  a  British  magistrate,  was  despoiled  of  her  r»argo,  a 
portion  of  which  was  landed  and  the  remainder  destroyed. 
The  Retribution  then  went  to  Nassau  and,  under  the  assumed 
name  of  the  Sttay  was  sold.    The  United  States  asked  for  an 
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award  in  respect  of  the  Retribution,  especially  od  the  ground 
that  in  the  case  of  each  of  the  vessels  that  were  captured  the 
acts  complained  of  were  done  within  Her  Majesty's  jurisdiction. 
The  British  Counter  Case  observed  that  it 
BritiBh  Counter  Case,  was  not  alleged  that  the  Retribution  received 
any  outfit  or  equipment  in  or  from  British 
territory.  The  claims  made  on  account  of  the  vessel  were 
obviously  of  a  different  class  from  those  ^'generally  known  as 
the  Alabama  claims,^'  and  could  not  properly  be  reckoned 
among  them.  Her  Majesty's  government,  however,  though 
it  might  on  thiji  ground,  refuse  to  enter  into  any  discussion  of 
the  case,  preferred  to  state  the  facts  so  far  as  it  was  acquainted 
with  them.  When  the  schooner  Hanover  arrived  at  Long 
Cay  her  papers  were  regular,  and  it  was  in  the  name  of  the 
master  that  the  person  who  represented  himself  to  be  the 
master  conducted  all  the  transactions  at  that  place.  There 
was  no  circumstance  to  suggest  a  doubt  as  to  his  identity  or 
the  truth  of  his  story.  Some  words  casually  let  fall  by  a 
drunken  seaman,  after  the  supposed  master  had  left  the 
island,  which  he  did  by  another  vessel,  leaving  the  Hanover 
under  the  command  of  the  mate,  first  gave  rise  to  a  suspicion 
that  he  had  been  passing  under  a  false  name;  but  there  was 
no  reason  to  suspect  that  the  vessel  had  been  a  prize.  No 
intimation  of  the  circumstances  ever  reached  the  colonial  gov- 
ernment till  March  11,  1863.  Locke  was  afterward  twice 
arrested  at  Nassau  for  his  offense.  On  the  first  occasion  he 
forfeited  his  bail  and  left  the  island;  on  the  second  he  was 
brought  to  trial,  but  was  acquitted  for  want  of  evidence, 
efforts  to  secure  the  presence  of  some  witnesses  on  board  of 
the  Hanover  or  of  the  Retribution  at  the  time  when  the  cap- 
ture took  place  having  failed.  While  Locke  was  in  prison 
awaiting  his  trial,  application  w^as  made  by  the  United  States 
for  his  extradition  on  a  charge  of  piracy  having  no  connection 
with  the  case  of  the  Hanover;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  made  any  attempt  to  pro- 
duce the  evidence  which  was  required  by  law  to  support  the 
demand. 

As  to  the  case  of  the  Emily  FisJier,  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
ment, said  the  British  Counter  Case,  now  heard  of  it  for  the 
first  time.  No  complaint  appeared  to  have  been  made  to 
the  colonial  government  about  the  vessel.  It  was  possible 
that,  on  the  facts  stated,  supx)osing  them  to  be  true,  the  own- 
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era  of  the  ship  and  cargo  might  have  been  entitled  to  legal 
redress  against  the  persons  concerned  in  defrauding  them  of 
their  property.  But  Her  Majesty's  government  denied  that 
the  facts,  if  proved,  argued  any  failure  of  international  duty 
on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  or  fornished  any  evidence  of 
such  a  failure. 

Viscount  d'lt^juM  expresses  a  formal  opin- 

^^^liJbT™*  ion  to  the  effect  that  Great  Britain  had  not 

failed  to  fulfill  any  duty  of  neutrality  in  respect 

of  the  Retribution^  and  that  she  was  not  responsible  for  the 

acts  imputed  to  that  vessel. 

Mr.  Staempfli  held  that,  as  to  the  Retribution^ 
Oniiiim  *  *^®  British  authorities  were  not  responsible  in 
the  case  of  the  Himover^  since  they  were  de- 
ceived in  regard  to  the  entry  and  sale  of  the  prize  at  Long 
Gay,  and  since,  &om  the  manner  in  whiiih  the  fraud  was  com- 
mitted, they  could  not  be  accused  of  culpable  negligence.  Nor 
could  any  responsibility  be  attached  to  the  subsequent  acquittal 
of  Locke,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  shown  that  there  were  any 
evident  defects  in  the  proceedings  or  the  judgment. 

As  to  the  Emily  Fisher^  it  appears,  said  Mr.  Staempfli,  that 
in  British  jurisdiction,  by  means  of  a  conspiracy  between  the 
captain  of  the  Retribution  and  some  of  the  crew  of  certain 
wrecking  vessels,  exactions  were  practiced  on  the  Emily  Fisher 
after  she  had  been  captured  and  brought  into  the  port  of  Long 
Gay,  and  that  the  authorities  were  aware  of  it,  the  affair  having, 
so  to  speak,  taken  place  before  their  eyes;  that,  notwithstand- 
ing these  facts,  the  authorities  did  not  take  any  steps  either  to 
afford  efficient  protection  or  to  institute  judicial  proceedings 
or  to  report  to  their  superiors  what  was  taking  place;  that, 
moreover,  and  as  a  sequel  to  these  acts,  on  April  10,  1863^ 
seven  weeks  after  the  transactions  respecting  the  Emily  Fisher 
had  occurred,  the  sale  and  change  of  name  of  the  Retribution 
took  place,  and  that  these  acts  were  registered  by  the  author- 
ities at  Nassau.  As  to  the  objection  that  Great  Britain  was 
not  made  acquainted  with  what  took  place  till  ten  years  after 
it  occurred,  Mr.  Staempfli  thought  that  this  was  due  to  the 
neglect  of  the  local  authorities  to  interfere  officially,  or  to 
rex>ort  to  their  superiors. 

Mr.  Staempfli  therefore  held  that  Great  Britain  had  incurred 
responsibility  in  resx>ect  of  the  Emily  Fisher^  but  not  in  respect 
of  the  Hanover, 
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Mr.  Adams  pointed  oat  that  a  day  or  two 
Mr.  Adams's  Opiiiion.  after  the  entry  of  the  Hanover  at  Long  Cay,  the 
authorities,  by  reason  of  some  words  dropped 
by  an  intoxicated  sailor,  were  led  to  suspect  falsehood,  and  to 
examine  the  mainfests  of  the  cargo  more  closely,  and  that  on 
inspection  it  became  apparent  that  some  of  the  signatures  on 
the  manifests  were  forged,  and  that  the  captain  of  the  vessel 
had  been  falsely  personated.  It  would  seem  to  have  been  the 
duty  of  the  local  authorities  to  report  this  grave  offense  offi- 
cially to  the  authorities  at  Nassau,  whither  both  the  Betributian 
and  the  Hanover^  and  the  officers  of  the  RetribuUim,  including 
Locke  himself,  had  gone.  But  not  a  whisper  regarding  the 
extraordinary  transaction  seemed  to  have  been  communicated 
to  anybody  in  authority  at  Nassau;  nor  was  it  likely  that  any- 
thing would  ever  have  been  disclosed  by  the  authorities  at 
Long  Cay  if  the  agent  of  the  underwriters  of  the  Hanover  had 
not,  on  April  20,  addressed  to  the  governor  a  remonstrance 
against  the  unlawful  proceedings,  and  a  desire  for  an  investi- 
gation. The  Retribution  was  then  at  Nassau,  and  had  there 
been  received  and  permitted  to  remain  as  a  ship  of  war  of  the 
insurgent  States,  without  a  word  of  remonstrance  or  even  of 
notice  by  the  authorities,  and  in  spite  of  instructions  of  Her 
Majesty's  government  that  no  ship  of  war  or  privateer  belong- 
ing to  either  of  the  belligerents  should  be  permitted  to  enter 
or  remain  in  any  port  or  water  of  the  Bahama  Islands,  except 
by  special  leave  of  the  lieutenant-governor,  or  in  case  of  stress 
of  weather.  On  the  representations  made  in  behalf  of  the  under- 
writers, the  attorney-general  gave  it  as  his  deliberate  opinion 
that  none  of  the  parties  had  rendered  themselves  criminally 
liable,  though  he  had  made  no  attempt  to  Investigate  the  &ct8 
of  the  case.  Nothing  seemed  to  have  been  said  to  the  collector 
at  Long  Cay  as  to  his  failure  to  perform  his  positive  duty. 

As  to  the  case  of  the  brig  Emily  Fisher^  Mr.  Adams  observed 
that  when  she  was  seized  by  the  Retribution  at  Castle  Island 
several  British  wrecking  schooners  were  lying  at  anchor  under 
the  land,  and  that  Locke  consulted  with  the  captains  of  these 
wreckers,  with  the  result  that,  they  took  the  brig  and  ran  her 
on  shore,  and  proceeded  to  unload  her  cargo  of  sugar.  The 
master  of  the  Emily  Fisher  applied  to  the  authorities  for  assist- 
ance, but  they  declined  to  give  him  any  till  he  had  secured  a 
release  from  the  wreckers  ibr  salvage.  The  result  was  that 
by  paying  one-half  of  the  value  of  the  cargo  and  one-third  of 
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the  value  of  the  vessel  he  obtained  her  restoration^  divested 
of  almost  everything  movable.  All  this  time  the  br^  was 
lying  under  the  guns  of  the  Retribution^  and  the  authorities  to 
whom  the  master  appealed,  while  declaring  themselves  wholly 
unable  to  protect  him,  in  fact  gave  the  transaction  their  sanc- 
tion, and  apparently  made  no  report  of  it.  If  it  was  alleged 
that  the  offenses  in  question  were  the  offenses  of  irresponsible 
parties  for  which  it  was  not  customary  to  hold  governments 
liable,  the  answer  was  that  wlien  the  Retribution  made  her 
appearance  in  the  port  of  Kassau,  after'  having  executed  the 
outrages  described,  she  was  treated  as  a  Confederate  vessel  of 
war,  the  collector  declaring  that  she  did  not  enter  as  a  trader. 
She  was  dismantled  and  her  hull  was  sold  at  public  auction. 
It  nowhere  appeared  to  whom  the  proceeds  were  credited,  nor 
did  it  appear  that  the  governor  took  the  smallest  notice  of  so 
material  a  transaction.  Kor  was  it  likely  that  any  more 
inquiries  would  have  been  made  in  any  quarter  if  the  case  had 
not  been  brought  by  Mr.  Seward,  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  attention  of  the  British  Government. 
In  response  to  Mr.  Seward's  representations,  the  governor  at 
Kassau  reported  that  he  was  convinced  that  no  suspicions 
were  entertained  by  any  official  of  the  government  as  to 
the  character  of  the  Retribution  or  of  her  master  till  it 
was  too  late  to  act  on  them.  Nevertheless,  the  report  which 
he  sent  seemed  to  admit  that  he  himself,  the  collector,  and 
another  person,  entertained  so  great  doubts  of  the  truth  of 
the  statements  made  by  Locke  that  it  was  their  positive 
duty  to  have  made  an  investigation.  The  unsatisfactory 
nature  of  the  governor's  report  was  plainly  intimated  by 
Mr.  Seward  when  he  received  it,  and  was  also  signified  to 
the  governor  by  the  Duke  of  Newcastle  on  behalf  of  the  gov- 
ernment at  home.  This  stimulated  the  authorities  to  efforts  to 
seize  and  prosecute  the  chief  offenders,  who  were  still  hanging 
about  the  place.  It  was  clear  that  they  were  British  subjects 
guilty  of  something  very  like  piracy,  as  well  as  of  forgery  and 
fraud.  Of  the  judicial  proceedings  that  followed,  Mr.  Adams 
said  he  desired  to  speak  with  the  moderation  due  to  the  courts 
of  a  foreign  nation.  But  the  arbitrators  '^had  a  duty  to  the 
parties  before  the  tribunal  to  state  their  convictions  of  the 
exact  truth,  without  fear  or  favor."  The  fact  was  too  plain 
that  the  population  of  Nassau  and  its  vicinity  had  become  so 
completely  demoralized  by  familiarity  with  the  fraudulent 
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transactions  constantly  passing  before  their  eyes,  as  well  as  by 
the  unusual  profits  accruing  therefrom  to  themselves,  that  they 
were  neither  in  a  condition  nor  in  a  disposition  to  visit  with 
harshness  any  crime,  however  flagrant,  that  could  be  associated, 
however  remotely,  with  the  operations  of  the  insurgents  in 
their  waters,  and  that  the  spirit  then  prevailing  utterly  per- 
verted the  course  of  justice.  Mr.  Adams  said  that  it  appeared 
to  him  to  be  clear  that  the  collector  of  Long  Cay  failed  in  due 
diligence,  when  he  omitted  to  give  any  report  whatever  to  the 
governor  of  the  flagrant  acts  committed  by  Locke  in  forging 
the  signature  and  attempting  to  represent  the  person  of  an- 
other man,  as  well  as  in  conspiring,  in  defiance  of  the  author- 
ities, to  obtain  false  salvage  by  force  of  arms  of  an  innocent 
party;  that  the  magistrate  of  Inagua  failed  in  due  diligence 
when  he  omitted  to  give  immediate  notice  to  the  governor  of  the 
facts  which  he  reported  only  when  specially  called  upon  by  him 
three  weeks  afterward ;  that  the  governor  failed  in  due  dili- 
gence when  he  omitted  to  take  notice  of  the  presence  in  the 
port  of  a  vessel  of  the  insurgents,  which  was  expressly  pro- 
hibited to  enter  it  by  the  instructions  of  the  government  at 
home;  that  he  further  failed  in  due  diligence  in  informing  him- 
self of  the  reasons  which  had  brought  that  vessel,  as  well  as 
its  prize,  the  Hanover,  into  the  port;  that  the  attorney-general 
failed  in  due  diligence  when  he  gave  his  first  opinion,  declin- 
ing to  act  against  the  men  whom  he  had  reason  to  believe  to 
be  criminals,  as  well  as  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  which 
he  instituted  against  them  in  court;  and  that,  for  these  acts  of 
omission  and  commission,  the  nation  injured  could  look  for 
reparation  only  to  the  government  holding  the  supreme  au- 
thority over  the  territory  wherein  the  acts  occurred.  It  was  his 
conclusion  that  a  liability  was  clearly  imposed  on  Her  Maj- 
esty's government  in  the  case  of  the  Eetributiony  under  the 
terms  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington. 

Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  reviewed  the  case 
%^^^^^  ^^  *^^  ^^^^^^^^^^  ^^  length,  and  reached  the 

conclusion  that  there  was  no  ground  whatever 
for  saying  that,  either  in  respect  of  the  Hanover  or  of  the 
Emily  Fisher,  could  any  charge  of  a  want  of  due  diligence  be 
sustained  against  the  British  authorities. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration,  by  a  majority  of 
Award.  three  to  two,  decided  that,  in  respect  of  the 

Retribution,  Great  Britain  had  not  failed,  by 
any  act  or  omission,  to  fulfill  any  of  the  duties  prescribed  by  the 
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three  rules  of  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  or  by 
the  principles  of  international  law  not  inconsistent  therewith. 

/.  The  Georgia. 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  of  this  case,  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  American 
Case,  I.  105,  156;  British  Case,  id.  354;  American  Counter 
Case,  id.  439;  British  Counter  Case,  II.  321,  358;  American 
Argument,  III.  104;  British  Argument,  id.  281,  283;  Mr. 
Evarts's  Special  Argument,  id.  458;  Opinion  of  Viscount 
d'Itajub&,  IV.  101;  Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  187;  Opinion 
of  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  id.  477;  Award,  id.  52.) 

As  stated  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States, 

^'***  "st^^^***  *^®  ^^^^9^^  ^*^  *  screw  steamer  of  about  500 
tons  register.  She  was  built  for  the  Confed- 
erate government  at  Dumbarton,  below  Glasgow,  on  the 
Clyde.  She  was  launched  on  the  10th  of  January  1863,  and 
was  christened  by  '<  a  Miss  North,  daughter  of  Captain  Korth, 
of  one  of  the  Confederate  States,  the  Virginia.^  It  was  noto- 
rious that  she  was  constructed  for  the  Confederate  service. 
On  March  27  she  left  for  Greenock,  under  the  name  of  the 
JapaUj  on  a  iiretended  voyage  to  China. 

The  vessel  was  registered  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Bold,  of 
Liverpool,  a  member  of  the  house  of  Jones  &  Co.,  and  a  near 
connection  of  Maury,  who  afterward  commanded  her.  Early 
in  April  she  shipped  seventy  or  eighty  men  who  had  been  sent 
by  Jones  &  Co.  from  Liverpool.  On  the  6th  of  April  the 
vessel  reached  the  coast  of  France,  and  on  the  following  day 
sighted  the  steamer  Alar  with  arms,  ammunition,  and  supplies 
under  the  charge  of  a  partner  in  the  house  of  Jones  &  Co.  By 
the  night  of  April  10,  nine  breech -loading  guns  and  various  arms 
and  munitions  of  war  were  put  on  board  and  the  Confederate 
flag  was  hoisted.  Maury,  an  officer  of  the  Confederate  States, 
produced  his  commission,  and  the  Japan  was  changed  into  the 
Georgia.  Fifteen  sailors  who  refused  to  cruise  in  her  were 
transferred  to  the  Alar,  and  the  Georgia  continued  her  cruise. 
The  Alar  had  cleared  with  her  cargo  from  Newhaven. 

April  8, 1863,  Mr.  Adams  called  Earl  Hussell's  attention  to 
the  departure  from  the  Clyde  and  Newhaven  of  this  hostile 
expedition,  and  ex])ressed  a  belief  that  the  destination  of  the 
vessel  was  the  Island  of  Alderney.  Earl  Kussell  promised  an 
immediate  inquiry  and  the  adoption  of  the  most  effective 
measures  of  which  the  law  admitted  for  defeating  any  attempt 
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to  fit  out  a  belligerent  vessel  from  a  British  port.  If  men-of- 
war  had  been  dispatched  from  Portsmouth  and  Plymouth  on 
April  8,  the  vessel  mighty  said  the  Case  of  the  United  States, 
have  been  seized,  and  Her  Majesty's  government  would  have 
exercised  only  the  same  powers  as  were  used  against  General 
Saldanha's  expedition,  arrested  at  Terceira  in  1827.  This  was 
not  done,  and  the  vessel  escaped.  Prom  April  1  till  June  23, 
1863,  the  Georgia^  while  carrying  on  war  against  the  United 
States,  retained  her  British  register. 

On  May  1, 1864,  the  Georgia  reappeared  at  LiverjKwl.  By 
this  time  Mr.  Adams  had  furnished  the  British  Government 
with  papers  which  showed  that  Jones  &  Go.  kept  a  regular 
enlistment  office  for  the  Gonfederaoy  at  that  port;  and  the 
Georgia  had  in  the  mean  time  been  destroying  merchant  vessels 
of  the  United  States  and  had  called  at  various  ports,  including 
Cherbourg,  where  she  arrived  on  October  28, 1863,  and  where 
it  was  said  that  she  was  furnished  with  a  number  of  new  sea- 
men sent  out  by  Jones  &  Co.  Yet,  when  the  Georgia  returned 
to  Liverpool  she  was  allowed  to  remain  there.  Mr.  Adams 
addressed  an  inquiry  on  the  subject  to  Earl  Eussell  and 
referred  to  the  rules  of  January  31, 1862,  limiting  the  stay  of 
belligerent  vessels;  and  later  he  informed  Earl  Bussell  that  he 
was  advised  that  a  sale  of  the  Georgia  had  been  made  by  the 
agents  of  the  Confederacy  at  Liverpool,  and,  on  behalf  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  declined  to  recognize  the 
validity  of  the  sale.  Meanwhile  the  vessel  went  into  dock 
at  Birkenhead  and  had  her  bottom  cleaned  and  her  engines 
overhauled.  The  Confederate  agents  went  through  the  form 
of  selling  her  to  a  person  who  was  supposed  to  be  in  collusion 
with  them.  *Mr.  Adams  reported  these  circumstances  to  Earl 
Eussell,  who  said  that  the  evidence  failed  to  satisfy  him  that 
the  Georgia  would  be  used  again  for  belligerent  purposes,  but 
that  Her  Majesty's  government  had  given  directions  that  in 
the  future  no  ship  of  war  of  either  belligerent  should  be  allowed 
to  be  brought  into  any  of  Her  Majesty's  ports  for  the  purpose  of 
being  dismantled  or  sold.  A  few  days  later  the  Georgia^  hav- 
ing sailed  from  Liverpool,  was  captured  by  the  United  States 
man-of-war  Niagara. 

The  British  Case  said  that  the  Georgia  was 

The  British  Gate,   not,  when   she  sailed  from  Greenock,  either 

fitted  out,  armed,  or  equipped  for  war,  or 

specially  adapted  to  warlike  use.    Apparently  she  was  in- 
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tended  for  a  ship  of  oommerce.  She  turned  oat  to  be  unfit  for 
a  cruiser,  and  for  this  reason  was  dismantled  and  sold  after 
having  been  at  sea  about  nine  months,  exclusive  of  the  time 
during  which  she  remained  at  Cherbourg  and  Bordeaux. 

When  she  sailed  from  British  jurisdiction  under  the  name  of 
the  Japauy  she  was  cleared  in  the  customary  way  for  a  port  in 
the  East  Indies.  She  was  advertised  at  the  Sailors'  Home  in 
Liverpool  as  about  to  sail  to  Singapore,  and  her  qrew  were 
hired  for  a  voyage  to  that  or  some  intermediate  port;  and  they 
appeared  to  have  been  under  the  belief  that  that  was  her  desti- 
nation until  they  reached  the  coast  of  France.  She  was 
armed  and  equipped  in  French  waters.  The  British  Govern- 
ment had  no  knowledge  or  information  whatever  about  her 
previous  to  the  receipt  of  Mr.  Adams's  note  of  April  8,  when 
she  was  in  French  jurisdiction.  She  was  received  as  a  ship  of 
war  of  the  Confederate  States  in  the  neutral  i>orts  visited  by 
her,  particularly  in  those  of  Brazil  and  France.  After  having 
been  dismantled  and  sold  in  a  British  i)ort,  she  was  captured 
by  a  United  States  cruiser  as  having  been  a  ship  of  the  Con- 
federate States,  and  incapable  of  being  transferred  during  the 
war  to  a  British  subject.  Her  Majesty's  government,  while  it 
saw  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  sale  was  bona  fide,  did  not 
dispute  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  capture  the  vessel 
for  the  purpose  of  submitting  the  validity  of  the  transfer  to  the 
judgment  of  a  prize  court. 

Mr.  Adams  said  that  the  vessel  was  con- 
Opinion  of  Xr. Adams,  structed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  excite  very 
little  suspicion  of  the  purpose  for  which  she 
was  intended,  and  it  was  not  until  the  8th  of  April,  six  days 
after  her  departure  from  British  jurisdiction,  and  three  days 
after  the  evasion  of  the  Alar,  that  he  appeared  to  have  had 
within  his  control  the  requisite  means  for  making  a  remon- 
strance to  Her  Mi^iesty's  government.  It  was  due  to  Her 
Ms^esty's  government  to  say  that  all  it  could  do  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  it  tried  to  do.  Mr.  Adams  had  pointed 
out  the  Island  of  Alderney  as  the  place  of  meeting  of  the  Japan 
and  the  Alar.  On  this  suggestion  Earl  Kussell  took  the  then 
exceptional  step,  in  the  prosecution  of  preventive  measures,  of 
causing  a  ship  of  war  to  be  ordered  from  Guernsey  to  Alderney 
with  a  view  to  prevent  any  attempt  that  might  be  made  to 
execute  the  project  of  armament  within  the  British  jurisdic- 
tion.   Had  Her  Mt^esty's  government  attempted  to  go  further 
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it  would  have  been  of  no  ase,  as  the  vessel  had  proceeded  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  France. 

It  had  been  suggested  in  the  Oase  of  the  United  States,  said 
Mr.  Adams,  that  Her  Majesty's  government  might  have  seized 
the  vessel  within  the  French  jurisdiction,  and  the  case  of  the 
Terceira  expedition  was  cited  as  a  precedent;  but  it  seemed  to 
him  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  would  scarcely 
be  ready  to  concede  the  right  of  a  foreign  power  to  settle  ques- 
tions oi  justice  within  its  jurisdiction  without  its  knowledge  or 
consent.  Subsequently,  the  parties  concerned  in  the  enlist- 
ment of  the  crew  at  Liverpool  were  prosecuted  and  convicted. 

Upon  a  careful  review  of  the  facts,  Mr.  Adams  said  he  could 
not  perceive  that  Her  Majesty's  government  had  made  itself 
in  any  way  liable  for  failing  to  use  due  diligence  to  prevent 
the  fitting  out  and  arming  of  the  vessel. 

As  to  the  subsequent  reception  of  the  Georgia  at  Gape  Town 
as  a  legitimate  ship  of  war  belonging  to  a  recognized  belliger- 
ent, Mr.  Adams  said  he  had  already  expressed  his  regret,  in 
the  case  of  the  Florida  and  of  the  Alabama^  that  this  mode  of 
proceeding  should  have  been  adopted  in  regard  to  vessels 
which  had  been  guilty  of  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  laws  of 
the  kingdom.  But,  however  this  might  be,  Her  Majesty's 
government  had  decided  otherwise,  and  the  Georgia  was  per- 
mitted to  remain  at  Simon's  Bay  for  a  fortnight,  repairing 
her  decks  and  receiving  supplies  of  provisions.  It  had  been 
argued  that  on  this  ground  Her  Majesty's  government  had 
been  made  liable,  under  the  second  rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Wash- 
ington, for  permitting  one  of  its  ports  to  be  made  a  base  of 
operations  against  the  United  States  by  a  vessel  which  had 
issued  Irom  the  kingdom  in  defiapce  of  its  laws  as  a  hostile 
cruiser.  In  this  view,  however,  he  could  not  concur.  The 
vessel  had  escaped  from  England  under  circumstances  which 
involved  no  neglect  or  failure  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  gov- 
ernment. If,  on  arriving  at  an  English  port,  furnished  with 
a  regular  commission  as  a  vessel  of  a  recognized  belligerent, 
Her  Majesty's  government  determined  to  recognize  her  in  that 
character,  he  could  not  call  in  question  its  right  to  do  so  on  its 
responsibility  as  a  sovereign  power.  This  was  a  right  he  should 
not  consent  to  have  drawn  in  question  in  any  case  similarly 
decided  by  the  United  States.  It  appeared  to  him  on  the  same 
footing  as  the  original  recognition  of  belligerency,  a  step 
which  he  also  regretted  to  have  been  taken,  but  which  he 
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never  doabted  the  right  of  Her  Majesty^s  government  to  take 
whenever  it  shoold  think  proper. 

As  to  the  coarse  of  the  British  Gtovemment  in  permitting 
the  Georgia  to  be  sold  and  turned  into  a  merchant  vessel  at 
Liverpool,  Mr.  Adams  said  that  he  could  not  perceive  the 
importance  of  the  question,  since  the  British  Government 
recognized  the  right  of  the  belligerent  to  dispute  the  validity 
of  the  operation. 

In  view  of  all  the  facts,  Mr.  Adams  expressed  the  opinion 
that  Her  Majesty's  government  had  not  incurred  any  respon- 
sibility for  damages  in  the  case  of  the  Georgia. 

Sir  Alexander  Gockbum  reviewed  the  case 
Award.  at  length  and  reached  the  same  conclusion. 

Gount  Sclopis,  Viscount  d'ltajubd,  and  Mr. 
Staempfli  did  not  deliver  opinions  in  this  case. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration  unanimously  held  that,  in  respect 
of  the  Georgia^  Great  Britain  had  not  failed  by  any  act  or 
omission  to  ftdflll  any  of  the  duties  prescribed  by  the  three 
rules  of  Article  VI.  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington  or  by  the 
principles  of  international  law  not  inconsistent  therewith. 

g.  The  Tallahassee,  or  the  Olnstee, 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  Ameri- 
can Gase,  I.  163;  British  Gounter  Gase,  II.  339;  American 
Argument,  III.  143;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'ltajuM,  IV.  101; 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  215;  Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander 
Gockbum,  id.  530;  Award,  id.  52.) 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  set  forth  that 
CMeoftheUmted  ^j^^  Tallahassee  was  a  British  steamer,  fitted 

St&tM. 

out  from  London,  to  play  the  part  of  a  priva- 
teer out  of  Wilmington,  Korth  Garolina.  Her  original  name 
was  the  Atlanta,  under  which  she  arrived  at  Bermuda  from 
England  on  April  18, 1864.  She  made  two  trips  as  a  blockade 
runner  between  Bermuda  and  WUmington,  and  then  went  out 
for  a  cruise  as  a  vessel  of  war.  Her  captures  were  principally 
made  under  the  name  of  the  Tallahassee.  Some  were  made 
under  the  name  of  the  Olustee.  On  August  19, 1864,  she  en- 
tered Halifax,  after  destro3ring  several  vessels  near  Gape  Sable. 
The  United  States  consul  at  Halifax  reported  her  as  an  iron 
double-screw  steamer  of  about  600  tons  burden,  and  having 
about  120  men.    Upon  her  arrival  the  commanding  officer  called 
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upon  the  admiral  and  the  lieutenaut-govemor.  He  obtained 
iibout  120  tons  of  coal,  which  was  less  than  he  sought,  and 
which  was  insufficient  to  enable  him  to  make  a  contemplated 
cruise.  The  vessel  was  able  to  reach  Wilmington,  where  she 
apparently  remained  for  some  months.  January  13,  I860,  she 
arrived  in  Bermuda  again,  under  the  name  of  the  Chameleon. 
On  the  19th  she  sailed  with  a  cargo  for  Liverpool,  where,  at 
the  close  of  the  war,  she  was  claimed  by  the  United  States, 
The  United  States  asked  for  an  award  on  the  ground  that  the 
vessel  was  fitted  out  in  London  to  be  used  as  a  privateer  from 
Wilmington ;  that  she  went  out  from  Wilmington  with  what 
purported  to  be  a  commission  from  the  insurgent  authorities, 
and  that  she  preyed  upoti  the  commerce  of  the  United  States. 
The  British  Counter  Case  stated  that  Her 
Tiator  Majesty's  government  had  little  information 
respecting  the  earlier  history  of  the  TiUlahaLs- 
see,  beyond  what  might  be  gathered  from  documents  presented 
to  the  arbitrators  by  the  United  States.  There  was  no  pre- 
tension that  the  vessel  was  specially  adapted  within  British 
territory  for  warlike  use,  nor  had  she  any  such  si)ecial  adapta- 
tion. In  the  summer  of  1804,  when  the  greater  part  of  the 
Southern  seacoast  had  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  United 
States,  the  Confederate  government  appeared  to  have  tried  the 
experiment  of  putting  guns  into  one  or  two  blockade  runners 
and  sending  them  out  to  cruise.  Subsequently,  the  Tallahas- 
see was  reconstructed  into  a  ship  of  commerce,  which  it  was 
competent  for  the  government  of  either  belligerent  to  do,  and 
in  that  character  she  was  suffered  to  enter  and  remain  iu 
British  ports.  But  neutral  powers  could  not  be  called  upon  to 
exclude  a  merchant  vessel  from  their  ports  on  account  of  her 
former  employment,  or  to  treat  her  otherwise  than  as  a  ship 
of  commerce,  if  there  was  no  reason  to  doubt  that  she  was  no 
longer  in  commission  and  armed  for  war.  Indeed,  no  specific 
failure  of  neutral  duty  was  alleged  against  Her  Majesty's  gov- 
ernment in  respect  to  the  Tallahassee. 

In  the  Argument  of  the  United  States  it  was  stated  that,  the 
United  States  having  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  Tallahassee 
had  been  armed  at  Bermuda,  made  a  complaint  to  the  British 
Government  on  the  subject. 

Viscount  d'Itajub4  expressed  a  formal opin- 
Decmon.  .^^^  ^  ^^^  effect  that  (xreat  Britain  had  not, 

in  respect  of  the  Tallahassee,  or  Olustee,  failed  to  fulfill  any  of 
the  duties  of  neutrality. 
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Mr.  Adams  expressed  an  opinion  similar  to  that  of  Viscount 
d'ltajubd. 

Sir  Alexander  Oockbarn,  after  reviewing  the  facts,  said  that 
the  claim  ought  never  to  have  been  presented  to  the  tribunal. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration  unanimously  held  that  Great 
Britain  had  not,  in  respect  of  the  Tallahassee^  failed  by  act  or 
omission  to  fulfill  any  of  the  duties  of  neutrality. 

h.  The  Chickamauga, 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  American 
Case,  I.  164;  British  Counter  Case,  II.  339^56;  American 
Argument,  III.  145;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'lt^iuM,  IV.  101; 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id.  214;  Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander 
Cockburn,  id.  527;  Award,  id.  52.) 

The  Case  of  the  United  States  set  forth  that 

Case  of  Reunited  ^^^  Chickamauga^  like  the  Tallahassee,  was 
built  as  a  British  blockade  runner.  Her  orig- 
inalname  was  the  Edith.  Shearrived  at  Bermuda  from  England 
on  April  7,  1864.  On  the  23d  of  the  following  June  she  sailed 
for  Wilmington,  North  Carolina,  from  which  port  she  brought 
a  cargo  of  cotton.  She  was  owned  by  the  insurgent  authori- 
ties, and,  being  found  to  be  fast,  was  put  m  commission  as  a 
man-of-war.  After  cruising  in  this  character,  and  destroying 
a  number  of  vessels  under  the  flag  of  the  United  States,  she 
returned  to  Bermuda.  She  was  allowed  to  come  into  the  har- 
bor, and  permission  was  given  for  a  stay  of  Ave  days  for  repairs 
and  to  take  on  board  twenty-five  tons  of  coal,  although  she 
had  at  that  time  one  hundred  tons  in  her  bunkers.  November 
15, 1864,  she  sailed  from  Bermuda,  and  on  the  19th  arrived  at 
Wilmington. 

The  British  Counter  Case  took  the  same 

Bntuh  Counter  ase.  gp^^^^g  j^  regard  to  the  Chickamauga  as  it 

took  in  regard  to  the  Tallahassee,  As  to  her  coaling  and  re- 
pairing at  Bermuda,  the  British  Counter  Case  stated  that  what- 
ever was  allowed  was  limited  to  actual  needs,  as  ascertained 
by  the  report  of  two  officers  of  the  British  navy.  They  found 
that  she  had  about  seventy-five  tons  on  board  and  that  her 
daily  consumption  was  twenty-five  tons,  and  they  considered 
that  twenty-five  tons  more  would  enable  her  to  reach  the 
nearest  Confederate  port.  On  this  report  she  was  refused 
permission  to  take  more  than  twenty-five  tons,  and  a  revenue 
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officer  was  placed  on  board  to  see  that  she  took  no  more.  If 
she  obtained  more  it  must  have  been  by  ilUcit  means.  In  this 
relation  the  British  Counter  Case  entered  into  a  detailed 
statement  of  the  various  occasions  on  which  men-of-war  of  the 
United  States  were  permitted  to  obtain  repairs  and  coal  at 
Bermuda. 

Viscount  d'ltajub^  expressed  a  formal  opin* 
DedsioiL         ion  to  the  effect  that  Great  Britain  had  not,  in 
respect  of  the  Ghickamauga^  failed  to  fulfill  any 
of  the  duties  of  neutrality. 

Mr.  Adams  expressed  the  same  opinion. 

Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  pronounced  the  claim  groundless 
and  frivolous. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration  unanimously  decided  that  Great 
Britain  had  not,  in  respect  of  the  Chidkainav^a^  failed  by  any 
act  or  omission  to  fulfill  any  of  the  duties  of  neutrality. 

i.  The  Shenandoah. 

(For  the  full  record  of  the  arbitration  in  this  case,  see  Papers 
relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  as  follows:  American 
Case,  1.  118,  165;  British  Case,  id.  374;  American  Counter 
Case,  id.  440;  British  Counter  Case,  II.  320;  American  Argo- 
meut,  III.  Ill;  British  Argument, id. 282, 283;  Mr.  Evarts's 
Special  Argument,  id.  458, 462;  Sir  Boundell  Palmer's  Argu- 
ment, id.  520;  Mr.  Cushing's  Argument,  id.  552;  Opinion  of 
Count  Sclopis,  IV.  81;  Opinion  of  Viscount  d'ltajubd,  id.  101; 
Opinion  of  Mr.  Staempfli,  id.  125;  Opinion  of  Mr.  Adams,  id. 
196;  Opinion  of  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn,  id.  484;  Award, 
id.  52.) 

The  British  steamer  Sea  King  was,  as 
Caw  of  the  United  grated  in  the  Case  of  the  United  States,  a 
vessel  of  about  790  tons  register.  She  had 
belonged  to  the  Bombay  Company  and  had  been  employed  in 
the  East  India  trade,  in  which  she  had  proved  herself  one  of 
the  fastest  vessels  afloat.  September  20, 1864,  she  was  sold  in 
London  to  Kichard  Wright,  a  British  subject,  and  the  father 
in  law  of  Mr.  Prioleau,  the  managing  partner  of  the  house  of 
Fraser,  Trenholm  &  Co.,  the  Confederate  agents  at  Liverpool. 
The  transfer  was  registered  on  the  same  day.  On  October  7 
Wright  gave  a  power  of  attorney  to  one  Corbett  to  sell  her. 
Corbett  was  the  captain  of  a  British  blockade  runner.  The 
next  day  the  Sea  King  cleared  for  Bombay  with  a  crew  of 
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forty-seven  men  and  with  enon^i^h  coal  and  provisions  for  a 
year's  cruise.  Two  18-pounders  were  mounted  on  her  decks. 
On  the  evening  of  the  same  day  a  steamer  called  the  Laurel 
left  Liverpool,  clearing  for  Matamoras,  via  Nassau,  with  a 
number  of  men  from  the  Confederate  States  and  a  cargo  of 
cases  marked  as  machinery,  but  in  reality  containing  guns 
and  gun  carriages,  such  as  are  commonly  used  in  vessels  of 
war.  Mr.  Dudley,  the  United  States  consul  at  Liverpool,  drew 
the  correct  conclusion  that  they  were  to  be  transferred  to 
some  other  vessel. 

The  appointed  place  of  meeting  was  Funchal,  in  Madeira. 
The  Sea  King  arrived  there  on  October  19 ;  the  Laurel  two  days 
in  advance.  The  transfer  of  the  cannon,  munitions  of  war, 
and  stores  was  soon  effected.  Gorbett  then  announced  the 
sale  of  the  vessel,  which  had  already  taken  place  in  London, 
and  tried  to  induce  the  men  who  had  enlisted  to  sail  in  the 
Sea  King  to  continue  in  the  Shenandoah^  the  new  name 
assumed  by  the  vessel.  The  contract  of  Corbett  was  so  pal- 
pably a  violation  of  the  foreign  enlistment  act  that  the  British 
consul  at  Funchal  sent  him  home  as  a  prisoner  for  trial 
Captain  Waddell  took  command  in  place  of  Corbett.  A  large 
number  of  the  seamen  refused  to  continue  with  the  vessel. 
When  news  of  these  transactions  reached  London,  Mr.  Adams 
brought  them  to  the  notice  of  Earl  Bussell. 

The  Slwnandoah  proceeded  from  Madeira  to  Melbourne,  and 
in  the  course  of  a  cruise  of  ninety  days  destroyed  several  mer- 
chant vessels  of  the  United  States.  January  25,  1865,  she 
dropped  anchor  off  Si^ndridge,  a  small  town  two  miles  from 
Melbourne.  The  mails  that  had  arrived  there  from  England 
had  brought  reports  that  the  Sea  King  had  left  Liverpool  with 
the  intention  of  becoming  a  Confederate  cruiser,  and  suspicion 
was  at  once  aroused  that  the  newly  arrived  man-of-war  was  no 
other  than  that  vessel.  This  suspicion  was  confirmed  by  state- 
ments of  prisoners  from  the  captured  vessels  and  by  the 
statements  of  other  persons. 

The  consul  of  the  United  States  brought  the  matter  to  the 
notice  of  the  authorities,  and  maintained  that  the  vessel  was 
not  entitled  to  belligerent  rights.  The  authorities,  however, 
decided  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  belligerent  character,  and 
that  she  might  be  repaired.  On  one  pretense  or  another  she 
was  x>ermitted  to  remain  till  February  18.  This  time  was  con- 
sumed, apart  from  obtaining  repairs  and  supplies,  in  the  en- 
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listment  of  meu.  There  was,  declared  the  Case  of  the  United 
States,  no  time  during  the  stay  of  the  Shenandoah  at  Melbourne 
when  it  was  not  notorious  that  she  was  procuring  recruits.  Her 
effective  power  as  a  man-of-war  depended  on  her  obtaining  new 
men,  and  this  was  the  purpose  of  her  visit.  But,  although  the 
consul  of  the  United  States  presented  evidence  of  her  enlist- 
ments, no  effective  proceedings  to  prevent  them  were  taken. 
The  Shenandoah  obtained  at  Melbourne  about  forty-ffve  men. 
The  fact  that  she  had  enlisted  a  large  number  was  a  matter  of 
common  notoriety,  and  was  commented  on  in  the  newspa- 
pers. There  was  great  negligence  in  not  preventing  these 
enlistments. 

There  was  also,  said  the  Case  of  the  United  States,  in  per- 
mitting the  Shenandoah  to  take  at  Melbourne  supplies  of  coal 
and  provisions  sufficient  to  enable  her  to  make  a  long  cruise  in 
the  Arctic  seas  and  burn  American  whalers,  long  after  the 
military  resistance  of  the  Confederacy  to  the  United  States 
had  ceased,  a  violation  of  neutral  duty.  It  was  a  still  greater 
violation  of  that  duty  to  permit  repairs  to  her  machinery  when 
she  was  under  no  necessity  of  using  steam.  Her  hull  was 
sound  and  seaworthy,  and  she  could  at  once  have  made  her 
way  to  the  insurgent  ports.  She  continued  her  destruction  of 
American  vessels  £Eur  into  the  summer  of  1865.  On  the  6th  of 
November  in  that  year  she  returned  to  Liverpool,  where  she 
was  subsequently  turned  over  by  the  British  Government  to 
the  United  States. 

As  to  the  recruitment  of  men  at  Melbourne, 

The  Britiflh  Case,  the  British  Case  said  that  four  persons  were 
prosecuted  for  having  joined  or  attempted  to 
join  the  Shenandoah^  and  that  these  were  all  that  could  be 
ascertained  to  have  made  such  an  attempt  before  she  lefb  Mel- 
bourne. The  captain  gave  his  word  in  writing  that  there  were 
no  persons  on  board  except  those  whose  names  were  on  his 
shipping  articles,  and  that  no  one  had  enlisted  since  his 
arrival ;  and  the  colonial  government  could  not  have  searched 
the  vessel  without  transgressing  the  rules  of  neutrality  and 
the  practice  of  nations. 

The  discovery  having  afterward  been  made  that  persons  had 
been  secretly  put  on  board  during  the  night  preceding  her 
departure,  notice  of  the  fact  was  sent  to  the  governors  of  the 
other  Australian  colonies  and  of  New  Zealand,  in  order  that 
further  hospitalities  might  be  denied  her. 
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Count  Sclopis  said  that,  in  his  opinion,  it 
^""*^io  ■   ^^    ^^^  ^^^  absolutely  proved  that  the  repairs  of 

the  Shenandoah  at  Melbourne  constituted  in 
themselves  a  ground  for  a  charge  of  violation  of  neutrality. 
It  was  proved  that  the  repairs  were  necessary,  and  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  replacement  of  the  force  of  the  vessel,  by  means 
of  the  repairs,  surpassed  the  measure  of  its  former  condition. 
It  was,  said  Count  Sclopis,  difficult  to  ascertain  the  exact 
number  of  men  who  were  on  board  the  Shenandoah  when  she 
left  Melbourne  on  her  way  to  the  Arctic  seas.  But  there  Was 
no  doubt  that  the  neutrality  of  the  colony  was  flagrantly  vio- 
lated by  the  enlistment  of  a  large  number  of  men.  This  fact 
was  admitted  by  the  British  authorities,  and  it  involved  the 
responsibility  of  (ireat  Britain.  Moreover,  the  large  supplies 
of  coal  with  which  the  vessel  was  furnished  could  be  regarded 
only  as  a  preparation  for  a  hostile  expedition  against  the  com- 
merce of  the  United  States,  and  they  fell  within  the  scope  of 
the  second  rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington. 

Viscount  d'It£yub&  held  that,  in  respect  of 
^™^^lta'  bd      *  *^®  equipment  and  armament  of  the  Sea  King, 

Her  Majesty's  government  could  not  be  charged 
with  any  neglect  of  neutral  duty.  He  took  the  same  view  as 
to  what  occurred  at  Melbourne.  While  it  was,  he  said,  true 
that  some  irregularities  had  occurred  there,  it  was  not  shown 
that  th^y  were  imputable  to  the  neglect  of  the  authorities. 
They  were  rather  the  consequence  of  the  violation  by  the  com- 
mander of  the  Shenandoah  of  his  word  of  honor,  and  of  the 
exceptional  difficulties  of  surveillance  which  the  conformation 
of  the  port  presented.  Moreover,  the  governor  of  the  colony, 
as  soon  as  he  became  aware  of  the  unneutral  acts  of  which  the 
vessel  had  been  guilty,  resolved  thenceforth  to  reftise  hospi- 
tality to  her,  and  wrote  in  this  sense  to  the  naval  and  civil 
authorities  of  Australia. 

Mr.  Staempfli  expressed  the  opinion  that 
Orrini  ^    '     there  had  been,  in  respect  of  the  Shenandoah, 

a  violation  of  the  obligations  of  neutrality,  and 
that  Great  Britain  consequently  was  responsible  for  the  Amer- 
ican ships  which  the  vessel  destroyed. 

Mr.  Adams  held  that  Her  Majesty's  govern- 
Kr.Adams'tOpiiiioiL  ment  was  not  responsible,  in  respect  of  the 

Shenandoahy  for  what  took  place  before  her 
arrival  at  Melbourne.    When  she  arrived  at  that  port  she  was 
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not,  by  reason  of  a  lack  of  men,  in  an  efficient  condition  as  a 
fighting  vessel.  Bat  she  was  recognized  as  a  man-of-war  of  a 
belligerent,  the  authorities  deciding  that  it  would  be  inexpedi- 
ent even  to  require  the  commander  to  show  his  commission 
from  the  government  of  the  Confederate  States,  and  permission 
was  given  her  to  obtain  repairs  and  a  supply  of  coal.  The 
delays  which  were  contrived  in  respect  of  her  departure  were 
doubtless  consumed  in  obtaining  secret  additions  to  the  crew. 
Testimony  showing  this  to  be  the  case  was  laid  before  the 
autGorities  by  the  United  States  consul,  and  as  early  as  Feb* 
ruary  13  they  were  apprised  of  the  arrangements  which  the 
commander  of  the  vessel  had  made  for  the  shipment  of  men, 
and  were  in  a  situation  to  adopt  measures  of  prevention  if 
they  had  thought  proper  to  do  so.  Yet  the  only  effect  these 
facts  produced  was  to  beget  a  desire  to  get  rid  of  4;he  vessel  by 
supplying  her  with  all  that  was  asked  for.  Her  need  of  coal 
was  slight,  and  she  had  a  fair  supply  on  board,  but  she  was 
permitted  to  take  as  much  as  she  could  carry;  and  she  obtained  . 
a  complement  of  her  crew,  without  which  she  could  have  done 
nothing. 

On  all  fche  facts,  Mr.  Adams  reached  the  conclusion  that 
from  the  time  of  the  departure  of  the  Shenandoah  from  Mel- 
bourne the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  having  failed  in 
respect  of  what  took  place  there  to  fulfill  the  obligations  of 
the  second  rule  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  was  liable  for  all 
the  damages  subsequently  incurred  by  the  United  States. 

Sir  Alexander  Oockburn  argued  at  length 
that  Her  Majesty's  government  had  incurred 
no  liability  at  any  time  on  account  of  the 
SJ^enandoah. 

The  tribunal  of  arbitration  in  its  award 
Award.  held,  unanimously,  that  Her  Majesty's  gov- 

ernment had  not  failed,  by  any  act  or  omis- 
sion, to  fulfill  any  duty  in  respect  of  the  Shenandoah  prior  to 
her  entry  into  the  port  of  Melbourne,  But,  by  a  majority  of 
three  to  two,  it  held  that,  as  a  result  of  all  the  facts  connected 
with  the  stay  of  the  vessel  at  Melbourne,  and  especially  with 
the  augmentation  of  her  force  by  the  enlistment  of  men,  Great 
Britain  had  failed  to  fulfill  the  duties  prescribed  by  the  second 
and  third  rules  of  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  and  was  therefore 
responsible  for  all  the  acts  of  the  vessel  after  her  departure 
from  Melbourne  on  February  18, 1805. 


Sir  Alexaxider  Cook- 
bnrn't  Opinion. 


CHAPTER  LXIX. 


LIMITATION  AND  PRESCRIPTION. 

By  Article  II.  of  the  treaty  between  the 
^T^4"o^tJ'  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  Jnly  3, 
1815,  it  is  provided  that  no  "higher  or  other 
duties"  shall  be  imposed  on  the  '^exportation  of  any  articles'' 
from  the  one  country  to  the  other  "than  such  as  are  payable 
on  the  exportation  of  the  like  articles  to  any  other  foreign 
country."  From  the  date  of  the  treaty  down  to  May  6, 1830, 
certain  duties  were  levied  by  the  British  Government  in  viola- 
tion of  this  stipulation,  but  the  fact  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  understood  either  by  the  government  or  by  shippers  till 
December  27,  1825,  when  some  American  merchants  discov- 
ered and  called  attention  to  it;  and  from  the  20th  of  the  fol- 
lowing January  they  paid  the  duties  in  question  under  protest, 
or  conditionally.  On  August  20, 1826,  the  committee  of  the 
privy  council  for  trade  decided  that  the  duties  were  illegally 
exacted,  but  the  board  of  customs  refused  to  refund  them,  and 
obtained  the  passage  of  an  act  of  limitations  to  the  effect  that 
duties  thus  assessed  should  not  be  refunded  for  a  period  ex- 
tending back  more  than  three  years.  For  a  number  of  years 
no  further  action  was  taken,  but  on  December  3,  1845,  the 
board  of  customs  ordered  the  duties  to  be  refunded  back  to 
January  26, 1823.  The  claims  for  the  refund  of  duties  from 
July  3,  1815,  to  January  26, 1823,  remained  unadjusted,  and 
were  submitted  to  the  commission  under  the  convention  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 
1853.  A  question  arose,  but  seems  to  have  been  but  little 
pressed,  as  to  whether  the  claims  were  internationally  barred 
by  lapse  of  time,  or  rather  by  the  act  of  limitations  above  re- 
ferred to.    On  this  subject  the  commission  said : 

<^The  first  question  arising  for  the  consideration  of  the  com- 
mission is,  whether  any  legal  bar  on  account  of  lapse  of  time 
exists  against  sustaining  the  claim  for  a  return  of  duties. 

"  This  seems  now  hardly  to  be  contended  for.  Where  a  treaty 
is  made  between  two  independent  powers,  its  stipulations  can 
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not  be  deferred,  modified,  or  impaired  by  the  action  of  one 
party  without  toe  assent  of  the  other.  If  the  parties,  by  their 
joint  act,  have  established  no  barrier  in  point  of  time  to  the 
prosecution  of  any  claims  under  a  treaty  made  by  them,  then 
neither  couutry  can  interpose  such  limit.  The  case  admits 
of  no  other  judicial  construction.  The  legal  advisers  of  the 
crown  concur  in  this  view,  and  the  commissioners  have  no 
doubt  on  the  poiut. 

^'  It  is  conceded,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  an  inequality  in 
duties  existed  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty; 
and,  there  being  no  bar  to  the  recovery  of  the  claim  from  lapse 
of  time,  such  duties  shall  be  refunded." 

Upham,  oommisaioner,  delivering  the  opmlon  of  the  commission.  (S. 
Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sees.  p.  309.) 

A  similar  question  arose  in  respect  of  duties  held  to  have 
been  improperly  exacted  by  the  United  States,  in  violation  of 
another  stipulation  of  Article  II.  of  the  treaty  of  1815,  relating 
to  duties  on  imports.  The  duties  in  question  were  imposed 
under  the  tariff  act  of  June  30, 1824,  and  covered  a  period  of 
several  months  subsequent  to  that  date,  but  the  treaty  viola- 
tion does  not  appear  to  have  been  discovered  till  1842,  when 
by  the  tariff  act  of  August  30, 1842,  another  and  similar  in- 
fraction was  committed.  Attention  having  then  been  drawn 
to  the  subject,  claims  were  made  by  British  subjects  not  only 
for  the  duties  improperly  collected  under  the  act  of  1842,  bat 
also  for  those  so  collected  under  the  act  of  1824;  and,  on  the 
grounds  stated  in  the  preceding  case,  the  commissioners  de- 
cided that  those  duties  should  still  be  refunded,  saying  <'that 
no  statutes  of  limitation  can  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  claims  arising 
under  treaties.'' 

(S.  Ex.  Doo.  103, 34  Cong.  1  sess.  pp.  311-313.) 

Gardner  Mossman,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Mofsman't  Case:  De-  States,  claimed  damages  from  Mexico  under 
y  in  ting  ^j^^  following  circumstances :  According  to  his 

own  statement  he  was  in  command  of  the  brig 
H,  Kellock,  on  a  voyage  from  Barbados  to  GoaCtzacoalcos,  when 
on  January  28,  1854,  he  was  driven  ashore  about  twenty 
miles  west  of  the  bar  of  Goatzacoalcos.  The  arrival  of  the 
brig  at  that  port,  without  having  previously  called  at  Vera 
Gruz  or  some  other  Mexican  port  of  entry,  would  at  that  time 
have  been  a  violation  of  the  Mexican  law,  but  of  that  fact 
Mossman  seemed  to  be  ignorant.  But,  however  that  may  be, 
the  Mexican  authorities  required  him  on  January  30  to  pro- 
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ceed  to  Minatitlan,  where  he  was  arrested,  bat  released  on 
bail,  so  that  be  might,  for  aaght  that  appeared,  have  attended 
to  the  wreck  of  his  vessel,  if  he  had  chosen  to  do  so.  Febru- 
ary 7  he  was,  at  his  own  request,  given  up  by  his  bail  to  the 
authorities;  but  even  then  it  did  not  appear  that  he  was 
imprisoned,  since  on  the  13th  be  went  on  board  an  American 
schooner  with  the  intention  of  leaving  for  Vera  Cruz,  although 
he  was  considered  by  the  authorities  as  being  under  arrest. 
From  the  schooner,  however,  he  was  taken  on  board  a  Mexi- 
can vessel  of  war,  and  he  asserted  that  he  was  kept  there  for 
two  days  and  a  half,  when  he  was  sent  ashore.  Afterward, 
according  to  his  own  account,  <'  he  was  obliged  to  find  his  way 
to  Vera  Cruz,  from  which  place  he  sailed  for  New  Orleans.'' 
There  is  no  proof  whatever  that  he  was  imprisoned  at  Vera 
Cruz.  On  the  contrary,  he  seemed  voluntarily  to  have  aban- 
doned the  wreck  of  his  vessel  and  to  have  found  his  way  to 
Vera  Cruz  and  thence  to  New  Orleans  as  soon  as  possible. 

Sir  Edward  Thornton  said:  <^If  all  that  the  claimant  com- 
plains of  had  been  true,  he  might  have  procured  evidence  of 
his  assertions  from  the  United  States  consul  at  Minatitlan 
♦  •  ♦  as  well  as  from  other  witnesses.  Further,  when  he 
arrived  at  Vera  Cruz,  where,  as  he  states,  he  gigned  a  paper  at 
the  suggestion  of  the  United  States  consul,  there  was  no  reason 
whatever  why,  if  he  felt  himself  aggrieved  by  inferior  authori- 
ties at  Minatitlan,  he  should  not  have  appealed  through  his  con- 
sul or  otherwise  to  the  Mexican  Government.  It  seems  unfair 
that  the  latter  should  be  first  informed  of  tbe  alleged  miscon- 
duct of  its  inferior  authorities  more  than  fifteen  years  after 
the  date  of  the  acts  complained  of.  The  umpire  can  not  under 
this  circumstance  consider  that  the  Mexican  Government  can 
be  called  upon  to  give  compensation  for  a  very  doubtftil  injury, 
and  he  therefore  awards  that  the  claim  be  disallowed." 

Thornton,  umpire,  February  18,  1875,  Gardner  Moasman  v.  Mexico^  No. 
15,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op.  IV.  581.  In  the  case  of  Snow  <f 
Burgess  v.  Mexico^  No.  102,  Dr.  Lieber,  as  umpire,  April  24,  1871,  awarded 
indemnity  to  the  owners  of  the  brig  on  the  ground  that  '*  the  Mexican 
authorities  seized  upon  the  stranded  vessel,  and  appropriated  it,  it  would 
seem,  without  any  legal  process."    (MS.  Op.  II.  275.) 

"  It  appears  from  tbe  papers  transmitted  us 

wimams's  Cafe,    that  in  1841  John  H.  Williams,  a  merchant  in 

New  York,  sold  and  delivered  in  that  city  to 

an  agent  of  the  Venezuelan  Government  certain  mirrors  with 
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moontiiigs  for  the  goyemment  house  at  Caracas  for  $2,489.11, 
which  were  duly  forwarded  and  received. 

<<  On  the  24th  day  of  April  1868,  Mr.  Williams  presented 
the  account  against  that  government  before  the  former  com- 
mission  for  these  articles  as  of  the  date  of  November  9, 1841, 
and  verified  it  under  oath,  claiming  an  award,  including 
interest  at  7  per  cent,  of  $7,019.11.  The  account  had  before 
been  sent  to  the  United  States  legation  at  Caracas  for  col- 
lection, but  how  long  before  does  not  appear.  It  had  not,  pre- 
vious to  1868,  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Venezuelan 
authorities  from  any  source,  so  far  as  shown,  and  no  reason 
or  explanation  is  given  for  delay  in  presentation. 

<<  Venezuela  claims  the  goods  were  paid  for  at  the  time  of 
purchase.  On  the  issue  of  fact  thus  made  she  wa6  (1868)  and 
is  placed  at  a  disadvantage  by  the  long  lapse  of  time  as  to  the 
matter  of  personal  testimony,  some,  if  not  all,  her  witnesses  to 
the  transaction  having  before  then  died. 

'^  The  question  with  some  collateral  ones  is  thus  presented 
whether  time,  figuratively  stated,  testifies  in  these  adjudica- 
tions. This  case  could  perhaps  be  disposed  of  upon  other 
grounds  and  in  comparatively  few  words;  but  as  the  same 
question  with  like  resulting  ones  is  involved  in  other  cases 
argued  aud  submitted,  we  have  concluded  to  treat  it  with 
some  fullness  and  dispose  of  the  case  from  this  standpoint,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  general  question  appears  to  be  a  some- 
what mooted  one  with  each  government. 

<<It  thus  appears  then  the  claim  was  not 
Pieioription.  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Venezuelan 
Government  until  twenty-six  years  after  its 
iuception.  Its  ownership,  nature,  and  amount  were  such  as 
would  have  matle  a  delay  in  presentation  to  the  debtor  for  a 
single  three  months  a  matter  of  surprise..  By  lapse  of  time 
the  means  of  defense  have  been  impaired,  and  there  is  total 
want  of  excuse  for  the  long  delay  by  claimant.  Under  such 
circumstances  what  does  the  law  require  at  our  hands  f 

"It  is  a  well  settled  principle  in  common  law  jurisdictions, 
and  a  recognized  one  in  civil  law  countries,  that  obligations  are 
to  be  enforced  according  to  the  lex  loci  fori  which  here  is  the 
treaty  and  the  public  law.  Beyond  the  requirement  that  its 
decisions  must  be  according  to  justice,  the  treaty  furnishes  no 
guide  to  the  commission  resx)ecting  the  operation  of  the  lapse 
of  time  in  extinguishing  obligations.    It  is  left  to  the  direc- 


LIMITATION   AND   PRESCRIPTION.  4183 

tiou  of  international  law  on  the  subject.  Does  that  recognize 
the  doctrine  of  such  extinguishment  as  between  states  in  con- 
troversies like  these?  The  question  has  been  argued  with 
exceptional  force  and  ability  by  counsel  for  the  respective 
governments. 

<^It  will,  perhaps,  not  be  amiss  to  group  extracts  from  the 
deliverances  (italics  ours)  of  some  of  the  leading  authorities 
upon  the  general  doctrine  of  prescription  and  pertinent  princi- 
ples. We  present  them  as  they  have  been  consulted,  and  with- 
out reference  to  any  special  order.  It  may  be  well  prelimina- 
rily to  note  that,  while  individual  interests  are  involved,  these 
controversies,  as  elsewhere  seen,  are  between  states  in  some 
sense,  and  stand  much  as  if  so  originating;  and,  further,  that 
while  the  texts  will  be  seen  largely  to  relate  to  territorial  acqui- 
sitions the  principles  announced  comprehend  the  acquisition 
and  loss  of  personal  property,  and  pertain  to  other  rights 
as  well. 

"  Says  Wheaton : 

***The  writers  on  natural  law  have  questioned  how  far  that 
peculiar  species  of  presumption,  arising  from  the  lapse  of  time, 
which  is  called  prescription,  is  justly  applicable  as  between 
nation  and  nation;  but  the  constant  and  approved  practice  of 
nations  shows  that  by  whatever  name  it  is  called  the  uninter- 
rupted possession  of  territory  or  other  property  for  a  certain 
length  of  time  by  one  state  excludes  the  claim  of  every  other; 
in  the  same  manner  as  by  the  law  of  nature^  and  the  municipal 
code  of  every  civilized  nation^  a  similar  possession  of  one  indi- 
vidual excludes  the  claim  of  every  other  person  to  the  article  of 
property  in  question.  This  rule  is  founded  ui)on  the  supposi- 
tion, confirmed  by  constant  experience,  that  every  person  will 
naturally  seek  to  enjoy  that  which  belongs  to  him;  and  the  in- 
ference fairly  to  be  drawn  from  his  silence  and  neglect  of  the 
original  defect  of  his  title,  or  his  intention  to  relinquish  it.' 
(Elements  Int.  L.  6th  ed.  218.) 

<*Vattel: 

"  *It  is  asked  whether  usucaption  and  prescription  take  place 
between  independent  nations  and  states.  •  ♦  ♦  Now,  to 
decide  the  question  we  have  proposed  we  must  first  see  whether 
usucaption  and  prescription  are  derived  from  the  law  of  nature. 
Many  illustrious  authors  have  asserted  and  proven  them  to 
be  so.  ♦  ♦  ♦  It  is  impossible  to  determine  by  the  law  of 
nature  the  number  of  years  required  to  found  a  prescription; 
this  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  property  disputed  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 
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<<<After  having  sliown  that  usucaption  and  prescription  are 
fonnded  in  the  law  of  nature,  it  is  easy  to  prove  that  they  are 
equally  a  part  of  the  law  of  nations  and  ought  to  take  place 
between  different  states.  For  the  law  of  nations  is  but  the 
law  of  nature  applied  to  nations  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the 
parties  concerned.  And  so  far  is  the  nature  of  the  parties 
from  affording  them  an  exemption  in  the  case,  that  usacaption 
and  prescription  are  much  more  necessary  between  sovereign 
states  than  between  individuals.'  (Law  of  Nations,  Book  2, 
ch.  11.) 

^<  <  Prescription,'  this  author  defines  in  the  same  connection, 
'is  the  exclusion  of  all  pretensions  to  right — an  exclusion 
founded  on  the  length  of  time  during  which  that  right  has 
been  neglected'." 

*'Phillimore: 

<* '  This  [prescription  of  public  law]  is  in  principle  very  much 
the  same  as  the  prescription  of  the  private  law,  which  indeed 
may  be  said  to  be  modeled  upon  the  usage  of  the  public  law, 
and  which  usage  grew  out  of  the  reason  of  the  thing.  *  •  ♦ 
Does  there  arise  between  nations,  as  between  individuals,  and 
as  between  the  state  and  individuals,  a  presumption  from  long 
possession  of  a*territory,  or  of  a  right,  which  must  be  consid- 
ered as  a  legitimate  source  of  international  acquisition  f  *  *  * 
The  effect  of  the  lapse  of  time  upon  the  property  and  right  of 
one  nation  relative  to  another  is  the  real  subject  for  Qur  con- 
sideration. And  if  this  be  borne  steadily  in  mind  it  will  be 
found  on  the  one  hand,  in  the  highest  degree,  irrational  to  deny 
that  prescription  is  a  legitimate  means  of  international  acqui- 
sition; and  it  will,  on  the  other  hand,  be  found  both  inex- 
pedient and  impracticable  to  attempt  to  define  the  exact 
period  within  which  it  can  be  said  to  have  become  established, 
or,  in  other  words,  to  settle  the  precise  limitation  of  time 
which  gives  validity  to  the  title  of  national  possessions.'  (Int 
Law,  1,  pp.  272-275.) 

"Hall: 

"*The  princii!)le  upon  which  it  [international  prescription] 
rests  is  essentially  the  same  as  that  of  the  doctrine  of  prescrip- 
tion which  finds  a  place  in  every  municipal  law,  although  in 
its  application  to  beings  for  whose  disputes  no  tribunals  are 
open  some  modifications  are  necessarily  introduced.'  (Int. 
Law,  100.) 

"Poison: 

"  *  How  far  prescription  may  be  considered  as  operating  upon 
nations  jurists  do  not  appear  to  have  agreed;  but  the  nniform 
practice  of  nations  shows  that  they  recognize  the  long  and  un- 
interrupted possession  of  a  territory  as  excluding  the  claims 
of  all  other  nations,  and  that  this  principle^  whose  exposition  fills 
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SO  large  a  head  iu  mnuicipal  jarisprudence,  t«  equally  recognized^ 
as  reason  dictates  it  should  be^  in  international  law,^  (Law  of 
Nations,  28.) 

"Oalvo: 

<«  <  May  asucaption  and  prescription  be  considered  in  regard 
to  peoples  and  states  as  regular  and  normal  means  of  acquir- 
ing property  ?  If  it  is  admitted  that  these  two  ways  of  acquir- 
ing are  legitimate  and  based  on  natural  law,  one  is  logically 
bound  to  admit  that  they  are  equally  conformable  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  law  of  nations,  and  are  to  be  applied  to  nations. 
Usucaption  and  prescription  are  even  more  necessary  between 
states  than  between  individuals.  In  fact  the  differences  be- 
tween nations  have  a  much  gveater  importance  than  individual 
contentious;  these  maybe  settled  by  tribunals,  whilst  inter- 
national conflicts  ftreqnently  end  in  war.'  (Droit  Interuational, 
VOL  1,  §  171.) 

^*Yico: 

<<  <  The  inert,  the  incautious,  the  negligent,  the  luxurious,  are 
punished  in  the  injury  they  do  to  themselves  by  the  loss  of 
their  interests  and  their  rights  through  usucapio  and  pre- 
scriptiof  (De  Uno  Universi  Juris,  etc.  p.  331.) 

<<  OrotitMj  while  seeming  to  indorse  Yasquius  in  denying 
usucaption  a  place  both  in  public  and  private  international 
law,  except  as  established  by  municipal  law,  is  at  pains  to 
X>oint  out  its  national  recognition  from  the  earliest  times. 
Among  other  instances  he  tells  that,  to  the  demand  of  the  King 
of  the  Ammonites  for  the  restoration  of  certain  lands  between 
the  Arnon  and  the  Jabbok,  and  from  the  deserts  of  Arabia  to 
the  Jordan,  the  leader  of  Israel  opposed  a  three  hundred  years' 
possession,  and  demanded  to  know  of  the  king  why  he  and  his 
forefathers  had  been  quiescent  so  long.  Also,  that  ^  the  Lacedse- 
monians,  according  to  Isocrates,  laid  it  down  as  a  most  certain 
rule,  acknowledged  among  all  nations,  that  public  possessions 
as  well  as  private  are  so  confirmed  by  length  of  time  (multo 
tempore)  that  they  can  not  be  taken  away.  By  which  statural 
law  (  quo  jure)  they  refused  those  who  were  seeking  the  recov- 
ery of  Messina.'*    (De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pacis,  Lib.  2,  cap.  4.) 

I  The  passage  to  which  the  learned  commissioner  refers  is  in  Grofcins's 
chapter  ''De  derelictione  prsBsumpta,  et  earn  seouta  oocupatione,  et  qnid 
ab  osucapione  et  prsBscriptione  differat."  (De  Jnre  Belli  ac  Pacis,  Lib. 
II,  cap.  4.)  But  immediately  after  referring  with  a  certain  donbtfnl  ap- 
proval to  Vasqains,  Grotius  says :  "  Yet  if  we  admit  this,  there  seems  to 
follow  this  very  inconvenient  conclusion,  that  controversies  concerning 
kingdoms  and  their  boundaries  are- not  extinguished  by  any  lapse  of  time; 
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"TapareUi: 

" '  Hence  the  law  of  prescription— a  necessary  and  jnst  law — 
by  means  of  which  society  stops,  through  certain  limitations, 
all  inquisitions  of  ancient  rights. 

^<  ^Most  reasonable  is,  therefore,  the  law  of  prescription  in 
the  natural  order,  although  nature  itself  does  not  overtly  es- 
tablish its  strict  necessity  nor  fix  its  proper  limitations.  This 
is  to  be  performed  by  society  as  it  grows  more  and  more  per- 
fect; and  it  is  as  much  the  more  its  office  as  it  is  therefrom 
and  therein  that  the  social  complaint  requiring  such  a  remedy 
takes  its  rise.'    (Natural  Law,  vol.  2,  979.) 

'<Sala: 

<<  <  1.  By  using  anything  with  jnst  title  and  good  faith  the 
right  of  possessing  it  is  likewise  acquired;  but  this  manner  of 
acquiriDg  is  considered  to  be  civil,  because  of  its  being  at  first 
view  resisted  by  natural  reason  that  does  not  allow  anybody 
to  be  deprived  of  his  possession  without  his  fault  or  consent, 
although  it  does  not  .cease  to  have  great  equity,  as  it  is 
grounded  on  the  requisitions  of  public  good;  so  that  we  have 
no  great  objections  to  say  that  it  can  also  be  referred  to  the 
secondary  law  of  nations. 

^<  <  2.  To  this  manner  of  acquiring  the  Eoman  laws  gave  the 
name  of  usucaption  or  prescription,  •  •  •  and  it  is  bat 
acquisition  of  dominium  by  continued  possession  during. the 
time  determined  "  by  the  law.^  Its  introduction  was  made 
necessary  from  public  utility  and  the  tranquillity  of  the  re- 
public, because,  in  default  of  it,  possessors  of  things  would  be 
subject  to  unlimited  disputes,  which  their  long  possession,  even 
though  acquired  by  sale  or  any  other  legitimate  title,  would 
not  be  enough  to  prevent.  Any  one  would  be  enabled  to  claim 
that  the  thing  belonged  to  his'ancestors,  and  never  to  him  who 
sold  it,  and  possession  would  keep  uncertain  and  the  state 
subject  to  the  grievances  that  may  be  easily  conceived.  With 
reason  did  Cicero  call  it  the  end  of  solicitude  and  disputes.' 
(Illustration  of  Spanish  Law,  vol.  1,  book  2,  title  2.) 

"  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Bhode  Island 
V.  Massachusetts  (4th  Howard,  639)  said: 

" '  No  human  transactions  are  unaffected  by  time.  Its  influ- 
ence is  seen  over  all  things  subject  to  change.    And  this  is 


which  not  only  tends  to  disturb  the  minds  of  many  and  to  perpetuate 
wars,  but  is  also  repugnant  to  the  common  sense  of  mankind."  Further 
on  in  the  same  chapter  (section  9)  Grotius,  referring  to  the  same  subject, 
says :  "  And  perhaps  we  may  say  that  this  is  not  merely  a  matter  of  pre- 
sumption, but  that  this  law  is  established  by  the  voluntary  law  of  nations, 
that  a  possession  beyond  memory,  not  interrupted,  nor  disturbed  by  ap- 
pealing to  an  arbitrator,  absolutely  transfers  dominion.  It  is  credible 
that  nations  have  agreed  on  this,  since  such  a  rule  is  most  oondacive  to 
the  pablio  peace.'' 
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peculiarly  the  case  in  regard  to  matters  which  rest  in  memory 
and  which  consequently  fade  with  the  lapse  of  time  and  fall 
with  the  lives  of  individuals.  For  the  security  of  rights, 
whether  of  states  or  of  individuals^  long  possession  under  the 
claim  of  title  is  protected.' 

"And  again,  in  Wood  v.  Carpenter  (101  U.  S.  139),  although 
the  question  was  as  to  a  statutory  bar,  the  observations  of  the 
court  apply  as  well  to  the  grounds  of  prescription.  Said  Mr. 
Justice  Swayue: 

"  *  Statutes  of  limitation  are  vital  to  the  welfare  of  society 
and  are  favored  in  the  law.  They  are  found  and  approved  in 
all  systems  of  enlightened  jurisprudence.  They  promote  repose 
by  giving  security  and  stability  to  human  affairs.  An  impor- 
tant public  policy  lies  at  their  foundation.  They  stimulate 
activity  and  punish  negligence.  While  time  is  constantly  de- 
stroying the  evidence  of  rights^  they  supply  its  place  by  a  pre- 
sumption which  renders  proof  unnecessary.  Mere  delay  extend- 
ing to  the  limit  prescribed  is  itself  a  coDclusive  bar.  The  law 
and  the  antidote  go  together.' 

"  Lord  Coke,  while  declaring  limitation  of  actions  to  be  by 
force  of  statutes,  wrote: 

"  <  But  they  have  said  that  there  is  also  another  title  by  pre- 
scription that  was  at  the  common  law  before  any  estatute  of 
limitations,  and  inasmuch  as  such  title  by  prescription  was  at 
the  common  law,  ergo  it  abideth  as  it  was  at  the  common  law.' 

"  Bracton,  who  wrote  long  before  the  first  Enghsh  progres- 
sive limitations  act  (1540)  and  before  Parliament  named  events 
as  bounds  of  limitation  even,  said: 

"  *  We  must  see  also  in  what  manner  an  obligation  is  got  rid 
of;  and  it  is  known  it  is  likewise  got  rid  of  sometimes  by  an 
exception  in  various  ways,  as  if  a  person  should  claim  and  an- 
other should  show  he  has  discharged  it.  *  *  *  Likewise, 
by  an  exception  of  a  prescription  on  account  of  defect  of  proof 
because,  as  time  is  a  mode  of  bringing  in  an  obligation,  so  it 
is  a  mode  of  getting  rid  of  it  through  diSvsimulation  and  neg- 
ligence, which  is  limited  under  certain  times,  for  time  runs 
against  the  indolent  and  those  who  are  careless  of  their  righV 
(twiss's  Bracton,  vol.  2,  p.  123.) 

"Sir  Henry  Maine: 

"*It  was  a  positive  rule  of  the  old  Boman  law — a  rule  older 
than  the  Twelve  Tables — that  comniocUties  which  had  become 
uninterruptedly  possessed  for  a  certain  period  become  the  prop- 
erty of  the  possessor.'    (Ancient  Law,  280.) 

"Brocher  declares: 

"*  Prescription  is  as  much  a  necessity  to  society  as  is  inher- 
itance to  a  family.    We  can  not  conceive  of  the  second  without 
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the  first.    Without  such  a  sanction^  nothing  would  be  secure.' 
(Droit  Int.  Priv.  321.) 

"Domat: 

'^  'The  use  of  prescription  is  wholly  natural  in  tHe  state  and 
condition  we  are  in.    *    ♦     * 

"*  TAc  same  reason  which  makes  that  long  possession  acquires 
the  property  and  strips  the  ancient  proprietor,  makes  likewise  that 
all  sorts  of  rights  and  acquisitions  are  acquired  and  lost  by  the 
effect  of  time.  Thus  a  creditor  who  has  omitted  to  demand 
what  is  due  to  him  within  the  time  regulated  by  law,  has  lost 
his  debt  and  the  debtor  is  discharged  from  it.  •  •  •  And, 
in  general,  all  sorts  of  pretensions  and  rights  of  all  kinds  what- 
soever are  acquired  and  lost  by  prescription,  unless  they  be  such 
as  the  laws  have  particularly  excepted.  Thus  we  haye  two 
eftects  of  prescription,  or  rather  two  sorts  of  prescription.  One 
which  acquires  to  the  possessor  the  property  of  what  he  pos- 
sesses, and  which  divests  the  proprietor  of  his  right  because 
of  his  not  possessing;  and  the  other  by  which  all  other  kinds 
of  rights  are  acquired  or  lost;  whether  there  be  any  possession 
of  them — as  in  tlie  case  of  the  enjoyment  of  a  service,  or 
whether  there  be  no  possession  of  them  at  all — as  in  the  loss  of 
a  debt  for  not  demanding  it. 

"*A11  sorts  of  prescription  by  which  rights  are  acquired  or 
lost  are  grounded  upon  this  presumption,  that  he  who  enjoys  a 
right  is  supposed  to  have  some  just  title  to  it,  without  which 
he  had  not  been  suffered  to  enjoy  it  so  long;  that  he  who  ceases 
to  exercise  a  right  has  been  divested  of  it  for  some  just  cause; 
and  that  he  who  has  tarried  so  long  a  time  without  defnanding  his 
debt,  has  either  received  payment  of  it,  or  been  convinced  that 
nothing  was  due  him, 

"« We  must  distinguish  two  sorts  of  rules  relating  to  pre- 
scription. Those  which  concern  the  different  manners  in  whidi 
the  laws  have  regulated  the  times  of  prescribing,  and  those 
which  respect  the  nature  of  prescriptions.  ♦  ♦  ♦  These  are 
the  natural  rules  of  equity,  but  those  which  make  the  time  of 
prescription  only  arbitrary  laws.  For  nature  does  not  fix  what 
time  is  necessary  for  prescribing.'  (Civil  and  Public  Law, 
Strahan's  Ed.  (1732)  483-484.) 

"Burke: 

"'If  it  were  permitted  to  argue  with  power,  might  not  one 
ask  these  gentlemen  whether  it  would  not  be  more  natural, 
instead  of  wantonly  mooting  these  questions  concerning  their 
property,  as  if  it  were  an  exercise  in  law,  to  found  it  on  the 
solid  rock  of  prescription — the  soundest,  the  most  general,  the 
most  recognizt'd  title  between  man  and  man  that  is  known  in 
municipal  or  in  j9u/^/ic  jurisprudence;  a  title  in  which  not  arbi- 
trary institutions,  but  the  eternal  order  of  things  gives  judg- 
ment; a  title  which  is  not  the  creature  but  the  master  of  pos- 
itive law;  a  title  which,  though  not  fixed  in  its  termy  is  rooted 
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in  its  principles  in  the  law  of  natnre  itself,  and  is  indeed  the 
original  ground  of  all  known  property;  for  all  property  in 
soil  will  always  be  traced  back  to  that  source,  and  will  rest 
there.  *  •  •  These  gentlemen  know  as  well  as  I  that  in 
England  we  have  always  had  a  prescription  or  limitation,  as 
all  nations  have  against  each  other  J  (Letter  to  Son:  Works, 
vol.  6,  p.  412.  See  also  speech  on  English  Constitution,  vol.  7, 
p.  94.) 

"We  add  expressions  on  the  subject  from  two  of  the  great 
departments  of  the  United  States  Government,  that  of  State 
and  that  of  Justice.  Mr.  Bayard,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  note 
to  Mr.  Muruaga,  December  3, 1886,  said: 

"'The  same  presumption  maybe  almost  as  strongly  drawn 
from  the  delay  in  making  application  to  this  Department  for 
redress.  Time,  said  a  great  modern  jurist,  following  therein  a 
still  greater  ancient  moralist,  while  he  carries  in  one  hand  a 
scythe  by  which  he  mows  down  vouchers  by  which  unjust 
claims  can  be  disproved,  carries  in  the  other  hand  an  hourglass 
which  determines  the  period  after  which,  for  the  sake  of  peace 
and  in  conformity  with  sound  political  philosophy,  no  claims 
whatever  are  permitted  to  be  pressed.  The  rule  is  sound  in 
morals  as  well  as  in  law,^  (Wharton,  Int.  L.  Appendix,  vol.  iii. 
See  Oralis  infra.) 

"The  Government  of  the  United  States  was  indebted  to 
Beside  upon  a  judgment.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
1868  undertook  to  withhold  a  part  of  it,  because  of  an  alleged 
indebtedness  of  Beside  to  the  government  of  twenty-three 
years'  standing.  The  question  of  his  right  to  do  so  was  referriBd 
to  Attorney-General  Black,  and  the  following  is  a  part  of  his 
answer  to  the  President  under  date  July  21, 1858 : 

" '  It  is  a  decisive  answer  to  say  that  the  claim  is  based  on 
transactions  which  are  twenty-three  years  old.  It  is  a  rule  of 
common  sense  and  reason  as  well  as  law  that  when  a  party  has 
lain  by  with  a  claim  until  the  evidence  concerning  it  has  ceased 
to  exist,  and  then  produces  it,  the  other  party  is  not  bound  to 
explain  it.  It  is  presumed  that  he  could  explain  it  if  his  wit- 
nesses were  alive  and  his  papers  preserved,  and  that  presump- 
tion shall  stand  in  place  of  all  the  proof  which  might  have 
been  demanded  when  the  matter  was  fresh. 

"  <  I  admit  that  the  statutes  of  limitation  can  not  be  pleaded 
against  the  Government  ass  a  technical  bar.  I  do  not  speak  of 
that  conclusive  legal  presumption  which  would  be  created  in 
six  years  against  an  individual;  but  the  Government  is  bound, 
like  anybody  else,  by  the  rules  of  evidence  and  by  the  natural 
presumptions  arising  from  the  facts  of  the  case.  In  some 
countries  there  are  no  statutes  of  limitation;  in  all  countries 
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betweeu  the  two  schools,  as  we  conceive,  partly  at  least,  ^  lies 
in  the  terms.'  Prescription  is  confounded  with  limitation ;  not 
strangely  either,  considering  the  history  of  the  terms  carrying 
the  two  ideas,  the  common  purpose  to  be  attained,  and  the 
consequent  extent  of  their  indiscriminate  use.  As  the  dis- 
tinction is  to  be  sharply  marked  in  reaching  a  correct  conclu- 
sion on  the  question  under  consideration,  we  briefly  note  that 
history  and  some  distinguishing  features  between  the  two. 

^<  Under  the  Theodosian  code,  which  required  certain  actions 
to  be  brought  within  a  stated  period  after  the  cause  of  action 
arose,  a  plea  that  the  action  was  begun  too  late  was  called 
'prsescriptio'  by  the  Roman  lawyers,  just  as  it  is  now  called 
by  the  English  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitation.  Title  and 
rights  by  this  means — enjoyment  for  the  defined  period — were 
secured  or  maintained. 

'<  Usucapio  indicated  ownership  acquired  by  enjoyment 
through  long  though  undefined  lapse  of  time. 

^^  Subsequently,  under  Justinian's  code,  usucapio  was  dropped 
and  pr^scriptio  used  to  express  both  ideas;  and  thus  the  latter 
term  has  come  down  to  us,  its  derivative  carrying  the  two 
meanings  with  modifications  engrafted  on  it,  in  the  course  of 
the  centuries.  In  the  changes  wrought  prescription  seems  to 
have  yielded  its  own  meaning  to  that  of  the  disused  word,  and 
found  expression  in  some  nations  for  its  old  signification  in  a 
distinct  term. 

"Mr.  Markby,  from  whose  lectures  on  the  Elements  of  Law 
we  have  freely  drawn,  says: 

"  <  In  France  and  Italy,  whether  a  man  claims  that  ownership 
is  transferred  to  him  by  ]X)sse8sion,  or  whether  he  defends 
himself  on  the  ground  that  the  action  is  brought  too  late,  he 
calls  it  prescription. 

"  *  In  Germany  the  acquisition  of  ownership  by  possession  is 
called  ^'Ersitzung,"  and  the  bar  to  the  action  "  Verjahrung." 
We  use  in  England  the  terms  prescription  and  limitation. 
And  inasmuch  as  the  two  things  are  really  different  it  is  better 
to  have  the  two  names.  In  England  the  word  "  prescription  " 
(as  defined  by  Lord  Coke)  signifies  the  acquisition  of  title  by 
length  of  time  and  enjoyment.  This  would  serve  as  a  general 
description  of  usucapio.'    (Elements  of  Law,  ch.  13.) 

"  While  statutes  of  limitation  are  doubtless  in  good  part 
aimed  to  be,  as  they  are  often  alluded  to  as,  expressions  of 
prescription,  they  are,  nevertheless,  inaccurate  expressions, 
because,  for  one  thing,  of  their  rigidity  and  want  of  adaptation 
to  varying  conditions  and  circumstances. 
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"It  would  be  a  bold  assertion  to  say  they  are  correct  embodi- 
ments of  true  presumptive  evidence,  when,  for  instance,  in 
the  States  of  this  ^Union  the  statutory  periods  within  which 
actions  of  ejectment  may  be  brought  range  all  the  way  from 
five  to  forty  years,  and  those  upon  promissory  notes  from  two 
to  twenty  years. 

"  A  conclusive  legal  ^presumption,'  such  as  is  said  to  arise 
undei  these  statutes,  is  not  a  rule  of  inference,  but  one  attach- 
ing itself  to  a  given  state  of  facts  upon  grounds  of  public 
policy.  (Greenleaf,  Ev.  §  32.)  It  does  not  postulate  the  truth 
of  the  facts,  except  in  a  general  sense,  or  the  furtherance  of 
justice  in  erery  instance.    For  example: 

"  ^  It  does  not  assume,'  says  Greenleaf, '  that  all  simple  con- 
tract debts  of  six  years'  standing  are  paid,  nor  that  every  man 
quietly  occupying  land  twenty  years  as  his  own  has  a  valid 
title  by  grant;  but  it  deems  it  expedient  that  claims,  opposed 
by  such  evidence  as  the  lapse  of  those  periods,  should  not  be 
countenanced,  and  that  society  is  more  benefited  by  a  refusal 
to  entertain  such  claims  than  by  suffering  them  to  be  made 
good  by  proof.' 

'*On  the  contrary,  prescription  is  a  ^rule'  of  inference;  not 
necessarily  perhaps  that  debts  have  been  paid  or  titles  granted, 
or  other  particular  thing  done,  but  that  something  at  least  has 
transpired  which,  in  the  natural  order,  as  the  Civilians  say, 
forms  a  basis  and  demand  for  its  operation.  It  is  no  more  the 
creature  of  legislative  will  than  is  any  other  induction.  That 
the  lapse  of  time,  variant  according  to  circumstances,  needed 
to  raise  a  rational  presumption  of  a  past  occurrence  happens 
to  coincide  in  a  particular  case  with  the  statutory  period  in 
that  behalf  does  not  make  prescription  and  statutory  limita- 
tion one.  They  are  always  distinct.  The  former  relates  to 
substance,  is  the  same  in  all  jurisdictions,  and  aims  at  justice 
in  every  case,  while  the  latter  pertains  to  process,  varies  as  a 
rule  in  all  jurisdictions,  and  from  time  to  time  often  arbitrarily 
in  the  same  one,  and  admits  occasional  individual  injustice. 
Lord  Coke,  as  seen,  thought  prescription  'abideth'  at  com- 
mon law  notwithstanding  the  '  estatute.' 

"The  supreme  court  of  California  mark  the  distinction  thus: 

"^They  [statutes  of  limitation]  essentially  differ  from  the 
civil  law  doctrine  of  prescription,  as  they  act  simply  upon  and 
defeat  the  remedy,  while  the  latter  defeats  the  right  also.' 
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<<And  again  iu  a  later  case: 

^<<No  presamptioii  is  to  be  raised  either  as  to  payment  or 
otherwise  from  the  mere  lapse  of  the  statutory  period,  any 
more  than  would  naturally  arise  as  to  any  other  stale  demand.' 

"And  such  is  the  generally  accepted  modern  view. 

"Prescription  has  been  denied  a  place  in  the  public  law 
because  it  has  ^no  definite  fixed  limit'  (Pomeroy,«tfpra),  which 
is  very  like  objecting  to  it  because  it  is  not  limitation. 

"As  before  seen,  prescription  was  recognized  when  limitation 
was  yet  unknown.  Bracton  knew  of  it  at  common  law  before 
the  English  statutes  on  the  subject.  Courts  of  equity,  where 
limitation  acts  do  not  apply,  have  invariably  given  lapse  of 
time  due  weight  in  adjudications.  They  have  always  refused 
to  enforce  stale  demands  without  undertaking  to  fix  precise 
times  for  imparting  the  infirmity.  Each  case  is  left,  under 
general  principles,  to  be  adjudged,  as  to  time,  according  to  its 
own  character  and  circumstances.  And  the  doctrine  has  been 
applied  to  the  state  acting. for  its  citizens.  In  The  United 
States  V.  Beebee,  McOreary,  J.,  in  a  suit  where  the  United 
States  Ooveniment  sought  (in  the  interest  of  certain  patentees) 
to  recover  land  adversely  held  for  a  long  period  under  color  of 
title,  held : 

"^Although  the  general  rule  is  that  statutes  of  limitation  do 
not  run  against  the  state,  yet  when  the  state  resorts  to  equity 
for  relief  it  must  come  on  the  same  condition  with  other  suitors, 
and  a  stale  claim  by  the  state  may  be  rejected  for  that  reason, 
as  it  might  when  presented  by  an  individual.'    (17  G.  L.  J.  77.) 

"  On  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  (127 
U.  S.,  346),  while  disavowing  imputation  of  laches  to  govern- 
ment for  negligence  of  officers  in  matters  of  state  concern, 
affirmed  the  judgment,  and  said: 

"'Courts  of  equity  "refuse  to  interfere  to  give  relief  where 
there  has  been  negligence  in  prosecuting  the  claim,  or  where 
the  lapse  of  time  has  been  so  long  as  to  afford  a  clear  pre- 
sumption that  the  witnesses  to  the  original  transaction  are 
dead,  and  the  other  means  of  proof  have  disappeared."' 

"One  had  as  well  essay  to  bound  memory,  or  the  occurrences 
that  constitute  negligence,  by  exact  limits  of  duration,  as  to 
attempt  to  define  just  what  shall  be  time's  effiux  to  establish 
true  prescriptive  rights.  Parties,  subject-matter,  habits,  con- 
ditions, circumstances,  enter  into  the  problem.    It  is  one  thing 
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to  forget  or  be  able  to  show  how  one  came  by  a  farm,  and 
another  how  one  came  by  some  animal  on  the  farm.  The  fact 
that  a  nation  obtained  a  particular  territory  by  devastating 
war  will  be  treasured  in  memory  long  after  every  vestige  of 
the  transactions  by  which  the  implements  of  war  were  pro- 
cured shall  have  been  obliterated,  and  long  after  the  titles  of 
its  bountied  soldiers  shall  have  been  lost  in  oblivion. 

^'To  withhold  causelessly  a  demand  for  goods  sold  until  the 
witnesses  to  the  transaction  and  other  usual  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  facts  have,  in  ordinary  course,  passed  away,  is 
negligent  conduct;  while  to  withhold  a  bond  issued  by  public 
authority  and  of  which  presumptively  a  public  register  is  kept 
for  a  like  time  after  maturity  may  not  be.  It  is  true  experi- 
ence teaches  that  such  and  such  things  are  apt  to  occur  ordi- 
narily in  about  such  and  such  times  in  the  affairs  of  men,  but  it 
also  recognizes  the  impossibility  of  prescribing  exact  periods 
for  the  occurrences,  as  well  as  the  certainty  of  occasional  de- 
partures from  the  general  rule. 

"If  to  day  A  have  a  watch  of  B  procured  ten  years  ago, 
and  both,  in  the  multiplicity  of  their  mutual  dealings  and 
exchanges,  have  forgotten  the  circumstances  of  such  procure- 
meut,  and  all  means  of  determining  the  true  ownership  are 
lost,  whose  watch  does  it  become?  A's.  His  title  arises  out 
of  the  necessity  of  the  situation,  or  as  Pothier  says  of  pre- 
scription, it  is  founded  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  If  in 
less  complex  transactions  a  like  situation  should  arise  only  at 
the  end  of  twenty  years  the  result  would  then  be  the  same. 
All  know  that  coutiuued  possession  by  A  and  disregard  or 
neglect  of  his  property  by  B  will  ultimately  so  terminate. 
But  no  earthly  power  can  prescribe  just  what  lapse  of  time 
will  be  necessary  to  create  that  situation.  To  decree  when 
such  a  condition  shall  be  deemed  to  exist  is  another  thing. 
That  can  be  done  by  legislation  or  by  treaty  stipulation,  and 
when  done  constitutes  limitation — not  prescription. 

"It  is  this  prescription  which  underlies,  varies  from,  ante- 
dates, and,  as  Phillimore  says,  forms  the  model  for  municipal 
limitation  regulations  that  the  writers  asserting  the  existence 
of  the  doctrine  in  the  international  law  refer  to  and  treat  of. 

"On  careful  consideration  of  the  authorities  on  the  subject, 
much  of  whose  discussion  is  only  remotely  applicable  to  the 
question  as  it  is  presented  to  us,  we  are  of  opinion  that  by 
their  decided  weight — we  might  say  by  very  necessity — pre- 


LIMITATION   AND   PRESCRIPTION.  4195 

scriptiou  has  a  place  in  the  international  system,  and  is  to  be 
regarded  in  these  adjudications. 

'^^Trne,  but  few  of  them  make  reference  to  individual  claims 
or  to  debts  by  one  state  on  account  of  transactions  with  citi- 
zens of  another  state.  But  the  principles  recognized  are 
general.  Founded  in  nature,  their  application  is  imperative 
and  broad  as  human  transactions.  They  reach  to  debts  neces- 
sarily, as  Domat  shows. 

^<  If  an  article  be  paid  for  when  bought  and  the  money  left  as 
a  special  deposit  with  the  purchaser,  time,  under  the  doctrine, 
will  run  against  a  claim  for  it  A  fortiori  does  it  run,  where 
the  money  is  not  segregated  from,  but  left  with  the  common 
fund  of  the  buyer.  Besides,  the  right  to  defend  against  is  as 
substantial  as  the  right  to  assert  a  demand.  Its  impairment 
is  an  injury.  One  whose  act  or  negligence  results  in  such  in- 
jury must  be  charged  in  justice  with  its  consequences.  The 
causeless  withholding  of  a  claim  against  a  state  until,  in  the 
natural  order  of  things,  the  witnesses  to  the  transaction  are 
dead,  vouchers  lost,  and  thereby  the  means  of  defense  essen- 
tially curtailed,  is  in  effect  an  impairment  of  the  right  to  defend. 
The  public  law  in  such  cases,  where  the  facts  constituting  tho 
claim  are  disputed  and  disputable,  presumes  a  defense.  But 
where  there  is  valid  reason  for  the  withholding  the  case  is 
different  The  presumption  is  referable  to  some  fault  of  the 
claimant  Incapacity,  disability,  want  of  legal  agencies,  i)re- 
vention  by  war,  well-grounded  fear,  and  the  like  are  not 
faults.  Abandoned  or  neglected  property  or  rights  only  are 
prescriptible. 

'*Vattel  says: 

"  'As  prescription  can  not  be  grounded  on  any  but  an  abso- 
lute or  lawful  presumption,  it  has  no  foundation  if  the  propri- 
etor has  not  r^ly  neglected  his  right.' 

^^  Again : 

<<  After  showing  that  immemorial  prescription' confers  an 
indefeasible  title  because  it  is  founded  upon  a  possession  the 
origin  of  which  is  lost  in  oblivion,  he  adds: 

''  'In  cases  of  ordinary  prescription  the  same  argument  can 
not  be  used  against  a  claimant  who  alleges  just  reasons  for  his 
silence,  as  the  impossibility  of  speaking,  or  a  well-founded  fear, 
etc.,  because  there  is  then  do  longer  any  room  for  a  presump- 
tion that  he  has  abandoned  his  right.  It  is  not  his  fault  if 
people  have  thought  themselves  authorized  to  form  such  ^ 
5627— VOL.  4 61 


4196        INTERNATIONAL  ARBITRATIONS. 

presumption,  nor  ought  he  to  suffer  in  consequence.  He  can 
not,  therefore,  be  debarred  the  liberty  of  clearly  proving  his 
property.' 

"It  is  < ordinary  prescription'  subject  to  be  rebutted,  with 
which  we  are  especially  concerned.  How  is  one  in  practice  to 
know  in  a  given  case  when  it  arises,  it  may  be  inquired,  since 
it  has  no  fixed  periods,  and  no  analogies  to  guide  one  arising 
from  limitation  acts,  such  as  obtain  in  courts  of  equity.  A 
definitive  answer  it  would  be  difficult  to  frame.  But  in  general 
we  should  say,  where,  all  the  evidence  considered,  it  appears 
from  long  lapse  of  time  and  as  a  result  thereof  ordinarily  to 
have  been  apprehended,  that  material  facts  including  meaKS 
of  ascertain  ment  pertaining  to  support  or  defense  are  lost,  or 
so  obscured  as  to  leave  the  mind,  intent  on  ascertaining  the 
truth,  reasonably  in  doubt  about  them,  or  in  <  danger  of  mis- 
taking the  truth,'  a  basis  for  the  presumption  exists.  If  such 
situation  be  fairly  imputable  to  a  claimant's  laches  in  with- 
holding his  demand,  or,  in  Yattel's  phrase,  *when  by  his  own 
fault  he  has  suffered  matters  to  proceed  to  such  a  state  that 
there  would  be  danger  of  mistaking  the  truth,'  prescripti<»u 
operates  and  resolves  such  facts  against  him;  but  if  not  so 
imputable,  what  the  finding  must  be  becomes  a  question  of 
the  preponderence  of  testimony  merely,  leaving  each  party  to 
the  misfortune  time  may  have  wrought  for  him  in  the  support 
or  in  the  defense  of  the  claim. 

"While  prescription  names  and  can  name  no  particular  pe- 
riods, since  Sir  Matthew  Hale's  enunciation  to  that  effect 
twenty  years  have  been  looked  upon  as  about  the  time,  in  the 
ordinary  run  of  affairs,  required  to  give  rise  to  the  presump- 
tion. And  the  general  acceptance  of  that  time  is  evidence  of 
its  reasonable  foundation.  Still  it  must  be  said  the  constantly 
increasing  multiplicity  of  business  transactions  and  intercourse 
tends  to  suggest  a  shorter  period. 

"  In  this  eavse  it  is  not  shown  when  the  claim  was  first  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  United  States;  and  we  have  not  sought 
to  ascertain,  for,  in  the  view  we  take,  it  is  immaterial.  When- 
ever 80  brought,  it  came  cum  onere.  It  has  been  held  that 
statutes  of  limitation  can  be  pleaded  against  the  state  in 
an  action  upon  an  assigned  claim.  (United  States  v.  Buford,3 
Peters,  30.)  The  principle  applies  here,  and  continues  to  oper- 
ate until  time  ceases  to  run  against  the  claim^  so  to  speak. 
When  doe*»  it  so  cease  to  runt 
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^^It  has  been  urged  with  plaasibility  that  this  occurs  on  the 
claimant  invoking  the  aid  of  his  government,  becanse  then 
he  ceases  to  have  control  of  his  claim.  But  notice  to  the 
plaintiff  state  is  of  itself  no  protection  to  the  defendant  state. 
The  latter's  means  of  defeuse  may  be  dissipated  while  the 
claim  lies  in  the  archives  of  the  former,  and  thus  its  right 
to  defend  impaired  in  the  sense  above  indicated.  If  it  be  said 
the  plaintiff  state  is  an  interested  party  and  time  should  not 
begin  to  run  against  it  till  its  discovery  of  the  injury,  it  may 
be  answered  that  where  one  of  two  states  is  liable  to  be  placed 
at  a  disadvantage  by  the  conduct  of  a  citizen  it  should  be  that 
one  whose  citizen  he  is.  We  think  the  due  notification  to  the 
debtor  government  marks  the  proper  date.  This  puts  that 
government  on  notice,  and  enables  it  to  collect  and  preserve  its 
evidence  and  prepare  its  defense. 

"Of  course  time's  work  of  obscuration,  effacement,  and  de- 
struction goes  constantly  on  under  all  circumstances.  ^Time 
and  tide  wait  for  no  man.'  And  all,  we  apprehend,  is  meant 
by  its  failing  or  its  ceasing  to  run  against  a  claim  is  that  in 
such  event  that  work  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  laches  of  the 
claimant.  Delays  are  therefore  harmful.  Honest  claims  and 
honest  defenses  suffer  by  them;  only  dishonest  ones  profit. 
And  so  it  is  a  delayed  demand  naturally  excites  criticism, 
even  where  it  escapes  the  ban  of  suspicion,  and  the  greater 
the  delay  the  stronger  the  tendency  in  this  direction. 

"In  a  recent  case,  the  claim  of  Carlos,  Butterfield  &  Co.,  of 
New  Tork,  against  the  Government  of  Denmark,  Sir  Edmund 
Monson,  the  British  minister  in  Athens,  tlie  arbitrator  under 
a  treaty  (1888)  between  the  United  States  and  Denmark, 
where  it  appeared  that  a  lapse  of  less  than  six  years  inter- 
vened between  the  occurrences  (1854-55)  complained  of  (being 
acts  of  the  public  authorities  of  the  Island  of  St.  Thomas  in 
regard  to  claimants'  ships,  and  of  which  the  government  at 
Washington  had  prompt  notice)  and  the  official  notification  of 
the  claim  to  the  Danish  Oovernment,  said,  while  denying  the 
insistence  of  Denmark  that  such  delay  constituted  a  conclu- 
sive objection  to  the  validity  of  the  claim,  that  neither  claim- 
ants nor  the  United  States  Government  used  due  diligence, 
^a/nd  have  thereby  exposed  themselves  to  the  legitimate  criticism 
of  the  Danish  Oovernment  on  their  dilatory  action.^ 

"It  is  said  there  are  old  claims  about  which  there  is  and 
can  be  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts,    it  is  enough  to  say  as  to 
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such,  that  the  present  holding  does  not  stand  in  their  way. 
The  statement  of  Mr.  Grall^,  Acting  Secretary  of  State,  to 
which  oar  attention  has  been  directed,  namely,  ^  Gk)yernments 
are  presnioed  to  be  always  ready  to  do  justice;  and  whether 
a  claim  be  a  day  or  a  century  old,  so  that  it  is  well  founded, 
every  principle  of  natural  equity  and  of  sound  morals  requires 
that  it  should  be  paid/  may  not  in  itself  perhaps  be  opposed 
to  prescription.  *  Conceded  that  a  claim  ^is  well  founded,' 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  occasion  for  prescriptive  or  other 
evidence  in  regard  to  it.  The  objection  to  the  remark,  in  the 
connection  in  which  it  was  employed,  is,  that  it  assumed  the 
truth  of  the  matter  in  controversy,  to  wit,  the  validity  of 
the  claim,  for  the  ascertainment  of  which  the  principle  was 
invoked.  As  to  any  admitted  or  indisputable  fact,  the  public 
law,  not  resting  'upon  the  niceties  of  a  narrow  jurisprudenoe, 
but  upon  the  enlarged  and  solid  principles  of  state  morality,' 
we  are  inclined  to  think,  would  not  oppose  the  lapse  of  time, 
except  for  the  protection  of  intervening  rights,  should  there  be 
such,  even  where  municipal  prescription  might. 

"The  contention  urged  with  force,  we  should  have  before 
observed,  that  tbe  plaintiff  government  conclusively  adjudges 
the  question  of  laches  on  the  part  of  claimants  as  against  the 
defendant  government  is  not,  we  think,  tenable.  It  is  only 
another  form  of  denying  prescription.  If  both  governments 
are  not  bound  by  the  principle,  it  is  not  the  law.  If  it  be  the 
law,  as  we  hold,  neither  can  determine  the  occasion  of  its  apph- 
cation  for  the  other.  By  the  same  title  the  United  States 
decides  a  claim  is  not,  Venezuela  may  declare  it  is,  barred.  Of 
course,  in  their  diplomatic  discussions  each  government  must 
determine  the  law  for  itself. 

"And  the  decisions  of  each,  we  may  remark  on  the  other 
hand,  on  such  questions  are  entitled  to  high  respect.  Such 
decisions  are  not  to  be  taken,  as  has  been  suggested,  as  per- 
suasive arguments  in  support  of  or  against  claims  in  the  ordi- 
nary acceptation.  The  state  or  foreign  afiaii's  department  of  a 
government  always  commands  the  services  of  the  most  learned, 
able,  and  experienced  statesmen  and  jurisconsults  the  country 
affords.  From  every  consideration  affecting  it,  its  purpose 
must  always  be  to  conform  its  decisions  to  the  public  law  in 
international  matters.  It  is,  of  course,  apparent  that  such 
decisions  are  sometimes  not  the  law,  since  they  are  occasionally 
in  conflict  as  between  two  countries.-  They  are,  nevertheless, 
one  of  its  important  sources. 
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''In  some  of  .the  cases  argaed  long  x)erio€l8  have  interyeaed 
after  dne  notificatioiis  of  claims  by  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment to  that  of  Venezuela,  in  which  no  official  mention  of  them 
is  made  by  either  government.  It  is  urged  that  such  lapses 
should,  on  general  principles,  be  held  to  operate  peculiarly 
against  claimants.  Though  the  question  is  not  involved  in 
this  case,  we  have  considered  it,  and  have  thought  it  worth 
while  here  to  say  we  are  unable  to  find  authority  or  a  satisfac- 
tory footing  for  this  insistence  as  a  general  proposition.  There 
are  so  many  things  that  may  induce  one  government  not  to 
press  pending  demands  against  another,  disconnected  with  the 
demands  themselves,  consideration  for  the  condition  and  wel- 
fare of  the  debtor  state  itself  being  prominent  among  them, 
that  we  are  disposed  to  think  the  true  and,  so  far  as  we  are 
advised,  the  usual  way  is  to  regard  time  in  such  cases,  in 
the  absence  of  circumstances  evincing  abandonment,  as  no 
respecter  of  persons. 

'^Upon  these  principles,  too  lengthily  discussed,  without 
awaiting  further  proof  called  for  in  defense  from  Venezuela, 
we  disallow  claim  No.  36.  It  was  withheld  too  long.  The 
claimants'  verification  of  the  old  urgent  account  of  1841, 
twenty-six  years  after  its  date,  without  cause  for  the  delay, 
supposing  it  to  be  competent  testimony,  is  not  sufficient  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  overcome  the  presumption  of 
settlement" 

Little,  oommimioner,  for  the  commission,  John  H.  WUliams  v.  Venezuela, 
No.  96,  United  States  and  Venezuelan  Commission,  convention  of  Decen|- 
ber6, 1885. 

In   the   case  of    Jnn    Eulogia    Garcia   Cadiz,    mne 
Oase  of  AsXL  Balogia  known  as  Loreita  O,  Barherie,  v.  Venezuela,  No.  47,  Mr. 
Oaiaia  Oadii.       Findlay  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  same  commission, 
said: 

''At  the  threshold  of  this  case  there  is  a  jurisdictional  question  which 
might  give  rise  to  serious  difflcnity  if  the  claim  was  well  founded  in  other 
respects.  By  the  terms  of  the  treaty  we  are  only  at  liberty  to  pass  upon 
such  claims  as  were  presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or 
to  its  legation  at  Caracas  before  the  iHt  day  of  August  1868.  The  papers 
in  this  case  were  submitted  by  the  legation  to  the  old  commission  on  the 
1st  of  Aagost  1868,  but  there  is  no  positive  proof  that  they  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  legation  prior  to  that  date,  and  by  the  strict  terms  of  the 
language  above  quoted  would  be  excluded.  It  appears,  however,  that 
they  were  mailed  firom  New  York  on  the  22d  of  June  1868  to  D.  M.  Tal- 
mage,  the  oomndssioner  of  the  United  States,  then  engaged  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  official  duty  at  Caracas,  and  in  due  course  ought  to  have 
reached  him  in  time  to  have  been  filed  with  the  legation  before  the  Ist  of 
the  following  August.    Had  they  been  transmitted  to  the  legation  instead 
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of  Mr.  Tolmage  we  might  have  been  willing  to  pTesnme  that  they  wece 
received  in  time  to  come  within  the  terms  of  the  present  submission;  bat, 
sent  as  they  were,  there  is  no  presamption  to  be  made  in  favor  of  their 
timely  receipt.  The  questio??^  however,  is  not  a  very  important  one, 
because  on  examining  the  papers  and  proofs  submitted  we  must  reject 
the  claim  upon  other  grounds  which  go  to  its  merits.  The  petition  alleges 
that  Jos^  Felix  Garcia  Cadiz  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
he  acted  as  agent  for  an  agent  of  the  Grovemment  of  Venezuela  to  purchase 
arms  for  her  forces  then  engaged  in  the  war  for  independence,  and  that 
in  the  performance  of  this  service  he  was  caused  to  suffer  a  pecuniaiy  loss 
which  is  variously  stated,  and  in  such  a  loose  and  unsatisfactory  manner 
that  we  can  neither  discern  the  precise  nature  of  his  injury  nor  the  extent 
of  his  losses.  The  contract  under  which  it  is  claimed  he  was  acting  is 
not  among  the  papers,  nor  do  they  supply  the  evidence  by  which  we  can 
ascertain  its  terms.  It  appears,  however,  to  adopt  the  language  of  the 
petition,  'that  during  the  years  1810,  1811,  1812,  and  thereabouts,  the  said 
Cadiz  was  the  agent  of  the  Venezuelan  Government  in  the  United  States, 
acting  by  request  and  under  the  direction  of  Don  Juan  Vicente  Bolivar, 
then  agent  of  Venezuela  in  the  United  States  of  America,  and  as  such  pur- 
chased arms,  in  the  neighborhood  of  five  thonsand  muskets,  for  the  Ven- 
ezuelan Government,  at  twelve  (12)  dollars  each,  for  which  he  was  obliged 
to  pay  in  part,  and  on  which  he  advanced  considerable  of  his  own  money, 
and  for  which  the  said  Bolivar  as  agent  for  the  said  Venezuelan  Govern- 
ment agreed  that  he  should  be  paid.' 

'*  Reference  is  then  made  to  a  petition  of  his  brother,  Don  Ramon  Garcia, 
dated  July  28,  1811,  and  the  papers  thereto  annexed,  as  supplying  the 
evidence  which  supports  the  averments  of  fact  as  above  quoted.  An 
examination  of  these  papers  shows  that  they  consist  of  a  letter  addressed 
to  some  one  as  'Most  Puiasant  Sir,'  and  who,  from  the  context,  would 
appear  to  have  been  a  person  in  high  authority  in  Venezuela,  particularly 
as  the  writer  expecta  a  great  deal  from  the  equity  of  this  individual, 
whom,  in  the  closing  paragraph,  he  styles  '  Your  Highness.'  This  letter 
is  dated  'Caracas,  July  SS,  /«?//,' and,  although  apparently  written  by 
Don  Ramon  Garcia,  is  not  signed  by  anybody.  This  is  the  foundation  of 
the  claim,  and  it  rests,  therefore,  upon  an  unsigned  letter  addressed  to 
nobody.  The  claim,  in  fact,  likej^n  air  plant,  seems  to  draw  sustenance 
from  every  source  except  its  roots.  On  examining  it,  however,  we  find 
that  the  case  made  does  not  accord  fully  with  the  facts  as  alleged  in  the 
petition.  The  case  as  presented  by  the  letter  represents  Joseph  Cadiz  as 
being  exposed  to  an  action  by  the  manufacturers  for  breach  of  contract, 
and  as  certain  to  sufler  in  credit  by  the  failure  of  Venezuela  to  take  all 
the  muskets  ordered,  besides  suffering  a  direct  pecuniary  loss  by  the 
advance  of  $3,000  on  account  of  muskets  and  the  payment  of  as  mnch 
more  on  account  of  Bolivar,  who  had  agreed  to  advance  it,  but  failed. 

**  There  is  no  mention  made  of  any  loss  su tiered  by  the  claimant  in  con- 
sequence of  the  difference  between  the  price  paid  for  the  muskets  and  the 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  coffee  for  which  they  were  bartered. 

''Appended  to  this  letter,  however,  is  a  statement  of  account,  under 
date  of  July  12,  1823,  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  Joseph  Cadiz,  and 
which  is  entitled  'A  statement  of  the  debt  and  its  interests  of  Don  Jiian 
Vicente  Bolivar,  agent  of  Venezuela  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
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during  the  year  1811.'  In  this  account  Cadiz  charges  for  $10,851,  with 
eleven  years'  interest  on  the  same,  $6,161;  as  a  sum  of  money  due  him  on 
3;617  muskets  at  $12.50  apiece,  explaining  the  item  as  follows:  'These 
muskets  were  bartered  for  coffee  at  the  rate  of  100  lbs.  of  coffee  for  each 
musket ;  and,  the  coffee  having  been  sold  in  Philadelphia  at  $9  per  100  lbs. 
to  meet  the  manufacturers'  claims/  etc.,  there  was  a  difference  as  above 
stated  against  the  accountant  of  the  principal  sum  of  $10,851. 

''  Here,  then,  is  a  claimant  who,  through  his  brother  and  agent  in  1811, 
is  alleged  to  have  complained  to  some  anonymous  body  in  Venezuela  that 
he  had  been  injured  by  the  refusal  of  the  agent  of  that  government  in  the 
United  States  to  carry  out  a  contract  with  respect  to  the  purchase  of  mus- 
kets, and  yet  who  fails  to  mention  what  in  eleven  years  afterwards,  accord- 
ing to  an  account  then  made  up  by  him,  becomes  one  of  the  principal 
items  of  his  loss.  Not  only  so,  but  the  claimant  himself,  in  making  up 
this  account,  does  it  so  loosely  that  he  makes  an  error  of  $1,806.50  in  the 
3,617  muskets  item,  charging  for  them  $43,404,  at  $12.50  per  musket,  which 
at  that  rate  would  yield  $45,212.50.  It  is  true  this  error  is  against  him, 
but  aa  an  evidence  of  the  looseness  with  which  the  account  is  stated  it 
matters  not  on  which  side  of  the  column  it  occurs.  A  man  with  a  bona 
fide  claim  and  a  reasonable  ex}>ectation  of  having  it  paid  does  not  usually 
fall  into  such  errors.  There  is  another  thing  to  be  noticed  in  connection 
with  this  account.  The  lot  of  583  muskets  complete  with  bayonets  is 
mentioned  as  having  been  'taken  along  with  him ; '  that  is,  Bolivar.  The 
other  lot  of  3,617  is  called  '  the  remainder  received  from  the  manufacturers,' 
and  would  appear  to  have  been  paid  for  in  coffee,  which  fell  short  of  the 
agreed  price  by  $10,851.  Were  these  muskets  received  by  Venezuela  or 
notf  The  letter  of  Don  Ramon  Garcia  before  referred  to,  under  date  of 
July  28, 1811,  and  which  constitutes  the  first  presentation  of  the  claim- 
ant's case,  in  its  general  tenor  would  seem  to  very  pointedly  indicate  that 
the  5,000  muskets  bargained  for  in  some  way  by  Cadiz  and  Bolivar  had 
not  been  delivered.  The  language  of  Don  Ramon  is  as  follows :  '  But  on 
asking  of  the  above-mentioned  agent,  Don  Juan  Vicente  Bolivar,  the 
amount  which  was  to  be  paid  as  first  installment,  the  agent  refused  to  pay 
it,  and  Don  Jos^  Felix  (meaning  Cadiz)  was  left  to  pay  the  debt'  (that  is, 
as  we  understood  it,  the  first  installment).  The  writer  then  goes  on  to 
say :  'And  as  about  that  time  Don  Telesforo  Orea  succeeded  Mr.  Bolivar 
in  the  agency  and  authority  of  the  same,  when  the  time  for  the  fulfillment 
.  of  the  contract  for  the  5,000  muskets  was  up  Don  Jos^  Felix  (that  is, 
Cadiz)  called  on  Bolivar,  who  told  him  to  see  Orea  about  the  matter.  He 
did  so,  but  Orea  sent  him  back  to  Bolivar;  therefore  (italics  ours)  the 
brother  of  the  undersigned  (although,  as  we  have  before  stated,  the  letter 
is  signed  by  nobody)  is  greatly  exposed  to  be  ruined  if,  as  it  seems  naturalf 
the  manufacturers  sue  him  and  take  ponsession  of  his  goods'  (italics  again  ours). 

**  From  this  statement  it  would  appear  that  the  muskets  were  not  deliv- 
ered, and  that  what  excited  the  fraternal  solicitude  of  Don  Ramon  was 
the  fear  that  his  brother  would  be  sued  for  a  breach  of  contract.  Besides, 
it  may  be  accepted  as  a  fact  which  requires  no  proof  that  the  manufac- 
turers would  not  have  parted  with  their  property  until  they  were  either 
paid  or  secured.  But,  again,  the  letter  goes  on  to  say  *  the  undersigned 
can  not  forbear  regretting,  in  the  first  place,  the  detriment  caused  to  this 
province  and  its  confederates  by  not  having  secured  the  considerable  number 
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of  arms  which  were  bargained  at  each  a  good  price,  considering  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  pay  50  cents  more  for  each  masket.' 
If  this  langnage  has  any  significance  at  all,  it  can  only  mean  that  Don 
Ramon,  in  1811,  in  the  possession  of  letters  recently  received,  as  he  states 
in  this  same  letter  before  quoted,  from  his  brother  in  the  United  States, 
complaining  of  the  coarse  of  Bolivar,  understood  the  caose  of  grievance 
to  be  that  the  claimant  had  made  a  bargain  for  mnskets  which  he  was  not 
able  to  fulfill,  and  that  his  liability  to  a  suit  for  breach  of  contract, 
together  with  certain  money  he  had  advanced  in  part  payment  for  the 
mnskets,  constituted  his  claim.  In  1823  the  claimant,  as  we  have  shown, 
appears  to  have  enlarged  his  claim,  and  it  then  appears  as  if  the  muskets 
had  been  delivered,  bat  he  failed  to  realize  in  full  what  was  agreed  to  be 
paid  for  them,  by  reason  of  the  coffee  which  was  taken  in  exchange  not 
bringing  as  much  per  pound  as  had  been  anticipated. 

''There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  in  the  papers  that  this  anonymous 
letter  and  this  account,  neither  of  them  sworn  to,  and  constituting  the 
grounds  of  claim,  were  ever  presented  by  anybody  to  anybody.  There  is 
a  minute  at  the  bottom  of  the  letter,  also  unsigned,  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows :  'The  executive  power  ordered  Don  Telesforo  Orea  to  fulfill  the  con- ' 
tract,  provided  that  its  terms  were  not  very  unreasonable.  This  was 
substantially  the  decision,  and  the  order  was  sent  to  him  thereupon.' 
From  this  it  would  appear,  however,  that  the  contract  had  not  been  ful- 
filled, and  the  muskets  not  delivered,  and  the  relief  desired  and  obtained 
by  the  claimant  was  the  escape  from  liability  for  a  breach  of  tbe  contract. 

"  The  claimant  appears  to  have  left  the  United  States  shortly  after 
these  occurrences  and  taken  up  his  abode  in  different  parts  of  South 
America,  not  returning,  however,  to  Venezuela.  He  finally  settled  in 
Santiago  de  Chile,  from  which  place  it  would  seem  ftom  an  indorsement 
on  the  account  before  mentioned,  he  communicated  with  his  brother  Don 
Ramon,  then  in  Caracas,  concerning  his  claim.  He  accordingly  sent  this 
account,  together  with  all  the  papers  in  his  case,  to  this  brother,  with  full 
power  of  attorney,  under  date  of  the  3d  of  May  1823,  to  collect  and  receive 
'all  the  amounts  due  to  him  in  ihe  Bepublio  of  Colombia,  and  specially  that 
he  may  demand  and  collect  the  amount  specified  in  the  documents  attached 
to  this  power  of  attorney.'  What  was  done  with  the  claim,  and  under 
this  power,  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  the  present  claimant,  a  daughter 
of  Mr.  Cadiz,  made  in  New  York  on  February  28,  1890,  in  which  she  says 
'that  according  to  deponent's  best  knowledge,  information,  and  belief, 
the  family  of  Ramon,  from  1823  to  about  1866,  all  of  which  time  they  had 
charge  and  possession  of  the  papers  on  which  this  claim  is  founded,  never 
collected  nor  received  anything  on  account  of  the  claim  in  question,  and  ' 
never  endeavored  or  undertook  to  collect  the  said  claim.*  *  *  *  So  it  slum- 
bered for  more  than  forty  years,  until  the  papers  were  sent  to  Mr.  Tal- 
mage  in  the  summer  of  1868,  as  before  described,  and  having  been  disal- 
lowed by  the  commission  of  which  he  was  a  member,  because  it '  was  not 
filed  with  the  United  States  legation  previous  to  the  organization  of  the 
commission,'  it  now  comes  before  us,  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  eighty 
years  from  the  origin  of  the  claim.  Both  the  original  claimant  and  his 
brother  Ramon,  to  whom  the  power  of  attorney  was  given,  appear  to  have 
died  in  1823,  but  while  the  power  was  thus  revoked,  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  parties  interested  should  not  have  presented  the  claim,  either  in 
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the  tribanals  of  Venezuela  or  throngb  the  good  offices  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  having  done  so  when  the  oircomstanceB  in  which  it  orig- 
inated were  oomparatively  recent,  not  even  endeavoring  or  undertaking  to 
collect  it,  bat  sleeping  on  their  rights  for  nearly  a  half  century,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  consideration  of  such  a  case,  even  if  we  could  ascer- 
tain with  reasonable  certainty  what  it  was,  would  do  violence  to  every 
principle  of  sound  policy  and  open  the  door  for  the  admission  of  any 
claim,  however  stale  and  obsonre.  It  is  true  that  this  commission  is  an 
international  tribunal  and  in  some  sense  is  not  fettered  by  the  narrow 
rules  and  strict  procedures  obtaining  in  municipal  courts,  but  there  are 
certain  principles,  having  their  origin  in  public  policy,  founded  in  the 
nature  and  necessity  of  things,  which  are  equally  obligatory  upon  every 
tribunal  seeking  to  administer  justice.  Great  lapse  of  time  is  known  to 
produce  certain  inevitable  results,  among  which  are  the  destruction  or 
the  obscuration  of  evidence,  by  which  the  equality  of  the  parties  is  dis- 
turbed or  destroyed,  and,  as  a  consequence,  renders  the  accomplishment 
of  exact  or  even  approximate  justice  impossible.  Time  itself  is  an  unwrit- 
ten statute  of  repose.  Courts  of  equity  constantly  act  upon  this  principle, 
which  belongs  to  no  code  or  system  of  municipal  judicature,  but  is  as 
wide  and  universal  in  its  operation  as  the  range  of  human  controversy. 
A  stale  claim  does  not  become  any  the  less  so  because  it  happens  to  be  an 
international  one,  and  this  tribunal  in  dealing  with  it  can  not  escape  the 
obligation  of  an  universally  recognized  principle,  simply  because  there 
happens  to  be  no  code  of  positive  rules  by  which  its  action  is  to  be  gov- 
erned. The  treaty  under  which  it  is  sitting  requires  that  its  decisions 
shall  be  made  in  conformity  with  justice,  without  defining  what  is  meant 
by  that  term.  We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  in  no  sense  in  which 
the  term  is  used  would  it  be  just  for  us  to  make  an  award  which  would 
require  the  levying  of  a  tax  on  the  whole  present  population  of  Venezuela 
to  pay  a  claim  which  originated  before  nearly  all  of  the  oldest  of  them  were 
bom,  and  which  is  presented  at  a  time  when  it  is  impossible  to  say 
whether  it  is  well  founded  or  not,  the  delay  being  without  excuse  or  jus- 
tification; and  we  accordingly  reject  the  olaim  and  dismiss  the  petition." 


CHAPTER  LXX, 


MEASURE  OF  DAMAGES. 

<<Th6  last  question  which  occarred  at  the 
Owaof  the'^Betay:"  board  in  this  case  respected  the  rule  of  com- 

0  '  i        f  Mr'  P^'^^^^^^^  ^  ^  applied  to  it  in  relation  to  the 

THuVn^y.  '  cargo.    The  majority  were  of  opinion  that  the 

claimants  were  entitled  not  only  to  the  value 

of  their  merchandise,  but  the  net  profits  which  could  have 

been  made  of  it  at  the  port  of  destination,  if  the  voyage  had 

not  been  interrupted. 

^^  This  opinion  proceeded  upon  the  supposition  that  the  voy- 
age was  wrongfully  interrupted,  and  upon  that  supposition 
would  seem  to  be  free  of  exception.  It  has  been  questioned, 
however,  and  I  shall  of  course  assign  my  reasons  for  adopt- 
ing it. 

^^There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  illegal  capture  and  condem- 
nation of  this  vessel  and  cargo  have  given  to  the  claimants  a 
title  to  receive  from  the  British  Government  the  value  of  the 
things  of  which  they  were  deprived;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  they  have  not  also  a  title  to  receive  the  profits  that 
might  and  would  have  arisen  from  them. 

^^The  right  of  the  claimants  to  the  cargo  was  a  perfect  one; 
and  for  that  reason  they  are  authorized  to  demand  compensa- 
tion for  its  value;  but  this  right  was  in  no  respect  better  or 
more  perfect  than  their  right  to  proceed  upon  their  voyage  and 
to  make  such  profit  of  the  goods  as  the  situation  of  the  des- 
tined market  would,  at  the  time  of  the  vessel's  arrival,  enable 
them  under  all  circumstances  to  make. 

"  When  the  claimants  show  (and  a  majority  of  the  board 
have  determined  that  they  have  shown  it)  that  the  cargo 
belonged  to  them;  that  the  voyage  which  the  vessel  (also  the 
property  of  one  of  them)  had  commeuced  was  a  lawful  one; 
that  there  was  no  ground  upon  which  she  could  justifiably  be 
seized  or  detained — they  prove  a  complete  right  to  prosecute 
that  voyage  without  molestation,  and  to  acquire  such  advan- 
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tages  therefrom  as  in  the  course  of  trade  might  fidrly  be 
calculated  on. 

*' According  to  a  written  opinion  filed  by  one  of  the  board  on 
this  occasion,  no  compensation  is  due  for  the  violation  of  this 
latter  right,  for  it  states  ^  that  to  reimbnrse  the  claimants  the 
original  cost  of  their  property,  and  all  the  expenses  they  have 
actually  incurred,  together  with  interest  on  the  whole  amount, 
would  be  a  just  and  adequate  compensation.'  But  what  sub- 
stantial reason  can  be  assigned  why  one  of  the  claimants' 
rights  shall  be  selected  as  a  proper  object  of  compensation, 
while  another  of  their  rights,  equally  indisputable  and  equally 
violated,  shall  be  left  without  any  compensation  at  allt  No 
compensation  for  an  injury  can  hejtist  and  adequate  which  does 
not  repair  that  injury;  but  he  who  wrongfully  deprives  me  of 
a  lawful  profit,  which  I  am  employed  in  making,  can  not  be 
said  to  afiford  me  reparation  until  he  has  given  me  an  equiva- 
lent for  the  advantages  of  which  he  has  deprived  me,  to  which 
advantages  my  right  was  as  unquestionable  as  the  right  I  had 
in  the  things  from  which  they  were  to  arise. 

<<  1  Buth.  Inst.  Natl.  Law,  p.  405,  sec.  5 :  <  In  estimating  the 
damages  which  anyone  has  sustained,  where  such  things 
as  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  are  ui^ustly  taken  from  him,  or 
withholden  or  intercepted,  we  are  to  consider  not  only  the 
value  of  the  thing  itself,  but  the  value,  likewise,  of  the  fruits 
or  profits  that  might  have  arisen  from  it.  He  who  is  the  owner 
of  the  thing,  is  likewise  the  owner  of  such  fruits  or  profits,  so 
that  it  is  as  properly  a  damage  to  be  deprived  of  them  as  it  is 
to  be  deprived  of  the  thing  itself.'  But  it  is  to  be  considered 
whether  he  could  have  received  those  profits  without  any 
labor  or  expense,  because  if  he  could  not,  then  in  settling  the 
damages  for  which  reparation  is  to  be  made  the  profits  are 
not  to  be  rated  at  their  full  worth,  but  an  allowance  is  to  be 
made  for  the  labor  or  expense  of  collecting  or  receiving  them, 
and  when  the  labor  or  expense  is  deducted  from  their  fall 
worth,  the  remainder  is  all  that  he  has  lost,  and  consequently 
is  all  that  he  has  any  title  to  demand. 

<<Id.  p.  406:  ^In  rating  the  damages  which  a  man  has  sas- 
tained  we  are  to  estimate  something  more  than  the  present 
advantage  which  he  has  lost,  for  tlie  hope  or  expectation  of 
future  advantage  is  worth  something;  and  if  such  hope  or 
expectation  is  cut  off  by  the  injury  the  value  of  it  is  to  be 
allowed  him.    We  must,  however,  in  estimating  this  hope  be 
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careiiil  not  to  estimate  it  as  if  the  advantage  were  in  aetnal 
possession.  Proper  dedactions  are  to  be  made  for  the  acci- 
dents which  might  have  happened  to  disappoint  his  expecta- 
tions, and  in  proportion  as  these  accidents  are  greater  or  more 
in  number  or  more  likely  to  happen  a  greater  abatement  is  to 
be  made  in  consideration  of  them,  etc' 

" Id.  p.  409,  sec.  8:  'Not  only  the  damages  which  a  man  sus- 
tains from  an  unlawful  act  are  cliargeable  upon  them  who  do 
the  act,  but  those  damages  are  likewise  to  be  made  amends  for 
which  are  the  consequences  of  such  act.' 

'<The  foregoing  quotations  are  supported  by  Grotius,  B.  2, 
ch.  17,  sec.  4  and  5;  and  also  by  Puft'endorf. 

^'It  is  to  be  admitted  that,  in  the  case  before  the  board,  the 
claimants'  prospect  of  profits  (provided  insurance  had  not 
been  done  upon  both  profits  and  cargo)  was  not  entirely  cer- 
tain, for  the  cargo  might  have  been  damaged  or  lost;  and,  of 
course,  in  the  language  of  Kutherforth,  we  should  be  careful 
not  to  estimate  those  profits  as  if  they  were  in  actual  posses- 
sion. But  it  is  also  evident  that  the  jyrojiis  were  just  as  se- 
cure as  the  cargo  itself,  and  were  subject  to  no  other  risk  than 
the  cargo  was  exposed  to.  With  a  view  to  prices  there  was 
no  risk  at  all,  since  we  resort  to  the  prices  which  are  proved 
to  have  been  those  at  which  the  cargo  might  have  been  sold 
if  it  had  arrived.  In  that  respect  we  have  facts  by  which  to 
regulate  our  estimate  and  not  possibilities. 

'<If,  then,  the  danger  of  loss  oFor  injury  to  the  cargo  was 
the  only  circumstance  which  rendered  the  claimants'  profits 
precarious,  it  is  extremely  easy  to  make  an  allowance  for  that 
hazard  in  the  same  manner  as  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  the 
cargo  itself.  We  have  only  to  make  a  proper  deduction  for 
the  sea  risk,  and  for  this  the  rate  of  insurance  upon  such  a 
voyage  as  the  vessel  was  engaged  in  will  furnish  us  with  the 
best  possible  rule.  The  rate  of  insurance  is  the  value  of  the 
hazard,  and  it  is  that  criterion  upon  which  we  may  safely  rely, 
since  it  is  that  value  which  is  uniformly  paid  and  received  for 
the  sea  risk  by  those  who  are  able  from  their  pursuits  and  in- 
duced by  their  interests  to  calculate  it  accurately. 

"Some  objections  were  started  at  the  board  against  the 
ascertainment  of  the  probable  profits  by  reference  to  the  prices 
current  at  the  port  of  destination. 

"  It  was  said  to  be  better  to  give  10  per  cent  on  the  invoice 
price,  and  this  was  alleged  to  be  and  is  the  rule  in  the  court 
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of  admiralty  in  provision  cases  under  the  orders  of  April 
1795.  But  it  is  obvious  that  this  rule  is  an  arbitrary  one, 
suggested  indeed  by  a  good  principle,  but  not  acting  upon  it 
It  supposes  (what  is  true)  that  a  claimant  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation for  his  profits  as  well  as  for  his  capital,  and  so  far  it 
adds  weight  to  the  foregoing  remarks;  but  it  can  not  pretend 
to  ascertain  what  those  profits  would  be. 

^'  Ten  per  cent  may  be  either  more  or  less  than  a  just  compen- 
sation. It  may  be  a  good  average  rule  among  various  claim- 
ants (though,  if  it  is  so,  it  can  only  be  by  accident) ;  but  surely 
it  is  no  consolation  to  a  claimant,  who  gets  less  than  is  due  to 
him,  that  another,  with  whom  he  has  no  connection,  has  got 
more.  Our  province  is  to  render  justice  to  each  individual 
complainant.  It  is  not  suflicient  that  our  awards  shall  cover 
the  aggregate  losses  of  all  the  dififerent  parties  injured,  unless 
we  distribute  compensation  in  equitable  proportions. 

"  It  is  supposed  that  there  can  be  no  certainty  in  estimating 
profits  with  a  view  to  the  prices  current  at  the  port  of  desti- 
nation. I  am  satisfied  of  the  contrary.  To  ascertain  the  cur- 
rent prices  of  the  commodities  composing  the  cargo  at  the 
destined  market  at  any  given  time  is  neither  impossible  nor 
difficult.  What  those  commodities  were,  together  with  their 
quality,  may  be  shown  by  the  ship's  papers  and  other  testi- 
mony. The  deduction  for  risk  is  known  at  once  by  the  rate  of 
insurance  and  the  expenses  of  freight,  landing,  storing,  etc, 
and  the  amount  of  duties  no  person  can  be  at  a  loss  for.^  The 
principal  reason  assigned  for  this  uncertainty  is  the  difficulty 
of  fixing  the  precise  influence  which  the  arrival  not  only  of 
the  vessel  in  question,  but  of  other  American  vessels  detained 
by  British  cruisers,  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations,  would  have 
had  upon  the  market,  if  they  had  been  allo^s^ed  to  proceed  upon 
their  voyage. 

<^My  answer  to  this  is  that  any  influence  which  can  be 
attributed  to  the  arrival  of  the  particular  vessel  in  question 
ought  to  be  attended  to,  and  that  this  is  capable  of  a  reason- 
ably accurate  calculation;  but  that  the  possible  eifectof  tbe 
arrival  of  other  captured  vessels  upon  the  market  is  manifestly 
improper  for  our  consideration. 

^'The  claimants  had  a  right  to  make,  and  would  have  made^ 

*  '*  These  observationB  arc  confirmed  by  the  experieDce  we  baye  had  of  the 
operation  of  the  rale  in  the  several  rsines  to  which  it  has  been  applied, 
since  it  was  first  mlopt«d  by  tbe  board.  Its  execution  has  appeared  to  be 
easy  and  its  result  certain.'' 
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such  profits  of  their  voyage  as  the  actaal  (not  the  possible) 
state  of  the  intended  market  woald  afford.  The  circamstances 
by  which  that  state  was  produced  (whether  the  wreck  of  other 
vessels  boand  to  the  same  port,  or  their  illegal  detention  by 
British  or  other  cruisers)  could  neither  make  a  change  in  theu: 
right  nor  extenuate  the  violation  of  it.  I  can  not,  for  my  own 
part,  perceive  anything  monstrous  in  this  opinion,  but  I  can 
see  much  room  for  objection  to  the  opposite  doctrine  ^  that 
although  profit  is  the  lawful  object  of  a  merchant,  although  he 
has  a  right  to  make  such  profit  as  the  real^  not  the  hypothetical, 
situation  of  the  projected  market  holds  out  to  him,  yet  that  a 
belligerent,  unjustly  interfering  with  that  right  and  wresting 
from  him  the  effect  of  it,  is  not  bound  to  grant  him  retribution 
commensurate  with  the  actual  damage,  because  if  it  were  not 
for  the  unlawful  conduct  of  that  belligerent  towards  various 
other  neutral  merchants  the  actual  damage  might  have  been 

^^  If  the  prices  of  merchandise  at  the  port  of  destination  had 
been  inflamed  by  the  act  of  Ood  (the  wreck  of  many  vessels 
bound  to  that  port)  it  is  not  supposed  that  we  ought  to  con- 
sider in  the  estimate  of  the  neutraPs  probable  profits  the  influ- 
ence which  the  arrival  of  the  vessels  so  wrecked  might  have 
had  upon  those  prices.  In  such  a  case  it  is  agreed  that  the 
neutral  is  to  be  compensated  (if  he  is  to  be  allowed  any  profits 
at  all)  with  a  view  to  the  real  state  of  the  market,  or  at  least 
that  nothing  is  to  be  deducted  for  any  change  which  that  state 
might  have  undergone  if  the  vessels  had,  instead  of  being 
wrecked,  brought  their  cargoes  to  their  intended  ports;  and 
yet  one  would  think  that  the  belligerent  would  be  more  at 
liberty  to  set  up  the  act  of  God,  to  which  he  was  no  party,  in 
extenuation  of  the  retribution  required  of  him,  than  acts  of 
injustice  theretofore  committed  by  that  very  belligerent,  or  its 
commissioned  cruisers,  towards  the  fellow-citizens  of  the  claim- 
ants. It  does  not  appear  to  be  very  satisfactory  argument  to 
say  that  the  rule  adopted  by  the  board  is  uncertain,  although  it 
acts  upon  things  as  they  are^  because  a  state  of  things  not  exist- 
ing might  have  produced  an  incalculable  variation;  and  the 
argument  is  the  more  especially  unsatisfjMjtory  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  this  alleged  uncertainty,  which  a  belligerent  is 
made  to  urge  as  the  means  of  evading  reparation  for  a  wrong 
to  the  actual  extent  of  the  loss  resulting  from  it,  has  been  con- 
fessedly produced  by  the  illegal  conduct  of  that  belligerent  or 
those  acting  under  its  authority.     When  it  is  recommended  to 
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US  to  desert  the  sare  groand  of  facts  to  employ  ourselves  in 
an  impracticable  calculation  upon  possibilities,  we  should  have 
some  stronger  inducement  to  do  so  than  merdy  to  protect  a 
belligerent  from  the  obvious  consequences  of  its  own  injustice 
.or  that  of  its  commissioned  subjects.  When  we  are  asked  to 
reject  the  fair  rule  of  measuring  the  compensation  for  an  injury 
by  ascertaining  the  complainant's  right  and  the  damage  reaUy 
sustained  by  the  infringement  of  it,  we  ought  to  have  a  better 
reason  for  compliance  than  that  the  damage  might  have  been 
less  if  the  same  wrongdoer  had  not  previously  committed 
similar  injuries. 

'<If  we  are  to  abandon  the  criterion  which  the  actual  prices 
current  offer  to  us,  I  do  not  know  a  substitute  so  inadmissible 
as  that  suggested.  It  rests  upon  the  most  exceptionable  of  all 
principles,  that  he  who  does  wrong  shall  be  at  liberty  to  plead 
his  own  illegal  conduct  on  other  occasions  as  a  partial  excuse. 
It  is  said,  indeed,  that  the  British  Oovernment  will  be  injured 
in  the  aggregate  of  compensations  awarded  if  the  possible 
influence  of  the  total  of  illegal  captures  on  the  market  is 
excluded  from  consideration.  Doubtless,  if  it  be  true  that 
these  captures  raised  the  price  in  the  different  markets 
(which  I  am  not  convinced  of),  and  if  each  claimant  is  com- 
pensated with  a  view  to  that  price,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
all  the  compensations  will  be  more  than  the  claimants  would 
have  collectively  received  as  profits  if  every  vessel  so  captured 
had  arrived  at  her  place  of  destination.  But  we  are  not  ren- 
dering justice  in  the  aggregate,  nor  is  it  possible  to  do  so  with- 
out producing  particular  injustice.  Complainants  do  not  come 
before  us  as  a  body  with  one  case  and  upon  one  bottom,  but  as 
unconnected  individuals  setting  up  distinct  rights  and  com- 
plaining of  distinct  losses.  Each  complainant's  case  is  entitled 
to  be  determined  according  to  the  injury  which  that  complain- 
ant has  received,  and  it  can  be  no  reason  for  not  indemnifying 
him  to  the  extent  of  it  that  his  loss  would  not  have  been  so 
great  if  none  others  could  complain  of  the  like  violence  to  their 
neutral  rights. 

<<If  a  thousand  illegal  captures  had  preceded  that  of  the 
Betsey  and  raised  the  price  of  the  articles  with  which  she  was 
freighted,  the  only  consequence  would  be  that  the  claimants 
had  an  undoubted  right  to  avail  themselves  of  that  raised 
price,  and  that  Great  Britain,  having  no  possible  right  to  pre- 
vent them,  but  choosing  (or  at  least  her  cruisers  choosing)  to 
interfere  with  their  title,  must  make  reparation  equal  to  the 
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damai^e  stick  as  it  wasy  not  sach  as  it  might  have  been  under 
circamstances  not  exiBting. 

^<  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  proApect  of  profit  was  bettered 
by  tbe  same  persons  that  wrongfully  ]>revented  it  from  being 
realized,  or  by  other  persons,  or  by  mere  accident.  It  is 
enough  that  the  profit  might  lawfully  be  made,  that  the  claim- 
ants were  lawfully  employed  in  making  it,  and  that  the  British 
Government  (or  its  commissioned  captor)  unlawfully  interposed 
so  as  to  defeat  their  efforts.  The  right  existed,  with  a  view  to 
the  profit  actually  attainable^  without  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances that  made  it  attainable;  and,  the  right  being  ascer- 
tained, the  compensation  is  inadequate  unless  it  is  coextensive 
with  it  We  need  not  be  apprehensive  that  any  injury  will  be 
done  to  Great  Britain  by  this  mode;  for  it  will  not  pay  to  any 
complainant  more  than  a  compensation  for  the  actual^loss  and 
damage  sustained  by  him,  as  expressly  stipulated  by  the  treaty. 

**It  is  observed  in  the  written  opinion  already  quoted  *that 
the  claimants  appear  to  have  forgot  that  if  neutrals  are  to 
enjoy  the  benefits  aiising  firom  a  state  of  war,  they  must  be 
content  to  bear  part  of  its  inconveniences,  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  they  claim  to  be  exonerated  from  all  the  risks  and  incon- 
veniences of  war,  they  must  agree  to  forego  its  advantages. 
They  are  not  to  say,  "Give  to  my  commerce  the  security  of  a 
state  of  peace,  but  give  me  the  profits  of  a  state  of  war."  The 
risk  and  the  profit  are  the  counterpoise  to  each  other.' 

"This  may  be  admitted;  if  I  understand  what  it  means, 
every  neutral  trader  does  and  must  stand  that  risk  which 
the  law  of  nations  annexes  to  the  state  of  war.  A  neutral 
who  trades  in  contraband  hazards  confiscation.  A  neutral 
who  trades  to  a  besieged  or  blockaded  port  with  notice  runs 
the  same  hazard.  A  neutral  who  carries  enemies'  goods  runs 
the  hazard  of  search,  seizure,  detention,  etc. 

"  The  Inconveniences  to  which  the  status  belli  subjects  neutral 
commerce  are  that  it  can  not  be  carried  on  so  freely  as  in  time 
of  peace;  that  a  neutral  nation  can  not  trade  with  either  of 
the  belligerents  in  certain  articles,  or  at  all  to  such  ports  of 
either  as  are  in  a  state  of  siege  or  blockade;  that  it  can  not 
carry  the  goods  of  either  without  being  subject  to  search  and 
detention;  and  in  short,  that  in  the  prosecution  of  its  trade 
it  must  observe  an  impartial  neutrality. 

"These  are  the  risks  and  inconveniences  to  which  a  neu- 
tral must  submit  because  the  law  of  nations  imposes  them  on 
him. 
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"If  any  other  risks  or  iDconveniences  (sach  as  the  risk  or 
inconvenience  of  illegal  seizure  and  confiscation)  are  intended 
by  the  above- cited  observations,  it  need  only  be  said  that  they 
are  not  such  as  the  law  of  nations  authorizes,  however  they 
may  be  arbitrarily  imx)08ed  by  one  or  all  of  the  powers  at  war. 
Let  us  now  compare  the  above-cited  observation  with  the  con- 
sequences deduced  from  it.  ^To  reimburse  the  claimants  the 
original  cost  of  their  property,  and  all  the  expenses  they  have 
actually  incurred,  together  with  interest  on  the  whole  amount, 
would  be  a,  just  and  adequate  compensation.'  ^To  add  to  the 
original  cost  of  the  property  a  reasonable  mercantile  profit,  such 
a^s  is  usually  made  in  time  of  peace,  would  amount  even  to  a 
very  liberal  compensation.' 

<<According  to  this  opinion,  then,  taken  together,  the  neutral 
shall  in«ir  all  the  risks  and  inconveniences  of  the  status  belli, 
and  yet  shall  have  either  no  profits  at  all,  or  only  the  peace 
profits. 

"The  law  of  nations  imposes  restrictions  upon  neutral  com- 
merce during  war  which  the  belligerents  may  and  do  enforce. 
If  the  neutral  attempts  to  carry  on  a  trade  which  the  state 
of  war  renders  unlawful  to  him,  his  property,  says  the  law  of 
nations,  shall  be  confiscated.  Here  (as  in  many  other  respects) 
the  inconveniences  of  the  state  of  war  operate  upon  him.  But, 
again,  says  the  above  opinion,  if  he  is  carrying  on  a  lawful 
trade,  and  his  property  is  seized  and  confiscated  by  one  of  the 
powers  at  war  upon  some  illegal  pretext,  he  is  to  receive  as  a 
compensation  either  no  more  than  the  invoice  price  of  his 
goods,  or  that  price  and  the  peace  profit.  Where,  then,  are 
the  war  profits  to  be  set  against  the  war  inconveniences t 
You  enforce  against  the  neutral  the  inconveniences  and  risks 
to  which  he  is  liable,  and  yet  you  do  not  permit  him,  in  cases 
where  his  conduct  is  unexceptionable,  to  make  or  enjoy  the 
profits  which,  it  is  admitted,  are  and  ought  to  be  their 
counterpoise. 

"If,  in  one  instance,  a  lawful  neutral  trade  can  be  inter- 
rupted by  a  belligerent,  on  the  terms  of  paying  to  the  party 
aggrieved  only  the  first  cost  of  his  merchandise,  or  that  and  the 
peace  profit,  it  is  evident  this  can  be  done  in  every  instance. 
Who  does  not  see  that,  if  this  doctrine  be  true,  a  state  of  war 
burdens  neutral  commerce  with  tbe  restraints  and  disadvan- 
tages lawfully  incident  to  that  state,  and  yet  that  a  neutral 
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can  in  no  circamstances  be  entitled  to  the  war  profits,  or, 
indeed,  any  profits  at  all,  as  a  counterpoise  to  them,  if  either 
of  the  belligerents  has  the  power  and  inclination  to  seize  upon 
his  property! 

"  What  becomes  of  the  admission  that  the  war  profits  are 
the  neutral's  compensation  for  the  inconveniences  to  which  the 
law  of  nations  subjects  the  commerce  of  his  nation,  if  it  is  main- 
tained that  these  war  profits  are  rightfully  at  the  mercy  of 
such  of  the  belligerents  as  shall  be  strong  enough  to  defeat 
themt 

^<  If  I  were  to  make  the  claimants  speak  upon  this  occasion, 
I  would  make  them  say,  <  the  trade  of  our  nation  is  by  the  law 
of  nations  subject  to  certain  restrictions  resulting  from  the 
state  of  war  in  Europe,  in  consideration  of  which  such  of  our 
citizens  as  do  not  violate  these  restrictions,  and  conform  them- 
selves to  their  neutral  duties,  are  entitled  to  the  war  profits. 
We  have  not  violated  these  restrictions;  we  have  conformed 
ourselves  to  these  duties,  and  were  of  course  entitled  to  make 
the  war  profits.  You  have  prevented  us  from  obtaining  them 
by  an  illegal  seizure  and  confiscation  of  our  vessel  and  cargo, 
and  we  now  claim  retribution  eqtuil  to  the  injury,^  What  could 
be  replied  to  thist 

"  We  are  told  that  the  invoice  price  is  the  measure  of  com- 
pensation usually  adopted  by  all  belligerent  nations,  and  ac- 
cepted by  all  neutral  nations.  I  understand  that  this  is  not 
even  at  present  the  case  in  this  country.  Where  the  property 
has  been  sold  the  net  proceeds  are  given  in  ordinary  cases,  and 
in  the  provision  cases  the  invoice  price  and  10  per  cent  profit 
was  given.  Mr.  Gore  has  referred  to  an  adjudged  case  to 
prove  that  in  England  the  very  rule  adopted  by  the  board  has 
been  heretofore  in  practice.  But  it  is  not  likely  that  there  is 
to  be  found  anyone  rule  which  has  been  received  and  adhered 
to  in  the  courts  of  admiralty  of  all  countries  or  even  of  many 
countries. 

<^  It  is  also  said  <  that  the  trade  in  which  this  vessel  was 
engaged  was  barely  not  unlawful^^  and  this  is  suggested  as 
proper  to  influence  the  quantum  of  compensation.  But  if  the 
trade  was  not  unlaivful  it  was  surely  as  lawful  as  any  trade 
can  be.  I  know  of  no  mode  by  which  the  absolute  legality  of 
a  trade  can  be  proved,  in  reference  to  the  law  of  nations,  but 
by  showing  that  this  law  does  not  prohibit  it.    Such,  it  is 
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admitted,  was  the  trade  in  which  the  Betsey  was  employed, 
and  I  can  not  conceive  how  any  trade  can  be  said  to  be  lawful 
in  any  other  sense.  If  the  trade  was  lawful  at  all,  it  was  com- 
pletely so,  and  of  course  was  entitled  to  security  as  far  as  any 
trade  conld  be  so  entitled.  There  is  no  medium  between  legal- 
ity aud  illegality.  It  is  true  there  are  certain  illegal  acts  more 
injurious  and  more  wicked  than  others,  and  consequently 
requiring  and  justifyii^g  heavier  punishment;  but  it  is  in- 
comprehensible how  an  act  confessedly  legal  can  ever  be  the 
object  of  punishment,  upon  a  loose  idea  that  it  was  barely  not 
unlawful 

<^  It  is  said  further  that  the  treaty  intended  to  substitute  a 
new  modej  not  a  new  mectsurej  of  compensation.  Upon  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  I  have  understood  it  to  be  urged  that 
a  new  measure  of  compensation  was  almost  the  only  object  of 
the  treaty.  We  have  been  supposed  to  have  the  power  of 
relieving  in  cases  where  the  lords  have  given  only  the  net 
proceeds,  in  consequence  of  the  rule  to  that  effect  in  the 
prize  act — and  in  cases  of  seizure  under  the  orders  of  coun- 
cil, where  the  lords  are  bound  to  refuse  costs  and  damage^ 
against  the  captor.  But  it  is  in  vain  that  we  have  power  t(» 
entertain  these  cases,  if  we  are  not  to  introduce  any  new 
measure  of  compensation,  however  justice  may  require  it.  If 
we  are  to  adopt  the  measure  of  redress  applied  by  the  lords, 
our  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is  a  ridiculous  nonentity.  But  be 
this  as  it  may  the  words  ^adequate  compensation'  and  ^fnll 
and  complete  compensation,'  to  be  found  in  the  seventh  article 
of  the  treaty,  do  not  warrant  the  above  interpretation  of  it. 

"  I  have  thus  stated  the  principal  reasons  which  have  gov- 
erned my  judgment  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey,  1  have  not 
been  able  to  avoid  the  discussion  of  such  objections  as  have 
been  insisted  on  against  the  opinions  I  have  delivered  on  the 
several  points  that  have  occurred  in  the  progress  of  this  case. 
For  such  of  the  commissioners  as  differ  from  me  I  feel  the  best- 
founded  respect;  but  I  could  not  explicitly  detail  the  grounds 
of  my  own  decisions  on  this  occasion  without  noticing  topics 
that  were  believed  to  militate  against  them,  and  with  that 
impression  have  been  put  upon  our  files." 

Opinion  of  William  Pinkney,  oommisaioner,  July  1,  1797,  case  of  the 
Betsey  J  Furlong,  master;  Article  VII.,  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain  of  November  19,  1794. 


1  Vid.  1  Burlamaqui,  116. 
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Sir  John  Nicholl  delivered  the  following  minority 
Minority  Opinion  of  opinion : 

Sir  John  VioholL  "  The  claimants  demand  [compeneation]  not  only  for 
those  [losses  and  damages]  arising  from  the  condemna- 
tion, hnt  for  all  thoee  in  any  degree  resulting  from  the  original  capture. 

''This  demand  depends  upon  the  consideration  whether  or  not  there 
was  probable  cause  of  seizure  and  of  bringing  in  the  vessel  and  cargo  for 
legal  adjudication. 

''And  when  the  two  regular  tribunals  of  the  belligerent  state  (which 
by  the  general  law  of  nations  are  alone  competent  to  decide  on  captures), 
and  when  two  members  out  of  five  who  compose  this  board,  all  acting 
under  the  most  solemn  obligations,  have  concurred  in  holding  that  the 
most  considerable  part  of  the  property  is  even  subject  to  confiscation,  it 
seems  to  me  (without  entering  into  other  reasons)  that  at  least  there  was 
probable  cause  for  putting  the  matter  into  a  course  of  judicial  inquiry, 
and  that  the  demand  of  compensation  for  all  losses  and  damages  resulting 
from  the  time  of  capture  is  wholly  unfounded. 

"The  last  matter  of  any  very  material  importance  to  be  considered  is 
the  demand  made,  not  only  for  loss  and  damage  actually  incurred  and  out 
of  pocket,  but  also  for  the  loss  of  the  profit  that  might  have  been  made  if 
the  cargo  had  arrived  and  been  sold  at  its  port  of  destination. 

"  The  claimants,  in  making  this  demand,  appear  to  me  to  have  forgotten 
that,  if  neutrals  are  to  enjoy  the  benefits  arising  from  a  state  of  war,  they 
must  be  content  to  bear  part  of  its  inconveniences;  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  they  claim  to  be  exonerated  from  all  the  risks  and  inconveniences  of 
war,  they  must  agree  to  forego  its  advantages.  They  are  not  to  say '  give 
to  my  commerce  the  security  of  the  state  of  peace,  but  give  me  the  profit 
of  the  state  of  war.'  The  risk  and  the  profits  are  the  counterpoise  to  each 
other. 

''A  claim  is  here  made  of  a  profit  of  near  one  hundred  per  cent.  This 
is  scarcely  ever  heard  of  in  time  of  peace.  If  it  existed  at  all,  it  existed 
only  in  consequence  of  the  war  and  the  risks  that  usually  accompany  it. 

''To  reimburse  the  claimants  the  original  cost  of  their  property,  and  all 
the  exx>enses  they  have  actually  incurred,  together  with  interest  on  the 
whole  amount,  would,  I  think,  be  a  just  and  adequate  compensation. 
This,  I  believe,  is  the  measure  of  compensation  usually  made  by  all  bel- 
ligerent nations  and  accepted  by  all  neutral  nations  for  losses,  costs,  and 
damages  occasioned  by  illegal  captures. 

''To  add  to  the  original  oost  of  the  property  a  reasonable  mercantile 
profit,  such  as  is  usually  made  in  time  of  peace,  would,  in  my  opinion, 
amount  even  to  a  very  liberal  compensation. 

"But  the  demand  that  is  set  up  of  the  profits  that  might  possibly  have 
been  made  if  the  cargo  had  arrived  and  been  sold  at  its  destined  port, 
when  it  is  recollected  that  the  trade  itself  was  barely  not  illegal,  it  being 
opened  by  the  enemy  to  the  neutral,  in  a  great  measure  under  the  pressure 
of  war ;  that  the  profits  of  this  trade  were  highly  inflamed  by  the  war, 
the  French  West  India  colonies  being  under  a  necessity  of  selling  their 
produce  at  a  very  low  price  to  neutrals  who  conveyed  it  circuitously  to 
Europe;  and  the  prices  in  Europe,  from  the  same  causes,  being  very  high; 
that  the. prices  were  further  raised  in  America  at  the  period  in  question 
by  the  general  order  that  had  existed  to  stop  all  American  vessels  engaged 
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in  that  trade;  when  it  is  further  recollected  that  the  prices  at  Baltimore 
were  probably  increased  by  the  capture  of  several  vessels  detained  Id  (ne) 
that  port,  and  in  some  degree  by  the  capture  of  this  very  vessel  (for  it 
would  be  almost  monstrous  to  insist  that  in  making  compensation  for 
these  captures  the  inflamed  price  occasioned  by  the  very  captures  them- 
selves is  to  be  paid) ;  added  to  this  the  extreme  difficulty  of  ascertaining 
the  amount  of  these  profits  under  all  the  risks  with  any  degree  of  rational 
certainty;  under  all  these  circumstances,  the  demand,  I  say,  of  these  war 
profits  at  the  same  time  the  British  Government  is  about  to  compensate 
the  citizens  of  America  for  all  the  actual  losses  resulting  at  this  period 
from  the  state  of  war,  and  to  indemnify  them  by  a  new  and  extraordinary 
mode  of  relief  from  these  costs  and  damages,  which  other  nations  are  con- 
tent to  seek  only  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice,  appears  to  me  highly 
nnreasonable.  It  is  a  demand  that,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  consistent  with 
the  true  meaning  of  the  treaty  itself,  which  intended  to  substitute  in  this 
respect  a  new  mode  and  not  a  new  measure  of  compensation.  It  is  a 
demand  not  supported  by  that  reciprocality — by  that  maxim  of  taking 
advantage  and  disadvantage  together — which  is  the  very  foundation  and 
spirit  of  equity,  justice,  and  the  law  of  nations." 

In  the  preceding  case  the  commission  held 
Decuion  o      e  om-  ^j^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^j^  ^^  compensation  was  "  the 


net  value  of  the  cargo  at  its  port  of  destination 

at  such  time  as  the  vessel  would  probably  have  arrived  there." 

In  the  subsequent  ease  of  the  Neptune  the 

^"*     toe""  *^"  ^^^®  ^^^  again  applied,  but   its  application 

was  resisted  by  Sir  John  NichoU  on  grounds 
other  than  those  on  which  he  opposed  it  in  the  case  of  the 
Betsey.  The  Neptune  was  seized  under  an  order  in  council, 
issued  in  April  1795.  Though  this  order  was  not  published, 
its  purport,  as  collected  from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  was 
assumed  to  be  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  the  additional 
instructions  of  June  8,  1793,  by  which  commanders  of  British 
ships  of  war  and  privateers  were  directed  to  stop  and  detain 
all  vessels  laden  wholly  or  in  part  with  corn,  flour,  meal,  and 
other  articles  of  provisions  therein  specified,  bound  to  any 
port  in  France,  etc.,  and  to  send  them  to  such  ports  as  might 
be  most  convenient,  in  order  that  they  might  be  purchased 
by  the  British  Government.  The  Neptunty  when  seized,  was 
laden  partly  with  rice,  and  was  on  a  voyage  from  Charleston 
to  Bordeaux;  and  she  was  sent  to  London,  where  proceedings 
were  taken  against  her  in  the  liigh  court  of  admiralty.  The 
court  of  admiralty  ordered  the  cargo  to  be  sold  to  His  Majesty's 
government  and  the  proceeds  to  be  brought  into  court;  and 
subsequently,  on  a  claim  being  made  in  the  usual  form,  de- 
creed restitution  of  the  cargo  or  the  value.    The  question  of 
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valae  was  then  regularly  referred  to  the  registrar  and  mer- 
chants, who,  according  to  the  rule  prescribed  to  them  by  the 
British  Government  and  against  the  protest  of  the  claimants, 
allowed  only  the  invoice  price  and  a  mercantile  profit  of  10 
per  cent.  The  claimant  demanded  that  the  value  should-  be 
determined  to  be  what  the  cargo  would  have  produced  at  the 
port  of  destination  at  the  time  of  its  probable  arrival. 

Before  the  board  of  commissioners  it  was  urged,  on  behalf 
of  the  British  Government,  that  the  rule  applied  in  the  ca^e  of 
the  Betsey  should  not  be  administered  in  such  cases  as  that  of 
the  Neptune,  on  the  ground  (1)  that  the  order  in  council  in 
question  was  made  when  there  was  a  prospect  of  bringing  the 
enemy  to  t^rms  by  famine,  and  that  in  such  a  state  of  things 
provisions  bound  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy  became  so  far  con- 
traband of  war  as  to  justify  Great  Britain  in  seizing  them  on 
the  terms  of  paying  the  invoice  price,  with  a  reasonable  mer- 
cantile profit  thereon,  together  with  freight,  demurrage,  and 
expenses ;  and  (2)  that  the  order  was  justified  by  necessity,  the 
British  nation  being  at  that  time  threatened  with  a  scarcity  of 
provisions. 

The  board,  by  a  majority  vote,  refused  to  recognize  these 
arguments  as  valid,  and  allowed  damages  in  accordance  with 
the  rule  acted  on  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey,  The  opinions  are 
given  below : 

<< A  further  qnestion  has  arisen  at  the  board 
OpinioBof  Mr.  Gore.  ^  ^  ^j^^  ^^^^  ^^  estimating  the  value  of  the 

thing,  or  rather,  in  the  words  of  the  article,  of  estimating  the 
amount  of  a  full  and  complete  compensation  fpr  the  loss  and 
damage  sustained  by  the  capture. 

"  The  board  determined  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey  (Furlong) 
to  award  the  value  of  the  article  captured  at  the  port  to  which 
the  vessel  was  immediately  destined  at  the  time  of  capture, 
deducting  all  expenses  and  charges  of  transporting  the  articles 
to  such  place  and  of  sale. 

^^  This  was  considered  a  proper  and  just  rule  of  estimating 
compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  sustained  by  an  illegal 
capture.  In  the  class  of  cases  of  which  the  present  is  one  the 
rule  established  by  the  British  Government  was  the  invoice 
price  and  10  per  cent  thereon. 

^^  This  rule,  and  any  rule  settling  a  value  by  the  same  ad- 
vance on  the  invoice  price  of  all  cargoes,  may,  without  hesita- 
tion, be  declared  to  be  no  rule  for  the  consciences  of  those  who 
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are  boand  honestly,  diligently,  impartially,  and  carefnlly  to 
examine  every  complaint  according  to  eqaity,  justice,  and  the 
law  of  nations;  and,  if  the  complaint  is  supported,  to  award  to 
the  complainant  full  and  complete  compensation  for  the  loss 
and  damage  sustained.  It  may  safely  be  affirmed  that  award 
ing  a  certain  per  centnm  on  the  invoice  price  would  frequently 
operate  injustice  to  one  of  the  parties.  It  might  meet  a  few 
cases,  but  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  things  that  it  should  be  just 
in  all.  If  it  affords  more  than  a  compensation  for  the  loss,  the 
government,  which  is  one  of  the  parties  between  whom  we  are 
impartially  to  decide,  is  injured;  if  less,  the  other  party,  viz, 
the  complainant,  is  injured. 

'*  Tiie  rule  adopted  by  the  board,  after  much  reflection  before 
its  adoption,  appeared  to  me  conformable  to  justice,  equity,  and 
the  law  of  nations. 

"  Since  its  adoption  it  has  been  censured  by  one  memY>er  of 
the  board  as  inconsistent  with  the  true  meaning  of  the  treaty, 
as  highly  unreasonable,  and  contrary  to  what  all  belligerents 
usually  make  the  measure  of  compensation  to  neutrals,  and 
which  is  accepted  by  the  latter  for  loss  and  damage  occasioned 
by  illegal  captures. 

^'This  unqualified  censure  of  the  rule,  and  the  constant  pro- 
test of  His  Majesty's  agents  against  its  fairness,  led  me  to  ex- 
amine it  more  carefully.  Such  examination  has  confirmed  me 
in  tlie  opinion  I  first  entertained,  viz,  that  the  rule  is  prescribnl 
by  the  law  of  nations,  justice,  and  equity,  consistent  with  tbe 
true  meaning  of  the  treaty,  highly  reasonable  and  conformable 
to  the  practice  of  tbe  English  courts,  in  estimating  the  damage 
sustained  by  an  irregular  capture,  between  the  individual  cap- 
tor and  claimant. 

"The  following;:  authorities  prove  that  the  rule  is  conform- 
able to  what  the  law  of  nations  prescribes  in  case  of  an  illegal 
capture: 

"<  Reprisals  are  used  between  nation  and  nation  to  do  justice 
to  themselves  when  they  can  not  otherwise  obtain  it.  If  a 
nation  has  taken  possession  of  what  belongs  to  another,  if  it 
refuses  to  pay  a  debt,  to  repair  an  injury,  or  to  make  a  just 
8atisfa(*.tion,  the  other  may  seize  wliat  beloTigs  to  it  and  apply 
it  to  its  own  advantage,  till  it  has  obtained  what  is. due  for 
interest  and  damage^  or  keep  it  as  a  pledge  till  a  fall  sati^fac- 
Hon  has  been  made.'    (2  Vattel,  :^  »2.) 

"^And  now  we  are  settling  tlie  notion  of  damage,  we  are 
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ftirther  to  remark  that  it  affects  not  only  the  thing  itself, 
which  being  either  oar  xK>s8es8ion  or  onr  due,  is  hart,  destroyed, 
or  intercepted,  but  likewise  the  fruits  or  profits  accruing  from 
the  thing,  whether  they  have  been  already  received  (though 
then,  indeed,  they  may  be  valued  as  particular  goods  or  things), 
or  whether  they  are  yet  only  in  hope  and  prospect,  if  the  owner 
had  a  right  of  receiving  them,  provided  still  a  deduction  be 
made  of  the  expense  he  would  have  been  put  to  in  securing 
and  gathering  in  such  fruits,  lest  he  enrich  himself  at  the 
charge  of  the  other  party. 

"  ^ It  is  a  clear  i)oint  that  all  evils  or  mischiefs  following  by 
a  natural  consequence  from  any  damage  given  ought  to  be 
adjudged  parts  of  it.'  (Puff.  3,  B.  1,  G.  3  sec. :  Grotius  de  Jur. 
B.  ac  P.  2  Book,  17  C.  4  and  6  sees.) 

^^  Yattel  states  the  right  of  an  injtlred  nation,  and  the  rule 
it  ought  to  prescribe  to  itself  in  making  reprisals;  the  injured 
nation  may  seize  the  property  of  the  other  and  apply  it  to  its 
own  advantage,  till  it  has  obtained  what  is  due  for  interest 
and  damctge^  or  keep  it  as  a  pledge  till  a  full  satisfaction  is 
made, 

<<The  question  here  is  on  the  case  of  an  illegal  capture. 
What  one  nation  has  a  right  to  exact  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
other  to  perform,  and  this  passage  shows  us  the  respective 
right  and  obligation  of  states  in  such  a  case.  Grotius  and 
Pnffendorf  give  us  the  just  construction  of  the  term  damage. 
The  rale  adopted  by  the  British  Admiralty,  in  cases  between 
their  own  subjects,  is  not  less  liberal  to  the  claimant  than  this 
exposition  of  the  law  of  nations  authorizes,  nor  less  liberal 
than  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  rule  agreed  to  in  the  case  of 
the  Betsey.  Among  many  cases  that  might  be  cited  to  demon- 
strate this  position,  I  will  state  only  one  which  is  quoted  in  a 
common  law  court,  to  show  the  manner  of  estimating  damages 
io  such  a  case.  It  was  on  the  capture  of  a  vessel  bound  to 
Jersey,  and  will  be  found  in  Douglas's  Eeports,  page  574. 

*^ « In  the  case  of  the  Bee^  Sir  James  Marriot,  on  the  4th 
March  1779  condemned  the  captor  in  costs  and  damages,  and 
referred  the  same  to  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  make  report 
thereon ;  the  report  contained  allowances  under  different  arti- 
cles^  viZt  for  the  passage  of  passengers;  for  the  sailors'  wages 
froDQ  the  time  of  their  capture  till  their  arrival  in  Jersey,  for 
their  expenses  in  the  intermediate  time,  a  particular  sum  to 
two  of  them  who  had  been  carried  to  France,  and  detained  as 
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prisoners,  at  so  much  per  month  during  their  stay  there;  for 
the  captain's  expenses  for  sundry  ship's  materials  missing; 
for  repairs  to  the  ship;  for  Eobinn'  expenses;  for  the  loss  of 
part  and  damage  done  to  the  rest  of  the  cargo^  aud  the  diminu- 
Hon  in  the  produce  by  the  loss  of  the  market;  for  demurrage;  for 
interest  on  two  bills  of  exchange;  for  insarance  on  the  ship, 
freight,  and  remaining  part  of  the  cargo  from  England  to 
Jersey;  for  commission  on  the  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo, 
and  for  the  expense  of  reference.' 

''The  board,  in  the  rule  complained  of,  deducted  all  charges 
and  expenses  of  transporting  the  article  to  its  destined  port, 
and  the  premium  for  which  tlie  party  might  have  obtained  an 
assurance  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  in  her  port  of  destination. 
It  did  not  'enflame'  the  price  of  the  article  by  adding  to  it  any 
additional  value— which  was  occasioned  by  this  capture — ^no 
such  consequence  was  ever  shown,  or  any  grounds  for  appre- 
hending a  rise  of  price  in  the  value  of  the  article  by  reason  of 
this  capture.  If  the  seizure  and  detention  did  affect  the  price, 
it  became  the  duty  of  those  who  claim  the  benefit  of  such  a  sup 
posed  difference  to  show  that  it  existed. 

"In  my  opinion  the  price  of  the  article  was  not  raised  by 
this  particular  capture,  nor  by  the  general  captures  under 
the  orders  of  the  6th  ^November.  The  reason  on  which  I 
founded  that  opinion,  and  which  on  reflection  I  think  solid,  is 
that  the  value  of  the  cargo,  which  was  principally  coffee,  did 
not  depend  on  the  demand  for  consumption  in  the  United 
States,  but  on  its  price  in  Europe,  where  by  far  the  greater 
part  that  arrived  in  the  United  States  was  transshipped  for  a 
market.  And  this  is  particularly  evident  from  the  following 
fact :  The  price  of  the  article  was  much  lower  during  sixty 
days  when  there  was  an  embargo  in  the  United  States  than 
either  at  the  time  of  its  commencement  or  after  its  cessation, 
and  the  embargo,  it  is  well  known,  was  occasioned  by  and 
posterior  to  the  captures  under  those  orders. 

«^By  comparing  the  rule  adopted  by  the  board  with  the  doc- 
trines of  Grotius,  Puffendorf  and  Vattel,  we  shall  find  that  it 
is  conformable  to  justice,  equity,  and  the  law  of  nations  as 
understood  by  those  celebrated  writers ;  and  it  is  presumed 
that  this  is  the  rule  prescribed  to  belligerents,  and  with  which 
alone  neutrals  are  under  any  moral  obligation  to  be  content. 
If  there  is  any  principle  that  authorizes  a  belligerent  to  seize 
on  the  property  of  a  neutral,  on  condition  of  paying  him  the 
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original  cost,  and  all-  expenses  actually  incurred,  with  interest, 
and  which  deems  such  to  be  a  just  and  adequate  compensa- 
tion, it  must  arise  from  the  voluntary  or  conventional  law  of 
nations.  The  law  of  nations,  as  derived  from  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  justice  and  equity,  states  a  different  doctrine.  If  the 
former  exists  among  any  European  nations,  it  is  unknown  to 
me.  If  there  be  such,  it  can  have  effect  only  on  those  who  are 
parties  to  it,  by  an  implied  or  express  consent.  It  can  have  no 
influence  on  this  board  in  defining  their  duty,  for  our  two 
nations  are  not  parties  to  such  rule.  The  one  they  have  adopted 
is  very  different.  They  have  not  stated  that  it  shall  be  the 
first  cost,  with  interest  and  expenses,  with  a  reasonable  mer- 
cantile profit  thereon,  such  as  is  usiially  made  in  time  of  peace, 
but  have  expressly  contracted  that  it  shall  be  such  as  shall 
measure  out  to  the  party  full  and  complete  compensation  for  the 
loss  and  damage  stistained  by  reason  of  tJie  capture. 

^^  ISTo  one  will  doubt  that  these  terms  establish  a  different 
rule  of  compensation  than  the  first  cost  with  a  reasonable  mer- 
cantile profit,  as  in  times  of  peace,  however  liberal  such  com- 
pensation may  be  considered.  In  taking  that  rule  you  do  not 
take  the  one  that  applies  to  the  case — some  circumstances  are 
assumed  which  may  or  may  not  form  a  true  measure,  viz,  a 
reasonable  mercantile  profit,  and  others  are  assumed,  which 
are  known  not  to  be  true,  viz,  that  it  was  a  time  of  peace. 
Now,  it  is  well  understood  that  the  measure  of  full  and  com* 
plete  compensation  for  the  damage  that  results  from  the  inter- 
ception of  a  voyage  in  time  of  war  can  very  seldom  be  the 
same  as  that  for  estimating  a  reasonable  mercantile  profit  in 
time  of  peace.  The  positive  and  inevitable  construction  of 
these  terms  leaves  no  room  to  doubt  that  the  parties  intended 
that  the  compensation  should  be  made  on  different  principles 
than  merely  first  cost  and  reasonable  peace  profits. 

^<That  this  was  their  intention  is  still  more  evident  from 
consulting  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  treaty,  where  it  will  be 
found  that  in  cases  where  the  capture  shall  be  perfectly  legal, 
and  where,  by  the  existing  law  of  nations,  the  property  taken 
shall  be  liable  to  condemnation,  it  is  contended  that  the  bel- 
ligerent shall  pay  to  the  neutral  the  full  value  of  the  articles 
with  a  reasonable  mercantile  profit  theron.  It  is  not  said  even 
here,  where  all  right  to  compensation  is  forfeited,  that  it  shall 
be  stinted  to  the  first  cost,  but  shall  be  determined  by  the  full 
value ^  nor  to  such  a  profit  as  is  usually  made  in  time  of  peace, 
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bat  to  sach  a  mercantile  profit  as  might  be  deemed  reasonable 
at  the  time  of  captore,  all  circumstances  considered,  of  which 
that  incident  to  a  state  of  war  is  unquestionably  great  and 
important. 

<^  It  can  not  then  be  said  to  be  highly  unreasonable  in  the 
party  complaining,  under  a  promise  to  afford  full  and  complete 
compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  sustained  by  reason  of 
an  illegal  or  irregular  capture,  that  he  should  demand  the  price 
at  which  he  would  have  sold  the  article  at  the  place  where 
he  was  going,  to  which  price  he  had  a  perfect  right,  and  would 
doubtless  have  obtained,  had  he  not  been  illegally  captured; 
neither  could  any  sum  of  money  be  considered  liberal  which 
did  not  afford  him  a  compensation  for  what  he  was  thus  pre- 
vented from  immediately  acquiring.  Hence  it  appears  that  the 
rule  we  have  adopted  coincides  with  the  duty  of  one  nation 
and  the  right  of  the  other,  in  case  of  an  illegal  capture;  that 
it  is  literally  conformable  to  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  law  of 
nations  in  such  cases;  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  true  mean- 
ing of  the  treaty  and  just  to  both  parties,  and  not  more  liberal 
to  the  complainant  than  is  warranted  by  the  practice  of  British 
admiralty  courts,  in  estimating  the  compensation  to  be  made 
by  one  individual  to  another  in  case  of  an  illegal  capture. 

"Another  objection  has  been  made,  viz,  that  there  is  an 
extreme  difficulty  in  ascertaining  facts  necessary  to  fix  this 
value.  The  rule  was  agreed  upon  by  all  the  board,  except  the 
gentleman  whose  observations  have  been  considered,  upon  the 
idea  that  it  was  the  only  true  mode  of  estimating  the  damages, 
and  that  any  other  would  be  a  mere  compromise  and  ought  to 
be  introduced  only  where  the  facts  required  to  form  the  esti 
mate  could  not  be  obtained.  Many  cases  have  been  decided  in 
which  it  was  necessary  to  obtain  the  price  of  various  merchan- 
dise from  many  parts  of  the  United  States,  the  West  Indies, 
and  Europe.  Hitherto  no  difficulty  has  occurred.  Whenever 
any  arises  from  impracticability  in  obtaining  the  suitable  tes- 
timony, the  board  will  be  compelled  to  resort  to  some  other 
rule;  but  there  is  no  reason  lor  adopting  one,  confessedly 
uncertain  in  its  operation,  in  cases  where  one  can  be  applied 
that  fixes  the  damage  sustained  without  any  uncertainty. 

"It  is  evident  from  our  practice  under  this  rule,  that  if  we 
had  taken  any  rate  of  advance  on  the  invoice  price,  the  gov- 
ernment would  have  paid  more  in  some  cases,  and  in  others 
less  than  a  compensation. 

"  This  would  not  have  been  agreeable  to  the  promise  made 
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by  the  parties  to  this  treaty,  nor  to  the  daty  assigned  to  the 
Gomiuissioners,  yiz,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  loss  and  dam- 
age sustained  by  the  complainant,  by  an  honest,  diligent,  im- 
partial, and  carefal  examination, 

"  It  would  seem  from  the  opinion  filed  by  Dr.  NichoU  in  the 
case  of  the  Betsey ^  Furlong,  that  there  had  been  a  misconcep- 
tion on  the  part  of  those  who  differed  from  him  as  to  the  grounds 
of  the  opinion  which  he  gave.  [  should  have  just  cause  of 
regret  if,  in  any  instance,  I  had  committed  such  an  error,  or 
had  taken  loose  observations  from  the  printed  cases  or  pro- 
ceedings, or  which  had  dropi)ed  from  any  member  at  the  board, 
and  had  given  them  a  weight  they  did  not  deserve. 

**  Those  who  will  give  themselves  the  trouble  of  recurring  to 
my  opinion  in  that  case,  and  to  the  evidence  of  any  fact  therein 
stated,  will  find  that  no  deductions  arc  made  but  from  what  is 
manifest  in  those  papers  and  expressly  acknowledged  by  His 
Majesty's  agents,  and  from  the  reasons  given  by  the  high 
court  of  appeals  in  their  decree,  and  which  have  the  same 
authenticity  as  the  decree  itself. 

"No  other  authority  was  ever  quoted  at  the  board  than  that 
of  Grotius,  which  was  remarked  upon  to  show  that  the  prop- 
erty of  George  Patterson  was  liable  to  condemnation,  and  I 
trust  it  will  not  be  forgotten  that  the  distinction  of  general 
and  special  reprisals  was  then  taken  in  the  manner  stated.  If 
this  had  appeared  to  have  been  a  loose  observation,  dropped  in 
an  unreserved  discussion  at  the  board,  it  would  not  have  been 
the  subject  of  remark;  or,  if  it  had  been  so  declared  at  the 
time  of  delivering  my  opinion,  I  should  cheerfully  have  erased 
any  observations  thereon.  It  was  not  then  even  hinted  at,  as 
I  recollect.  The  sentiments  of  Dr.  KichoU  were  not  read  till 
some  weeks  after. 

"If,  therefore,  gentlemen  think  the  examination  too  minute, 
on  the  principles  of  law  which  they  have  been  pleased  to  ad- 
vance, they  will  impute  it  to  the  great  respect  I  entertain  for 
everything  that  comes  from  those  who  differ  from  me  in  opinion. 

"I  would  most  cheerfully  dispense  with  placing  any  written 
opinion  on  the  files  of  this  board  if  1  could  dispense  with  the 
necessity  that  imposes  it.  That  necessity  is  displayed  in  every 
step  of  our  proceedings.  Personal  considerations  might  be 
waived.    Those  of  public  duty  are  not  to  be  resisted. 

"In  every  case,  that  has  yet  been  preferred,  His  Majesty's 
agent  has  denied  that  the  powers  given  to  the  board  permitted 
us  to  examine  its  merits.    This  construction  of  the  powers  of 
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the  board  is  not  made  without  the  advice  and  direction  of  a 
very  high  and  respectable  officer  of  the  crown.  One  of  the 
members  of  the  board  has  stated  his  opinion,  in  writing,  that 
on  such  questions  it  may  be  doubtful  how  far  our  decision  will 
be  binding  on  the  contracting  parties;  that  the  decision  may 
be  revised  and  the  reasons  of  ea^h  member  required  to  appeai*. 
In  the  present  case  a  construction  is  put  on  the  eighteenth 
article  of  the  treaty,  which  submits  many  important  commer- 
cial* rights  of  the  neutral  to  the  will  of  the  belligerent,  and 
raises  a  doctrine  relative  to  the  seizure  of  provisions,  alwH>8 
denied  and  resisted  by  the  United  States,  which  construction 
has  been  a  great  engine  with  the  enemies  of  the  treaty,  not 
only  against  its  adoption,  but  with  a  view  to  destroy  all  hopes 
of  a  friendly  connection  between  the  two  countries. 

'^  These  things  appear  on  our  own  files  and  forbid  any  hesita- 
tion as  to  the  duty  which  demands  an  equal  exposure  of  the 
grounds  of  our  opinion  in  every  case  where  such  principles 
and  such  constructions  are  attempted  and  such  consequences 
foretold.'' 

Gore,  commissioDer,  case  of  the  Neptune,  June  $0,1797;  Article  VII., 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November  19, 1794. 

"The  majority  of  the  board  were  for  apply- 

^^^J^.  ing  the  rule  adopted  m  the  case  of  the  Betsey, 

Furlong,  i.  e.,  Hhe  nett  value  of  the  cargo  at 
its  port  of  destination  at  such  time  as  the  vessel  would  proba- 
bly have  arrived  there.^ 

"  One  of  the  British  commissioners  objected  to  the  applica- 
tion of  that  rule,  not  only  upon  the  general  grounds  mentioued 
in  his  written  opinion  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey^  Furlong,  which 
I  have  elsewhere  fully  considered,  but  upon  grounds  peculiar 
to  cases  arising  under  the  provision  order  of  1795.  [Mr.  Pink- 
ney  here  argues  at  length  that  this  order  was  not  warrauteii  by 
the  law  of  nations,  and  therefore  afforded  nogrouud  for  a  limi- 
tation of  the  rule  of  compensation  applied  in  the  case  of  the 
Betsey.  His  opinion  on  this  subject  is  printed  in  this  Digest, 
under  the  head  of  Contraband.] 

"  There  is  one  topic  which  the  eighteenth  article  of  the  treaty 
has  produced  at  the  board  •  •  •  upon  which  I  shall,  of 
course  bestow  some  slight  consideration. 

"That  article  says  that  the  owners  of  the  cargoes  becoming 
contraband  by  the  laws  of  nations  and  for  that  reason  seized, 
shall  be  speedily  and  completely  indemnified. 
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<<  It  is  argned  that  as  the  article  goes  on  to  express  the 
anderstanding  of  the  oontracting  parties  as  to  the  import  of 
the  terms,  completely  indemnified^  by  prescribing  a  rnle  for  the 
attainment  of  complete  iDdemniflcation,  we  have  here  a  pre- 
cise commentary  npon  the  words  ^  fall  and  complete  compensa- 
tion' used  in  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty. 

^^  The  rale  is  the  valae  of  the  cargoes  and  a  reasonable  mer- 
cantile profit  with  freight,  etc. 

<^  I  shall  not  tronble  myself  to  enquire  into  the  exact  scope 
of  this  role,  nor  shall  I  occupy  myself  with  an  enqairy  whether 
the  words  indemnification  aud  compensation  are  so  far  synony- 
moas  as  that  we  should  be  jastified  in  taking  the  sens^  of  the 
contracting  parties  apon  the  import  of  the  former  as  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  the  import  of  the  Jatter.  For  surely  a  rule 
which  should  completely  indemnify  or  compensate  the  owner 
of  goods  become  contraband  and  for  that  reason  rightfully 
taken  from  him  by  the  laws  of  nations,  might  still  be  wholly 
inadequate  to  the  complete  compensation  of  the  owners  of  a 
cargo  wrongfully  captured  or  condemned. 

*^The  term  complete  indemnification  or  compensation  de- 
pends for  its  scope  and  for  the  rale  which  shall  attain  it,  upon 
the  nature  of  the  case  to  be  redressed.  We  are  required  by 
the  Ylth  article  in  all  case  to  grant  '  complete  compensation' 
where  we  grant  anything.  But  dp  we  apply  the  same  rule  in 
every  caset  Or  do  we  not  rather  understand  by  complete 
compensation  that  retribution  which  is  commensurate  with  the 
injury  received  f 

<^  In  short,  it  can  never  be  satisfactory  to  abstract  the  words 
< complete  indemnification'  in  the  eighteenth  article  from  the 
subject  to  which  they  are  applied,  and  then  reasoning  upon  their 
abstract  meaning  to  draw  an  inference  from  them  that  shall 
affect  an  entirely  different  subject.  There  is  not  a  member  of 
this  board  who  has  heretofore  acted  upon  this  idea;  we  have 
all  agreed  that  in  granting  < complete  compensation'  we  are 
not  always  obliged  to  give  freight  or  demurrage.  But  the 
rule  in  the  eighteenth  article  gives  freight  and  demurrage  uni- 
versally, and  if  that  rule  is  proper  for  our  government  at  all  we 
must  adopt  it  uniformly,  for  we  are  compelled  to  grant  complete 
compensation  in  every  instance  in  which  it  is  proper  for  us  to 
relieve.  This  absurdity  would  follow,  that  we  should  apply 
the  same  measure  of  redress  to  cases  wholly  different  in  prin- 
ciple, and,  instead  of  suiting  the  compensation  to  the  injury 
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under  all  its  circamstances,  should  treat  alike  a  claimant  whose 
case  was  liable  to  no  exception,  and  one  whose  case  was  attended 
with  such  facts  as  not  only  to  warrant  the  original  capture  for 
the  purpose  of  judicial  investigation  but  to  destroy  the  equit- 
able claim  to  freight  and  all  title  to  demurrage." 

Pinkney,  commissioDor,  Jnne  25,  1797,  case  of  the  Neptune,  'Article  YIL 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  November  19, 1794. 

The  American  brig  WiUiam^  John  Hughes 
^"••iirai^^^  master,  sailed  from  New  Orleans  June  11, 
1829,  for  Vera  Cruz,  where  she  arrived  on  the 
28th  of  that  month.  Having  discharged  her  cargo,  she  was 
detained  by  successive  embargoes  until  the  3d  of  the  following 
August,  when  she  was  impressed  into  the  service  of  the  Mexi- 
can Government  and  employed  in  the  transportation  of  troops 
and  munitions  of  war  from  Vera  Cruz  to  Jaculata.  On  a 
claim  of  the  owner  of  the  brig  for  damages  the  American 
commissioners  allowed  compensation  (1)  for  the  retention  and 
enforced  service  of  the  brig,  (2)  for  ship's  stores  consumed  by 
the  troops  on  the  voyage,  (3)  for  certain  costs  attending  the 
presentation  of  the  claim,  and  (4)  for  the  loss  of  a  cargo  of 
passengers,  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  brig  when  seized  was 
on  the  point  of  transporting  from  Vera  Cruz  to  Havana,  in 
Cuba. 

March  10, 1841,  the  umpire  rendered  the  following  <<  prepara- 
tory decision:'' 

<^  Before  deciding  the  claim  of  Bobinson  Potter,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  inquire,  as  the  undersigned  has  indicated  in  his  pre- 
paratory judgment  of  the  23rd  of  February  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
Baldwin,  whether,  according  to  the  principles  of  Mexican  law, 
the  injured  individual  has  the  right  to  demand  indemnity  for 
the  loss  of  the  profit  of  which  he  has  been  deprived.  It  is  also 
necessary  to  know  what  are  the  facts  on  which  the  witnesses, 
John  Hughes  and  John  Cross,  found  their  opinion  that  the 
seizure  of  the  brig  William  deprived  her  of  a  complete  cargo 
of  passengers,  and  by  what  calculation  the  witnesses  arrived 
at  the  result  of  a  profit  which  would  have  amounted  to  $4,000. 
It  is  necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  brig  William  could 
count  with  safety  on  the  passengers,  or  whether  there  was 
room  for  conjecture." 

July  31, 1841,  the  umpire  rendered  the  following  final  award: 

^^The  mixed  commission  appointed  to  adjust  the  claims  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States  against  the  republic  of  Mexioo 
has  not  agreed  on  the  claim  of  Robinson  Potter.  The  Ameri- 
can commissioners  allow  to  the  claimant  the  sum  of  $4,532, 
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with  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  the  Ist  of  September  1829,  as 
indemnity  for  the  detention  of  the  brig  William  by  the  Mexi- 
can authorities,  for  her  enforced  employment  in  the  service  of 
Mexico,  and  for  certain  damages  that  resulted,  as  well  as  $4.*i5 
without  interest  for  expenses  of  translation;  they  say  in  that 
regard  in  a  report  made  to  the  undersigned  of  the  14th  of  July 
1841:  *The  proposition  we  maintain  is  not  specifically  for  the 
sum  of  $4,()00,  as  the  passage  money  which  would  have  been 
received,  if  the  brig  had  not  been  impressed,  but  a  fair  and 
reasonable  compensation  for  the  vessel,  while  she  was  illegally 
embargoed  and  forcibly  employed  in  the  public  service  of 
Mexico;'  and  further  on:  'There  is  also  indubitable  proof  of 
damages  to  the  ship  and  of  consumption  of  provisions  to  the 
amount  of  $532,  which,  added  to  the  above  sums,  makes  the 
total  amount  of  the  claim  in  this  case,  exclusive  of  interest, 
$4,532.' 

'*The  Mexican  commissioners,  on  the  other  hand,  contest  the 
right  of  the  claimant  to  demand  an  indemnity  for  that  which 
would  have  been  earned  by  a  cargo  of  passengers,  if  the  seiz- 
ure of  the  brig  had  not  taken  place,  and  deny  besides  that  it  is 
suflBciently  proved.  They  are  willing  to  allow  him  only  $1,260 
for  the  transportation  of  the  troops  and  $200  for  the  damages 
caused  by  the  soldiers,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  August 
11, 1829,  on  those  two  snms. 

'^  The  mixed  commission  having  had  recourse  to  the  umpire 
for  the  decision  in  the  name  of  His  Majesty,  the  King  of 
Prussia,  on  the  points  on  which  the  mixed  commission  can  not 
agree,  the  undersigned,  after  having  examined  and  considered 
the  demands  and  defenses,  decides  that  the  government  of  the 
Bepublic  of  Mexico  is  bound  to  pay  to  Kobinson  i*otter  the 
sum  of  $2,101,  with  interest  from  August  11, 1829,  up  to  the 
day  of  actual  payment,  for  the  detention  of  the  brig  William 
by  the  Mexican  authorities  and  for  the  enforced  employment 
of  the  vessel  in  the  Mexican  service,  as  well  as  $4.25  without 
interest,  for  the  expenses  of  translation;  the  undersigned 
rejects  the  rest  of  the  demand." 

BoMnson  Potter  v.  Mexico:  Commission  under  the  convention  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11^  1839. 

Jethro  Mitchell,  in  consequence  of  certain  transactions,  had 
at  the  City  of  Mexico  in  October  1822,  the  sum  of  $5,152.17 
in  specie.  Wishing  to  send  it  to  the  United  States  by  way  of 
Vera  Cruz,  he  employed  two  carriers  for  $265.17  to  transport 
it  to  that  port.  This  left  the  sum  of  $4,887,  which  was  handed 
over  to  the  carriers  for  transportntion.  Soon  after  they  set  out, 
the  money  was  seized  by  the  Mexican  Government  without 
cause  and  converted  to  its  own  use. 

The  Mexican  commissioners  admitted  the  validity  of  the 
claim,  but  differed  from  their  American  colleagues  on  two 
6627— VOL.  4 G;i 
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points.  The  latter  contended  (1)  that  the  principal  of  the 
award  should  be  $5,152.17,  as  if  tbe  claimant  was  to  be  paid  in 
specie  at  the  City  of  Mexico,  with  the  expenses  of  transportation 
yet  to  be  defrayed;  and  (2)  that,  in  view  of  the  tortious  char- 
acter of  tbe  seizure,  damages  should  be  allowed  in  the  nature 
of  probable  profits  which  might  have  been  made  by  the  use  of 
the  money,  instead  of  interest  at  the  ordinary  rate  ex  contractu. 
The  umpire,  however,  awarded  the  sum  of  $4,887,  with 
interest  at  5  per  cent  from  October  12, 1822,  the  probable  date 
of  the  seizure,  to  the  date  of  the  award,  and  $50  costs  of 
translati6n. 

Meroy  Mitchell,  adminUtratrix  of  Jethro  Mitchellf  r.  Mexico:  Commis- 
sion under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April 
11, 1S39. 

^^  In  re  ships  James  Mauryy  General  Pike^  MUOj 
€«•   of  «,•   Ship.       ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  jy  .^  , 

'*  Jamas    Xaiizy,'' 

"General    Pike/'  ''Where  a  vessel,  captared  and  bonded  in  the  Arctic 

and  "Kilo,"   and         Ocean,  is  obliged  to  convey  to  a  port  of  refage  the 

the  Bark  "KUe.*'  crews  of  other  vessels  captured  and  bnmed,  a  som 

is  to  be  awarded  to  the  owners  as  compensation  for 

property  and  expenses  incurred.    Also  a  sum  in  lieu  of  catch  in  the 

enjoyment  of  which  the  ship's  company  shall  have  part,  which  sum 

shall  include  compensation  for  provisions  consumed  for  the  enforced 

use  of  the  vessel,  the  compulsory  service  of  officers  and  crew,  and  shall 

embrace  the  consideration  that  the  vessels  were  left  thirty  days'  sail 

at  least  from  the  point  of  departure,  to  which  they  had  a  right  to  claim 

to  be  returned. 

^<A  statement  of  the  case  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

" for  the  complainants. 

^'Oreswell  &  Hackett  for  the  respondent. 

"Jewell,  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

"These  are  all  cases  of  whaling  vessels  captured  near  the 
close  of  the  month  of  June,  1865,  in  the  Arctic  Ocean,  by  the 
Confederate  cruiser  Shenandoah.  !I^one  of  them  were  destroyed, 
nor  does  it  appear  that  any  property  was  taken  from  them  by 
the  cruiser,  but  that  they  were  severally  spared  from  the  de- 
struction which  befell  a  large  number  of  whalers  at  that  time, 
and  bonded  by  the  cruiser,  and  ordered  to  take  on  boanl  and 
carry  to  San  Francisco  or  to  Honolulu  the  officers  and  ci*ews 
of  the  several  vessels  which  had  been  burned. 

*  Davis's  Report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  first  Court  of  Commissioners 
of  Alabama  Claims,  p.  47. 
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^^The  James  Maury  was  captured  June  28, 1865,  a  prize  crew 
put  on  board  of  her,  the  master  and  mate  ordered  on  board  the 
Sh^nandoahj  where  they  were  detained  until  the  master  had 
executed  a  bond  to  the  Confederate  States  for  the  assumed 
value  of  his  vessel,  and  until  the  cruiser  had  placed  on  board 
of  her  the  crews  of  eleven  of  the  burned  ships.  Then  the 
master  was  returned  to  his  vessel  with  a  safe-conduct  from  the 
commander  of  the  cruiser,  saving  him  from  capture  by  any 
Confederate  vessel  on  his  passage  to  Honolulu,  to  which  port 
he  was  directed  to  proceed  and  there  land  the  men  so  placed 
on  board. 

<^At  the  same  time  a  large  number  of  men  were  placed  on 
board  the  bark  Nile,  which,  being  fitted  out  for  only  one  sea- 
son, had  not  sufficient  provisions  for  the  increased  number  of 
persons,  and  a  portion  of  the  provisions  from  the  Maury  was 
transferred  to  the  Nile  for  use  on  her  passage  to  Honolulu  with 
the  men  so  placed  on  board.  The  value  of  these  provisions  is 
shown  to  have  been  $1,205.90. 

"The  James  Maury ^  with  150  men  on  board,  was  restored  to 
her  master— if  that  can  be  called  restoration — June  30,  1865, 
and,  according  to  the  orders  of  the  commander  of  the  cruiser, 
the  master  made  sail  for  Honolulu,  where  he  arrived  in  safety 
on  the  11th  day  of  August,  after  a  passage  of  forty-two  days — 
or  in  forty-four  days  after  his  capture. 

"At  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  Maury  she  was  actively 
engaged  in  the  whale  fishery,  and  had  already  taken  some 
whales,  and  had  all  her  supplies  and  materials  on  board  for 
that  purpose.  On  receiving  this  large  number  of  men,  who 
were  in  such  excess  over  his  own  crew,  the  master  was  obliged 
to  make  such  provision  for  their  shelter  and  comfort  as  he 
could,  or  as  humanity  or  their  demands  required.  At  that 
season,  in  that  climate,  it  was  necessary  to  furnish  them  a 
sleeping  x)lace  between  decks,  and  all  the  whaling  apparatus, 
And  extra  rigging,  and  other  similar  articles  found  in  the  way 
between  decks  were  thrown  overboard ;  the  lumber  found  there 
used  for  the  fitting  up  of  berths  for  the  men,  the  spare  sails 
and  duck  cut  up  for  bedding,  and  generally  such  use  made  of 
everything  on  board  as  the  necessities  of  the  men  required. 
Much  property  was  lost,  destroyed,  or  appropriated  to  the  use 
of  the  men,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  master  of  the 
Maury,  whose  consent  to  the  use  of  any  article  found  on  board 
which  might  subserve  the  comfort  of  his  enforced  p<isseugers 
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woald  not,  probably,  have  been  asked.  In  fa(;t  all  on  board 
liad  been  prisoners,  and  whatever  was  spared,  whether  ship  or 
stores,  was  spared  for  the  common  use  of  all  so  far  as  was 
needful  to  the  safe  arrival  at  Honolulu.  Some  question  was 
made  by  the  counsel  for  tbe  government  whether  the  destruc 
tion  of  property  on  the  passage  was  not  consented  to  by  the 
master  of  tbe  Maury^  and  so  its  value  could  not  be  claimed 
here;  but  we  must  consider  it  is  one  of  the  necessary — in  fact, 
an  inevitable— result  of  the  condition  of  things.  Indeed  noth- 
ing is  more  creditable  to  the  character  of  the  officers  and  men 
ill  all  these  vessels  than  the  fact  that  there  has  not  been  shown 
in  any  case  the  least  wanton  destruction  of  proi>erty,  or  the 
least  insubordination  on  the  part  of  any  man  at  any  time.  In 
every  case  the  men  placed  on  board  were  at  least  Ave  times  the 
number  of  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  ship  on  which  they  were 
placed,  and  at  any  time  they  could,  if  they  pleased,  have  taken 
the  vessel  under  their  control.  The  Maury  arrived  at  Hono- 
lulu August  11,  was  immediately  refitted,  and  in  the  very  short 
period  of  seventeen  days  was  again  at  seii  in  pursuit  of  her 
calling.  But  at  this  late  date — August  28 — she  could  not  hope 
to  reach  the  Arctic  Ocean,  from  which  she  came,  until  so  late 
a  period  that  the  season,  which  closed  about  October  1  or  a 
little  later,  would  be  past.  She  therefore  sailed  for  the  winter 
cruisiug  ground. 

<'The  facts  in  regard  to  the  other  vessels  are  substantially 
the  same,  except  that  they  were  ordered  to  San  Francisco. 

'*The  General  Pike  had  222  men  placed  on  board  of  her,  so 
that  with  her  own  crew  she  had  for  a  time  on  board  252  men. 
Of  these,  urged  by  considerations  of  humanity  alone.  Captain 
Weeks,  of  the  bark  Richmond,  took  52,  and  carried  them  to 
the  Sandwich  Islands,  thereby  incurring  for  himself  and  owners 
a  loss  from  the  abandonment  of  his  season's  employment  for 
which  this  court  has  already  expressed  a  regret  that  it  could, 
under  the  circumstances,  make  no  compensation. 

"She  arrived  in  San  Francisco  August  1,  after  a  voyage  of 
about  thirty-two  days.  Here,  all  the  crew,  being  advised  by 
counsel  that  they  could  not  be  longer  held,  left  the  ship,  as  did 
all  the  officers,  and  she  remained  in  San  Francisco  till  her 
owners  sent  out  a  master  to  take  charge  of  her  and  ship  a 
new  crew.  But  if  the  same  dispatch  had  been  used  in  this 
case  as  in  the  case  of  the  Maury  at  Honolulu,  or  of  the  MUo^ 
which  went  to  San  Francisco,  the  time  of  sailing  would  have 
been  too  late  to  proceed  again  to  the  Arctic  Ocean. 
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"In  tbis  case,  *d,s  in  tlie  case  of  the  Maury^  there  was  a  con- 
siderable destruction  of  property  by  throwing  it  overboard 
and  in  fitting  up  bunks  for  the  men. 

"The  MiU)  was  captured  June  22  and  bonded,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  Maury^  and  160  men  of  the  crews  of  the  whalers  pre- 
viously captured  put  on  board  of  her,  making,  witli  her  own 
officers  and  crew,  194  men  on  board.  The  master  informed 
the  captain  of  the  cruiser  that  he  had  not  sufficient  provisions 
to  make  the  voyage  to  San  Francisco  with  so  many  men  in 
safety,  and  he  was  directed  to  take,  and  did  take,  a  quantity 
of  provisions  from  a  vessel  just  captured,  and  not  yet  burned. 

"He  sailed  for  San  Francisco  June  23,  where  he  arrived 
July  20,  in  safety. 

"The  narrative  of  the  facts  of  the  capture  of  the  Milo^  given 
by  the  master,  Capt.  Jonathan  G.  Hawes,  is  as  follows: 

"*18th  int.  Please  now  describe  the  circumstances  of  your 
capture. 

"'Ans.  About  11  o'clock  on  the  22d  of  June  1865  1  saw  a 
steamer  approaching;  1  was  boiling  at  the  time.  Supposing 
her  to  be  a  Eussian  telegraph  vessel,  with  later  news  from 
San  Francisco,  I  set  my  colors,  and  awaited  his  approach, 
hoping  to  get  further  news  in  regard  to  the  assassination  of 
Mr.  Lincoln,  whose  death  I  had  heard  of  the  night  before. 
He  hailed  my  ship  and  ordered  me  on  board.  I  asked  him 
what  ship  it  was.  He  said,  "  Never  mind  what  ship  it  is ;  come 
on  board  and  bring  your  papers,  and  bear  a  hand  about  it.^ 
I  went  on  board;  was  met  at  the  gangway  by  an  officer  in 
uniform,  who  ordered  me  to  the  captain's  cabin.  1  was  then 
told  by  the  captain  that  I  was  on  board  the  Confederate 
steamer  Shenandoah^  and  that  I  and  my  vessel  were  prisoners. 
He  put  me  under  oath  to  state  the  value  of  the  vessel.  The 
value  of  the  vessel  and  the  oil  on  board  was  finally  fixed  at 
$40,000,  in  gold.  He  told  me  I  must  take  100  men  that  he  had 
on  board,  and  that  if  I  would,  and  sign  a  bond,  he  would 
release  my  ship;  otherwise  he  would  burn  her.  I  asked  him 
what  1  should  do  with  100  men;  he  said  he  did  not  care  what 
I  did  with  the  men,  but  would  give  an  order  and  permit  to 
take  them  to  San  Francisco.  In  order  to  save  my  vessel  1 
then  signed  the  bond,  and  he  ordered  me  to  get  the  100  men 
out  quick.  I  found  that  he  had  on  board  the  officers  and  crews 
of  the  Euphrates^  Abiffail,  and  Wm.  Thompson^  all  of  New 
Bedford,  which  ships  he  had  already  captured  and  burned. 
I  then  went  on  board  my  ship  and  ordered  my  crew  to  go  on 
board  of  him  for  the  hundred  men,  and  he  proceeded  to  cap- 
ture the  Sophia  Thornton^  of  New  Bedford,  which  ship  was 
about  one-fourth  mile  ott';  after  putting  a  prize  crew  on  board 
of  her,  he  ordered  me  to  lay  alongside  of  the  Sophia  Thornton^ 
under  the  penalty  of  being  blown  out  of  water,  while  he 
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bat  to  sach  a  mercantile  profit  as  might  be  deemed  reasonable 
at  the  time  of  capture,  all  circumstances  considered,  of  which 
that  incident  to  a  state  of  war  is  anquestionably  great  and 
important. 

^'  It  can  not  then  be  said  to  be  highly  unreasonable  in  the 
party  complaining,  under  a  promise  to  afford  full  and  complete 
compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  sustained  by  reason  of 
an  illegal  or  irregular  capture,  that  he  should  demand  the  price 
at  which  he  would  have  sold  the  article  at  the  place  where 
he  was  going,  to  which  price  he  had  a  perfect  right,  and  would 
doubtless  have  obtained,  had  he  not  been  illegally  captured; 
neither  could  any  sum  of  money  be  considered  liberal  which 
did  not  afford  him  a  compensation  for  what  he  was  thus  pre- 
vented from  immediately  acquiring.  Hence  it  appears  that  the 
rule  we  have  adopted  coincides  with  the  duty  of  one  nation 
and  the  right  of  the  other,  in  case  of  an  illegal  capture;  that 
it  is  literally  conformable  to  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  law  of 
nations  in  such  cases;  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  true  mean- 
ing of  the  treaty  and  just  to  both  parties,  and  not  more  liberal 
to  the  complainant  than  is  warranted  by  the  practice  of  British 
admiralty  courts,  in  estimating  the  compensation  to  be  made 
by  one  individual  to  another  in  case  of  an  illegal  capture. 

"Another  objection  has  been  made,  viz,  that  there  is  an 
extreme  difficulty  in  ascertaining  facts  necessary  to  fix:  this 
value.  The  rule  was  agreed  upon  by  all  the  board,  except  the 
gentleman  whose  observations  have  been  considered,  upon  the 
idea  that  it  was  the  only  true  mode  of  estimating  the  damages, 
and  that  any  other  would  be  a  mere  compromise  and  ought  to 
be  introduced  only  where  the  facts  required  to  form  the  esti 
mate  could  not  be  obtained.  Many  cases  have  been  decided  in 
which  it  was  necessary  to  obtain  the  price  of  various  merchan- 
dise from  many  parts  of  the  United  States,  the  West  Indies, 
and  Europe.  Hitherto  no  difficulty  has  occurred.  Whenever 
any  arises  from  impracticability  in  obtaining  the  suitable  tes- 
timony, the  board  will  be  compelled  to  resort  to  some  other 
rule;  but  there  is  no  reason  for  adopting  one,  confessedly 
uncertain  in  its  operation,  in  cases  where  one  can  be  applied 
that  fixes  the  damage  sustained  without  any  uncertainty. 

"It  is  evident  from  our  practice  under  this  rule,  that  if  we 
had  taken  any  rate  of  advance  on  the  invoice  price,  the  gov- 
ernment would  have  paid  more  in  some  cases,  and  in  others 
less  than  a  compensation. 

"  This  would  not  have  been  agreeable  to  the  promise  made 
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by  the  parties  to  this  treaty,  nor  to  the  daty  assigned  to  the 
commissioners,  viz,  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  loss  and  dam- 
age sustained  by  the  complainant,  by  an  honest,  diligent,  im- 
partial, and  careful  examination. 

"  It  would  seem  from  the  opinion  filed  by  Dr.  Nicholl  in  the 
case  of  the  Betsey j  Furlong,  that  there  had  been  a  misconcep- 
tion on  the  part  of  those  who  differed  from  him  as  to  the  grounds 
of  the  opinion  which  he  gave.  I  should  have  just  cause  of 
regret  if,  in  any  instance,  I  had  committed  such  an  error,  or 
had  taken  loose  observations  trom  the  printed  cases  or  pro- 
ceedings, or  which  had  dropi>ed  from  any  member  at  the  board, 
and  had  given  them  a  weight  they  did  not  deserve. 

'*  Those  who  will  give  themselves  the  trouble  of  recurring  to 
my  opinion  in  that  case,  and  to  the  evidence  of  any  fact  therein 
stated,  will  find  that  no  deductions  arc  made  but  from  what  is 
manifest  in  those  papers  and  expressly  acknowledged  by  His 
Majesty's  agents,  and  from  the  reasons  given  by  the  high 
court  of  appeals  in  their  decree,  and  which  have  the  same 
authenticity  as  the  decree  itself. 

"No  other  authority  was  ever  quoted  at  the  board  than  that 
of  Grotius,  which  was  remarked  upon  to  show  that  the  prop- 
erty of  George  Patterson  was  liable  to  condemnation,  and  I 
trust  it  will  not  be  forgotten  that  the  distinction  of  general 
and  special  reprisals  was  then  taken  in  the  manner  stated.  If 
this  had  appeared  to  have  been  a  loose  observation,  dropped  in 
an  unreserved  discussion  at  the  board,  it  would  not  have  been 
the  subject  of  remark;  or,  if  it  had  been  so  declared  at  the 
time  of  delivering  my  opinion,  I  should  cheerfully  have  erased 
any  observations  thereon.  It  was  not  then  even  hinted  at,  as 
I  recollect.  The  sentiments  of  Dr.  Nicholl  were  not  read  till 
some  weeks  after. 

"If,  therefore,  gentlemen  think  the  examination  too  minute, 
on  the  principles  of  law  which  they  have  been  jileased  to  ad- 
vance, they  will  impute  it  to  the  great  respect  I  entertain  for 
everything  that  comes  from  those  who  ditter  from  me  in  opinion. 

"I  would  most  cheerfully  dispense  with  placing  any  written 
opinion  on  the  files  of  this  board  if  I  could  dispense  with  the 
necessity  that  imposes  it.  That  necessity  is  displayed  in  every 
step  of  our  proceedings.  Personal  considerations  might  be 
waived.    Those  of  public  duty  are  not  to  be  resisted. 

"In  every  case,  that  has  yet  been  preferred,  His  Majesty's 
agent  has  denied  that  the  powers  given  to  the  board  permitted 
us  to  examine  its  merits.    This  construction  of  the  x)owers  of 
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"  *  This  is  to  protect  Master  Crowell,  of  tbe  bark  General  PO:e, 
from  capture  on  his  way  to  San  Francisco,  Cal. 

<"J.  I.  Waddell, 
^^^  Lieutenant  Commanding^  C,  8,  N, 
"'26th  June,  I860.' 

"The  N^ile  was  captured  June  28  and  bonded  in  a  similar 
manner.  I^o  one  of  her  officers  or  crew  was  found  to  be  exam- 
ined, but  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  masters  who  was  pat  on 
board  of  her  shows  that  her  case  was  substantially  like  the 
others. 

"His  narrative  is  as  follows: 

"*Q.  4.  What  do  you  know  of  the  capture  of  the  bark  Nik, 
of  New  London,  by  the  Shenandoah  f 

"'A.  I  know  she  was  captured  the  same  day  we  were  and 
under  the  same  circumstances. 

"'Q.  5.  What  became  of  the  Nile  after  her  capture! 

"'A.  The  captain  was  ordered  aboard  of  the  Shenandoah; 
they  told  him  they  were  going  to  burn  his  ship,  but  afterward 
they  bonded  her. 

"'Q.  6.  Do  you  know  the  reason  why  she  was  bonded! 

"«A.  For  the  reason  there  were  so  many  of  the  oflBcers  and 
crews  of  the  captured  vessels  had  been  put  aboard  of  tbe  James 
Maury,  which  had  been  captured,  that  we  sent  a  master  on 
board  the  Shenandoah  and  asked  them  to  give  us  another  ship, 
as  there  was  not  sufficient  room  on  the  James  Maury  for  us  to 
go  to  port.  The  captain  of  the  Shenandoah  then  bonded  the 
Nile,  and  a  lot  of  us  went  on  board  of  her. 

"'Q.  7.  What  number  of  men  went  on  board  the  Nilef 

"*  A.  My  memory  is  that  tliere  was  about  170,  all  told. 

" '  Q.  8.  What  became  of  the  Nile  and  her  crew  and  pas- 
sengers! 

" '  A.  We  made  the  best  of  our  way  to  San  Francisco.  There 
was  nothing  else  for  us  to  do;  we  had  to  go  either  to  there  or 
to  the  Sandwich  Islands. 

"'Q.  9.  Who  had  command  of  the  vessel! 

"*  A.  Asa  W.  Fish,  the  captain  of  the  Nile,  but  he  had  to  go 
to  port.  There  was  nothing  else  ])OS8ible  for  him  to  do  under 
the  circumstances  with  all  these  men  on  board.  We  could  not 
have  taken  a  whale  and  got  in  the  oil  if  we  had  had  one 
alongside,  there  were  so  many  persons  on  board.  It  was  a 
matter  of  necessity  for  us  to  get  to  port  as  soon  as  possible. 

"'Q.  10.  What  happened  on  the  voyage  to  San  Francisco! 

"'A.  Nothing  particular,  except  that  we  made  sail  there  as 
fast  as  we  could. 

"  Ki.  1 1 .  On  what  did  the  officers  and  men  live  on  their  way 
down  to  San  Francisco! 

"*  A.  We  lived  on  the  stores  of  the  Nile,  whatever  they  had. 

"'Q.  12.  Where  did  you  sleep! 
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"'A.  Between  decks  aud  everywhere  all  over  the  ship,  wher- 
ever tliey  coald  get  a  chance  to  lie  down. 

" '  Q.  13.  How  long  were  you  in  the  vessel  going  down  to  San 
Francisco! 

*'' A,  I  don't  recollect  exactly,  but  I  think  it  was  about  five 
weeks. 

"*Q.  14.  What,  if  any,  damage  do  you  remember  was  done 
to  the  ship  Xile^  her  stores,  and  outfits! 

**'A.  I  don't  remember  whether  we  threw  anything  over- 
board or  not.  We  must  have  done  considerable  damage;  we 
made  room  for  ourselves,  and  made  beds  of  sails  or  anything 
we  could  get.  Many  things  might  have  been  thrown  overboard 
wbile  I  was  below.' 

"The  Xile  brought  121  captured  officers  and  men,  and  arrived 
at  San  Francisco  after  a  passage  of  thirty-five  days.  Her 
master.  Captain  Fish,  left  her  in  charge  of  the  mate  and  came 
home  overland,  and  rejoined  her  in  the  spring  of  1866  in  Hono- 
lulu. The  vessel  was  taken  in  ballast  by  the  mate  to  Honolulu, 
where  she  was  refitted,  and  made  a  winter  cruise  in  the  winter 
of  1865-66. 

"Such  are  the  general  oulines  of  these  cases. 

"Certain  items  of  loss  are  the  same  in  kind  in  all,  differing 
in  amount.  These  are  the  property  on  board  which  was  de- 
stroyed or  consumed  on  the  i)assage  and  the  expenses  neces- 
sarily incurred  by  reason  of  going  into  port  in  San  Francisco 
and  Honolulu,  respectively. 

"These  items  in  the  case  of  the  Jawe«  Maury  are  as  follows: 

** Provisions  taken  from  her  to  the  Nile^  in  value $1, 205. 90 

"  Property  thrown  overboard  or  destroyed,  in  value 2, 597. 28 

"  Provisions  consumed  on  passage,  in  value 4, 681. 95 

"Provisions  destroyed  or  wasted 762.50 

9,247.63 

'^  Expenses  incurred  or  made  necessary  by  the  compulsory  voy- 
age (in  Honolulu) 1,076.22 

"The  owners  also  claimed  for  the  amount  of  the  advances  made 
to  the  crew,  which  were  claimed  to  be  substantially  lost,  as 
the  crew  deserted  at  Honolulu,  amounting  to 1,  r>81. 68 

"Also,  for  new  advances  made  at  Honolulu,  where  a  new  crew 
was  shipped,  in  all 413.80 

"They  also  proved  that  in  shipping  a  new  crew  they  were 
obliged  to  give  them  a  larger  lay  than  had  been  given  to  the 
old  crew,  the  expense  of  which  increaHO  they  estimated  at  the 
sum  of 3,500.00 

5,495.48 
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<^  These  items  of  claim  are  bere  stated  as  being  matters  of 
damage,  in  whicii  the  crew  of  the  vessel  had  no  interest.  The 
loss  of  them,  if  any,  fell  upon  the  owners  alone. 

^'The  other  element  of  damage  for  which  claim  is  made  is 
one  in  which  the  crew  as  sach  (the  whole  equipage^  as  the  ship's 
company  is  called  in  the  French  law,  inclading  officers  and 
men)  have  a  part. 

<^The  shipping  articles  of  a  whaling  vessel  bind  the  ship  to 
the  men  as  umch  as  the  men  to  the  ship.  The  men  do  not 
have  wages;  their  compensation  is  given  them  in  their  /ay,  or 
aliqaot  part  of  the  catch,  and  the  owners  cannot  lawfully 
divert  the  vessel  from  the  stipulated  business.  So,  if  the 
vessel  is  diverted  from  her  ordinary  business  to  engage  in  a 
salvage  service,  the  whole  ship's  company  have  an  equitable 
proportional  claim  upon  or  interest  in  the  amount  received  or 
awarded  as  compensation. 

^<In  like  manner,  if  the  vessel  is  taken  forcible  possession 
of,  and  compelled  to  perform  a  service  entirely  different  from 
that  in  which  she  is  engaged,  as  in  these  cases,  and  especially 
when  the  whole  ship's  crew  must  share  in  the  labor  and  iieril 
thereby  imposed,  they  must  have  an  interest  in  the  compensa- 
tion awarded  for  such  service  and  duty.  The  amount  so 
received  must  be  put  in  the  place  of  the  fund  out  of  which 
their  lay  would  have  been  drawn,  as  they  receive  no  wages  as 
such. 

<<The  principal  question  in  all  these  cases  is,  what  comi)en- 
sation  shall  be  allowed  to  the  owners  and  crews  for  this  enforced 
employment  of  their  vessels,  respectively,  and  for  this  com- 
pulsory labor  and  peril  of  the  men. 
'  ^^The  claimants  ask  for  it  under  the  name  of  demurrage, 

^<  Demurrage,  in  its  strict  use,  is  the  term  employed  in  con- 
tracts of  affreightment,  to  fix  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  detaining 
a  vessel  in  port  beyond  the  stipulated  lay-days. 

^<It  is,  however,  employed  in  a  less  literal  sense  in  admiralty 
courts  to  designate  the  damages  to  be  paid  for  the  loss  of  and 
use  of  a  vessel  by  the  owner  in  a  case  of  unlawful  capture  or 
destruction,  when  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  lead  the 
court  to  award  costs  and  damages  against  the  captor. 

^'In  these  cases,  damages  are  assessed  at  so  much  per  day 
for  the  detention  or  delay. 

^<The  term  demurrage  was  used  to  designate  this  kind  of 
loss  or  damage  in  some  of  the  papers  laid  before  the  Geneva 
tribunal. 
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"We  do  not,  however,  arrive  at  the  result  we  reach  by  fixing 
the  value  of  the  daily  employment  of  these  vessels. 

*^It  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  government  that 
this  enforced  employment  of  these  vessels  and  their  crews  was 
a  subject  of  direct  loss  or  damage,  but  it  was  claimed  that  the 
amount  to  be  awarded  was  not  to  be  made  in  any  way  depend- 
ent upon,  or  to  be  measured  by,  the  value  of  the  service  in 
which  they  were  engaged;  that  the  fact  of  their  being  in  the 
Arctic  Ocean,  upon  tbe  whaling- ground,  engaged  in  what  was 
generally  a  most  lucrative  employment,  the  fact  that  they 
thereby  lost  an  entire  season's  business,  should  not  be  taken 
into  the  account  in  fixing  the  amount  of  this  direct  damage  or 
loss. 

"Evidence  was  offered  tending  to  show  that  a  fair  price  for 
the  passage  of  men  from  the  Aleutian  Islands  to  San  Fran- 
cisco was  about  $85  per  man,  and  it  was  claimed  that  this 
would  be  a  fair  compensation  for  the  damage  caused  by  this 
enforced  service. 

"With  this  view  we  can  not  agree. 

"We  had  occasion  to  consider  this  question  in  the  case  of 
the  Baron  de  Castine, 

"That  was  a  small  vessel,  worth  from  $5,800  to  $8,000, 
engaged  in  the  trade  beeween  Maine  and  Cardenas  and  New 
York.  On  the  voyage  in  questian  she  was  under  charter  to 
carry  a  cargo  of  lumber  from  Maine  to  Cardenas,  and  bring 
thence  to  New  York  a  cargo  of  sugar,  for  the  round  snm  of 
$2,250,  with  demurrage  at  $35  "per  day. 

"When  she  had  made  about  one-third  her  voyage  to  Car- 
denas she  was  captured  and  bonded,  and  forty-four  men  put 
aboard  of  her;  and  she  was  ordered  to  land  the  men  not  south 
of  New  York.  She  did  go  into  Boston  after  about  a  five  days' 
voyage,  where  she  staid  about  seventeen  days  to  get  some 
repairs,  when  she  sailed  again  to  fulfill  her  charter.  Her  mas- 
ter thought  she  arrived  at  or  near  the  point  where  she  was 
captured  within  thirty  days  from  the  day  of  capture. 

"The  demurrage  fixed  in  her  charter  for  thirty  days'  deten- 
tion would  amount  to  $1,050,  and  we  were  urged  by  the  counsel 
for  the  government  to  award  no  more  than  that  snm. 

"But  this  demurrage  was  the  compensation  fixed  between 
the  parties  for  delay  in  port.  This  vessel  had  been  forcibly 
turned  from  her  course  in  mid  ocean.  She  had  been  compelled 
to  perform  an  entirely  different  voyage,  to  encounter  entirely 
new  perils,  and  the  court  did  not  think  the  value  of  this  com- 
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pulsory  service  sboald  be  measured  by  the  demarrage  fixed  in 
the  charter,  aud  awarded  as  damages  the  sum  of  $2,000. 

"What  are  the  general  facts  in  regard  to  this  branch  of  the 
claim  f 

"These  vessels  were  all  fitted  out  in  New  Bedford  or  New 
London  at  a  large  expense,  and  then  sent  to  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
to  cruise  for  whales  in  the  Arctic  Ocean  during  the  summer, 
from  the  1st  of  June  to  the  1st  of  October,  and  to  return  to 
Honolulu  between  seasons  to  refit  and  ship  home  oil,  and  then 
make  a  cruise  in  the  winter  season  on  the  western  coast  of 
North  America. 

"During  the  last  days  of  June,  while  engaged  in  their  busi- 
ness, nearly  all  having  already  taken  one  or  more  whales,  and 
one  while  engaged  in  cutting  in  a  whale,  they  were  captured. 
All  the  captured  vessels,  except  the  four  in  question,  were 
burned,  and  in  nearly  every  case  of  such  destruction  we  have 
found  quite  a  large  quantity  of  oil  and  bone  on  board,  the 
result  of  their  labor  up  to  the  time  of  capture.  While  engaged 
in  this  very  lucrative  employment  these  vessels  were  capturetl 
aud  compelled  to  abandon  their  employment,  and  go  to  a  port 
nearly  three  thousand  miles  away,  and  so  distant  that,  using 
all  required  diligence,  they  could  not  return  to  the  Arctic 
Ocean  till  the  season  was  just  closing  or  already  closed. 

"  What  shall  be  held  to  be  the  rule  of  damage  in  these  cases? 
What  shall  be  given  as  compensation  for  this  service  and  loss! 
That  it  was  a  direct  damage — a  loss  directly  incurred — is  not 
and  can  not  be  denied. 

"  Here  the  property  was  taken  from  the  possession  of  the 
owners,  was  forced  into  a  service  not  contemplated  by  them, 
exposing  their  large  ventures  to  new  and  unknown  risks,  aud 
forcibly  depriving  them  of  its  use  in  an  employment  for  which 
it  had  been  specially  and  at  great  expense  prepared,  and  sur- 
rendered to  the  owners  again  at  a  point  thirty  or  forty  days' 
sail  from  the  point  of  capture. 

"In  the  schooner  Lively  (1  Gallison,  315),  damage  in  the 
nature  of  demurrage  was  allowed  against  the  captors  who  hacl 
made  an  unlawful  seizure. 

"  Story,  J.,  says :  '  I  shall  allow  demurrage,  including  therein 
wages  and  expenses  of  the  ship,  from  the  time  of  capture  until 
she  could  return  to  the  place  of  capture.^ 

"The  English  admiralty  reports  are  full  of  cases  in  which, 
vessels  have  been  unlawfully  captured  or  unlawfully  detained 
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after  capture,  aud  uuder  eircamstauees  which  led  the  courts 
not  only  to  discharge  the  vessels,  but  to  award  the  owners 
costs  aud  damages  for  such  unlawful  detention.  In  all  these 
cases  the  measure  of  damages  had  regard  to  the  character  and 
employment  of  the  ship  aud  had  been  measured  by  the  time 
of  the  detention. 

"In  the  Corrier  Maritimo  (1  C.  Rob.  287),  damages  in  the 
nature  of  demurrage  were  allowed  for  a  period  longer  than 
the  time  of  detention,  and  must  have  included  a  period  enabl- 
ing the  vessel  to  return  to  the  place  of  capture,  as  was  allowed 
in  the  case  of  the  schooner  Lively, 

"  In  cases  of  collision,  the  courts  of  England  always  (see 
the  Gazelle^  2  W.  Rob.  279),  and  the  courts  of  this  country 
since  the  case  of  Williamson  v.  Barrett  (13  How.  101),  have 
allowed  damages  in  the  nature  of  demurrage,  and  generally 
under  the  name  of  demurrage,  as  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
the  use  of  a  vessel  during  the  period  of  necessary  repairs. 

"  The  courts  have  always  held  to  a  considerable  strictness 
of  proof  in  such  cases  that  but  for  the  injury  the  vessel  would 
have  had  employment,  and  as  to  the  value  of  such  employment. 

"  We  do  not,  however,  consider  these  claims  as  within  the 
doctrine  of  either  of  these  two  classes  of  cases. 

"In  them,  damages  were  given  for  a  detention  during  a 
period  of  entire  inactivity. 

"  These  vessels  were  not  inactive;  on  the  contrary,  they  were 
in  the  highest  degree  employed,  forcibly  taken  from  their  ordi- 
nary avocations,  one  of  them  while  in  the  act  of  cutting  in  a 
whale,  and  compelled  to  engage  in  a  duty  and  to  perform  a 
service  which,  when  performed,  would  leave  them  thirty  or 
forty  days'  sail  from  the  place  whence  they  had  departed. 

"  What  shall  be  the  sum  awarded  for  this  service,  for  com- 
pulsory service  is  a  damage  or  loss  as  direct  as  the  loss  of 
property! 

"  It  has  been  strenuously  urged  by  the  counsel  of  the  United 
States  that  the  fact  that  these  vessels  were  engaged  in  a 
lucrative  business  should  not,  under  the  terms  of  the  act 
giving  us  jurisdiction  of  these  claims,  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion; that  an  inquiry  into  the  employment  of  the  vessels 
necessarily  involved  a  consideration  of  prospective  gains  or* 
profits,  which  we  are  forbidden  to  allow.  But  we  are  to  give 
some  damages,  some  compensation,  for  service  rendered.  In 
any  case  we  must  consider  the  character,  situation,  and  employ- 
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ment  of  the  vessel.  The  element  of  value  aud  employmeut 
can  not  bat  enter  into  the  calculation  as  readily  as  the  question 
of  time.  Wliat  would  be  ample  compensation  to  one  vessel 
would  be  entirely  inadequate  to  another. 

"What  was  intended  by  prospective  catch,  prospective 
gains  and  profits,  as  connected  with  this  class  of  cases,  is 
somewhat  shown  by  the  character  of  the  claims  filed  before 
the  Geneva  tribunal  as  well  as  before  this  court.  In  all  tlie 
cases  of  whalers  destroyed  tlie  owners  claimed  not  only  the 
value  of  their  vessels  and  outfits  but  for  the  season's  catch 
which  was  lost.  So  vessels  driven  from  the  fishing  grounds 
by  the  presence  of  the  cruisers  presented  claims  for  catcb 
lost,  or  for  prospective  profits,  gains,  and  advantages. 

"Acting  ui)on  the  view  of  the  counsel  for  the  United  States, 
the  experts  called  by  the  government  have  estimated  the 
value  of  the  service  rendered  by  showing  what  is  a  fair  and 
usual  compensation  paid  for  transporting  passengers  from  tlie 
Aleutian  Islands  to  San  Francisco;  and  the  counsel  for  tlie 
government  claims  that  a  fixed  sum  per  man  transported 
should  be  awarded,  using  the  price  of  passage  above  referred 
to  as  a  basis  of  computation. 

"But  with  the  exception  of  the  consumption  of  provisions, 
the  injury  to  the  claimants  caused  by  this  enforced  service  in 
no  way  depended  uik)u  the  number  of  men  carried.  One  hun- 
dred men,  as  much  as  two  hundred,  took  the  vessel  from  its 
employment;  indeed,  fifty-two  taken  by  Captain  Weeks  in 
the  Richmond  cost  him  his  entire  summer's  employment  as 
much  and  as  truly  as  one  hundred  and  fifty- one  on  the  James 
Maury, 

"We  think  a  sum  should  be  awarded  in  each  case  to  tho 
owners  as  such  simply,  which  sum  will  compensate  them  for 
the  property  destroyed  and  expenses  incurred,  the  elements 
for  fixing  which  we  have  already  indicated  in  the  case  of  the 
James  Maury. 

"We  think  there  should  also  be  awarded  to  the  owners, 
johitly,  a  sum  to  be  received  by  them  in  lieu  of  catch,  and  in 
the  enjoyment  of  which  the  ship's  company  shall  have  part,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  sum  was  the  proceeds  of  oil  and 
bone,  which  sum  shall  include  compensation  for  the  provisions 
consumed  by  the  crew  of  the  vessel  in  making  the  voyage,  and 
for  the  enforced  use  of  the  vessel  during  the  voyage,  and  the 
compulsory  service  of  the  otticers  and  crew,  and  shall  also  em- 
brace the  consideration  that  the  vessels  were  left  at  a  point 
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thirty  days'  sail,  at  least,  from  their  point  of  departure,  to 
which  point  they  had  a  right  to  claim  to  be  returned,  or  to 
receive  compensation  for  the  failure  so  to  be. 

"Acting  upon  the  principles  and  governed  by  the  considera- 
tions before  stated,  we  shall  enter  judgments  in  these  several 
cases. 

"In  the  case  of  the  James  Maury ^  we  award  to  the  owners 
alone,  for  the  loss  and  destrnction  of  their  pro])erty,  the  sum  of 
$10,324.25,  which  sum  will  be  divided  among  them  according 
to  their  respective  interests  in  the  vessel  and  outfits,  the  court 
having  deducted  the  amounts  severally  received  by  the  sev- 
eral parties  from  insurance  in  entering  the  judgments  in  their 
favor. 

"And  we  award  to*  all  the  owners,  jointly,  as  compensation 
for  the  damage  for  the  use  of  the  vessel  and  for  the  eomi>nl- 
sory  service  of  the  officers  and  crew,  the  sum  of  $16,925,  which 
sum  is  to  be  received  by  the  owners,  and  the  same,  with  in- 
terest thereon  at  four  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  date  of 
capture,  is  to  be  held  by  them  as  and  for  and  in  lieu  of 
catch  of  said  vessel,  and  such  sum,  with  such  interest,  is  to  be 
distributed  among  the  said  owners  and  the  officers  and  crew 
of  said  vessel  in  their  due  proportions,  and  in  accordance  with 
their  several  and  respective  interests  in  the  catch  of  said 
vessel. 

In  the  case  of  the  General  Pike,  we  award  to  the  owners 
alone,  for  the  loss  and  destruction  of  their  property,  and  to  be 
divided  among  them  according  to  their  respective  interests  in 
the  vessel  and  outfits,  the  sum  of  $8,921.66. 

"And  to  the  owners  jointly,  for  the  use  of  the  vessel  and  the 
compulsory  service  of  the  officers  and  crew,  to  be  received  by 
the  owners  in  lieu  of  catch,  the  sum  of  $18,730. 

'^In  the  case  of  the  Milo,  we  award  to  the  owners  alone  the 
sum  of  $9,157.84,  and  to  the  owners  jointly,  for  the  use  of  the 
vessel  and  the  compulsory  service  of  the  officers  and  crew,  to 
be  received  by  the  owners  in  lieu  of  catch,  the  sum  of  $16,585. 

"In  the  case  of  the  Nile,  we  award  to  the  owners  alone  the 
sum  of  $8,250.65,  and  to  the  owners  jointly,  for  the  use  of  the 
vessel  and  the  compulsory  service  of  the  officers  and  crew,  to 
be  received  by  the  owneis  in  lieu  of  catch,  the  sum  of  $14,375. 

"There  were  several  claims  presented  at  the  same  time 
when  those  cases  were  heard,  made  by  officers  or  men  of  these 
vf^^sols,  nsking  for  compensation  for  loss  of  catch  or  of  wages 
after  capture. 
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^'All  these  claims  are  embraced  within  the  equity  of  the 
ludgment  to  be  made  in  these  cases,  and  each  of  these  men 
will  receive  out  of  the  judgments  herein  made,  in  lieu  of  catch, 
all  the  compensation  which  we  believe  under  the  law  we  can 
award  them.  As  to  loss  of  wages  after  the  arrival  of  the 
vessels  at  Honolulu  or  San  Francisco,  it  need  only  be  said 
that  they  voluntarily  abandoned  the  enterprise,  choosing  to 
consider  the  voyage  ended,  when  they  might  have,  if  they  had 
so  chosen,  remained  by  these  ships  and  continued  their  r> 
spective  voyages.    These  claims  will  therefore  be  dismissed.^ 

n      #*v  ««r.     J       "Henry  W.  Hubbell      ) 

Ca.eof^"Wmged  ^  bo.  278. ^ 

^^''  The  United  States.       ) 

"Oh AS.  A.  Sherman  et  al.  ) 

V.  [  No.  279. 

The  United  States.       ) 

"  Edw'd  H.  Gillilan       ) 

V.  [  No.  1131. 

The  United  States.       ) 

"The  measare  of  damage  for  goods  destroyed  by  the  Confederate  cruisers 
is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  and  time  of  shipment,  with 
charges,  and  marine  insurance  actually  paid,  with  inteiaest  on  the 
aggregate  so  produced  from  the  time  of  shipment  till  the  date  of 
destruction,  at  six  per  cent. 

''The  measure  of  damage  for  loss  of  freight  in  cases  when  freight  has 
begun  to  be  earned  in  the  net  freight,  which  is  to  be  found  by  deduct- 
ing from  the  gross  freight  the  expenses  of  completing  the  voyage,  ttnd 
of  discharging  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  destination,  including  all 
inward  port  charges  and  disbursementH,  with  a  further  deduction  of  a 
proper  sum  for  the  depreciation  of  the  vessel  while  performing  the 
remainder  of  her  voyage,  and  of  interest  on  the  valuation  of  the  ves- 
sel from  the  date  of  her  destruction  to  the  time  of  her  probable  arrival 
if  the  voyage  had  not  been  interrupted. 

''In  fixing  the  value  of  goods  purchased  with  coin  or  currency  other  than 
the  legal-tender  currency  of  the  United  States,  the  value  of  coin  iu 
currency  at  the  date  of  purchase  will  be  taken,  when  payment  was 
actually  made  iu  coin  at  that  time;  where  payment  was  aotaally  so 
made  at  a  subsequent  time,  the  value  of  coin  at  that  time  will  be 
taken,  if  the  payment  was  made  according  to  the  usual  course  of  trade. 
If  not  made  according  to  the  usual  course  of  trade,  the  value  of  coin 
will  be  computed  at  the  lowest  rate,  whether  at  the  time  of  purchase 
or  at  the  time  when  payment  would  have  been  made  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  or  when  the  payment  was  actually  made. 

» Davis^s  Keport  of  the  proceedings  of  the  first  Court  of  Commissioners 
of  JIabama  Claims,  p.  58. 
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"STATEMENT  OP  THE   OASE. 


"Henry  W.  Habbell  and  Bobert  L.  Taylor  were  the  owners 
of  seven  twenty-fourths  each  of  the  ship  Winged  Raiser,  her 
outfits  and  freight — and  each  owned  one  undivided  half  part 
of  the  cargo.  Edward  H.  Gillilan  owned  seven  twenty-fourths 
of  the  vessel,  outfits,  and  freight. 

"In  October  1867  Taylor  failed  in  business  and  made  a 
general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to  the  claimants, 
Sherman  &  Irvin,  and  one  John  R.  Gardner,  since  deceased. 

"The  Winged  Racer,  on  the  8th  October  1863,  sailed  from 
Manila  for  New  York,  and  on  the  16th  November  she,  with  her 
cargo,  was  destroyed  by  the  Alabama^  near  the  coast  of  Suma- 
tra, in  the  Java  Sea.  The  value  of  the  vessel  was  claimed  at 
$60,000.  Her  cargo  consisted  of  5,810  bales  of  Manila  hemp, 
9,607  bags  of  Manila  sugars,  100  bales  Manila  hide-cuttings,  100 
boxes  China  camphor.  Its  value  was  claimed.  Indemnity  was 
also  claimed  for  loss  of  freight,  stores,  outfits,  port  dues,  etc. 

"Mr.  Wm.  Peet  for  the  complainants  Hubbell  and  Oillilan: 

"1.  Under  the  act  this  question  is  to  be  determined — 

"a.  According  to  the  principles  of  law. 

"ft.  By  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

"{?.  By  the  merits  of  each  case. 

"2.  The  principled  of  law  applicable  to  the  question  are — 

"  a.  Damages  are  more  liberally  awarded  in  cases  ^  ex  delicto^ 
than  in»those  ^ex  contractu.^  (Sedgwick  on  Dam.  pp.  79,563, 
n.  (1 ) ;  Addison  on  Torts  (3  ed.),  984 ;  Shearman  and  B.  on  Neg- 
ligence, sec.  894;  Sharper  v.  Brice,  2  W.  BL942;  Heard  v.  Hol- 
man,  19  0.  B.N.  8.1.) 

"&.  Future  profits  ai*e  often  expressly  allowed,  and  if  the 
amount  of  the  damage  sustained  can  not  be  accurately  deter- 
mined, the  wrongdoer  must  bear  the  burden  of  such  difficulty, 
and  in  cases  of  doubt  pay  enough  to  insure  full  compensation. 
(Shearman  and  B.  on  Neg.  sec.  395;  Leeds  v.  Amherst,  20  Bea. 
239;  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13  How.  101;  the  Rhode  Island^ 
2  Blatch.  113;  the  Narragansetty  Oloott,  388;  the  Lalce^  2  Wall, 
jr.  p.  52.) 

"c.  Profits  directly  resulting  from  a  wrong  are  often  awarded 
as  an  element  of  damage  when  not  remote,  and  not  dependent 
upon  some  future  event  so  as' to  be  uncertain  or  contingent. 
(Shearman  and  Bed.  on  Neg.  sec.  599;  Walker  v.  Post,  6  Duer, 
363^73;  Griffin  v.  Colver,a6  N.  Y.  489;  St.  John  v.  N.  Y.,  6 
Duer,  315;  Lacour  v.  N.  Y.,  3  Duer,  406;  Sewall's  Fall  Bridge 
5627— VOL.  4 64 
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V.  Fish,  3  Foster,  171 ;  Shelby  ville  R.  Co,  v.  Sewark,  3  Ind.  471 ; 
New  Haveo,  &c.  v.  Vanderbilt,  16  Conn.  420.) 

"3.  The  claim  now  made  is  not  excluded  by  any  provision 
of  the  act.^ 

^^4.  The  measure  of  damages  in  accordance  with  these  prin- 
ciples— 

^'a.  For  the  loss  of  the  ship  is  her  value  at  the  outset  of  her 
voyage.  (Arnould  on  Insurance,  315;  Stevens  on  Average, 
190;  Snell  v.  Delaware  Insurance  Co.,  4  Dall.  430.) 

"ft.  For  loss  of  freight  is  the  amount  of  freight  which  would 
have  been  earned  but  for  the  capture.  (The  Gazelle,  2  W.  Rob. 
229;  Williamson  v.  Barrett,  13  How.  101;  the  Atm  Caroline, 
2  Wall.  536;  Ralston  v.  The  State  Rights,  Crabbe,  22;  the 
Rebecca,  Blatch.  &  H.  347 ;  the  New  Jersey,  Olcott,  444;  Abbott 
on  Shipping,  pp.  601,  527,  quoting  the  Copenha{fen,  1  Rob.  Ad. 
28;  the  Der  Mohr,  4  Rob.  Ad.  314;  the  Prosper,  Bdw.  Ad. 
72-76;  the  Fortuna,  Edw.  Ad.  56,  57;  the  Lively,  1  Gall.  315; 
the  Narragansett,  1  Blatch.  211.) 

"c.  The  loss  of  outfit  is  the  cost  of  the  outfit  at  the  outset 
6f  the  voyage.  If  full  freight  is  allowed,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages will  be  the  value  of  the  outfit  on  board  at  the  time  of 
destruction.  Under  this  head  premiums  of  insurance  had 
should  be  allowed  as  damages.  (Maly  v,  Shattuck,  3  Crailch, 
458.) 

"fl?.  For  loss  of  the  cargo  is  the  market  value  at  the  port  of 
destination,  either  on  the  day  of  destruction  or  on  the  day 
when  it  would  have  arrived  but  for  the  capture.  (Dusan  v. 
Murgatroyd,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  13;  the  Joshtm  BarJcer^  1  Abb. 
Adm.  215;  the  Gold  Hunter,  1  Blatch.  &  H.  300,  308;  the 
Rebecca,  1  Blatch.  &  H.  347,  356;  the  Colonel  Ledyard,  Sprague, 
530;  Brown  v,  Ashley,  1  Lowell,  27 ;  Bartlett  v,  Rudd,  1  Ix)well, 
223.) 

"  e.  If  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  shipment  (Manila) 
is  the  measure  of  damage,  the  damages  would  be,  pursuing  the 
usual  course  of  trade,  the  value  in  ^ew  York  at  maturity  of  a 
sterling  bill  on  London  payable  six  months  after  acceptance, 
and  bought  at  Manila  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  cargo 
with  the  silver  dollars  by  which  the  purchase  was  made. 

^'  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choate  for  the  complainants  C.  A.  Sherman 
et  al. 


'  Davis's  Beport  of  the  proceedings  of  the  first  Alabnma  Claims  Court, 
p.  58. 
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^^1.  The  claimants  are  entitled  to  actual  and  complete  in- 
demnity^ i,  €,y  to  the  amoant  they  could  have  realized  for  their 
property  as  it  stood  when  destroyed,  if  such  destruction  had 
not  taken  place. 

"2.  The  measure  of  damages  under  this  principle  is — 

'^a.  For  the  loss  of  the  ship,  her  value  at  the  time  of  her 
destruction. 

'<  b.  For  the  loss  of  freight,  an  amount  equal  to  the  groKH 
freight  less  the  estimated  cost  of  earning  that  amount  had  the 
voyage  been  completed. 

"  e.  For  stores,  provisions,  and  outfit,  the  actual  value  of 
what  was  on  board  at  the  time  of -capture. 

^^d.  For  the  cargo,  its  value  at  the  x>ortof  destination  at  the 
time  when,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  navigation,  it  would,  but 
for  the  capture,  have  arrived  at  that  port.  (Abbott  on  Ship- 
ping, 8  ed.  p.  504;  3  Kent's  Com.  5  ed.  242;  Tudor  v.  Ma- 
eombe,  14  Pick.  34;  Stevens  &  Benecke  on  Insurance,  p.  208; 
Sedgwick  on  Dam.  6  ed.  p.  424;  Sturgis  r.  Bissell,  46  N.  Y. 
402;  Sherman  r.  Wells,  28  Barb.  403;  Spring  v.  Haskell,  4 
Allen,  112;  McGregor  i?.  Kilgor,  6  Ohio,  352;  Medbury  v.  N.  Y. 
&  B.  K.  R.,26  Barb.  564;  Se<lgwick,  pp.  3 13, 372, 409,  576,  577, 
76  et  seq.  chap,  xiii;  Williams  v.  Beynolds,  22  Q.  B.  221;  Bell 
V.  Cunningham, 3  Peters,  59;  Smith  v.  Condry,  1  How.  (U.  S.), 
28;  Heard  v.  Holman,  19  C.  B.  Rep.  (N.  S.),  1;  Williamson  v. 
Barrett,  13  How.  (U.  S.),  101;  the  M.  M.  Caleb^  10  Blatch. 
C.  C.  Rep.  467;  the  Ehode  Island,  2  Blatch.  C.  0.  113;  the 
Amiable  Nancy,  3  Wheaton,  546;  Masterton  r.  The  Mayor  of 
Brooklyn,  7  Uill,  62.  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Wash- 
ington, Vol.  III.  pp.  212-214.) 

'*c.  If  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  shipment  is  the 
measure  of  damages,  the  importer,  <on  the  merits  of  the  case,' 
should  be  allowed  what  it  actually  cost  him  in  New  York,  in 
currency,  to  provide  the  means  in  the  East  Indies  to  purchase 
and  pay  for  the  goods  there,  with  a  further  allowance  of  the 
advance  in  that  market  between  the  date  of  purchase  and  the 
date  of  destruction.^  (The  Yaughan  and  the  Telegraph,  14 
Wall.  258.) 

"  Mr.  J.  A.  J.  Creswell  for  the  respondent. 

'Messrs.  Field,  Lowe,  Beaman,  Tennoy,  Colo,  and  other  counsel  filed 
briefs  on  the  qnestidns  involved  in  theso  cases,  or  participated  in  the 
argrnmen^. 
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'^The  measure  of  damages  which  shall  be  settled  here  will 
be  the  measure  by  which  we  must  abide  in  the  case  of  like 
claims  brought  against  the  United  States  in  the  future.  (Pa- 
pers relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  VoL  HI.  pp.  223, 
224.) 

"  The  court  must  be  governed  by  the  act  of  Congress  crea^ 
ing  it,  which  expressly  forbids  the  allowance  of  compensation 
for  prospective  damage. 

<<The  damage  occasioned  by  the  loss  of  a  ship  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  ascertaining  her  market  value  at  the  time  of  destruc- 
tion. 

"The  measure  of  damage  for  the  cargo  destroyed  should  be 
found  by  reverting  to  the  time  and  place  of  shipment,  taking 
the  original  cost  and  adding  reasonable  expenses  and  interest 
The  rule  contended  for  by  the  complainants  would  involve  an 
allowance  for  prospective  profits. 

"Claims  pending  before  this  court  are  in  the  nature  of  cases 
arising  from  marine  torts,  where  the  rule  adopted  is  to  com- 
pute the  value  of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  departure. 

"  The  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  claimants  are  cases  of  breach 
of  contract,  or  involve  the  law  of  common  carriers,  where  spe- 
cial considerations  apply. 

"Where  suit  is  brought  on  an  open  policy,  the  value  at  the 
time  and  port  of  departure  has  been  taken  as  a  basis  for  the 
computation  of  damages.  (Kent's  Comm.  vol.  3,  pp.  335,  336; 
Mayne  on  the  Law  of  Damages,  marginal  pages  186, 1^;  12 
East.,  Usher  v.  Noble,  p.  639;  Warren  v.  Franklin  Insurance 
Company,  104  Mass.  Bepts.  518.) 

"In  cases  of  jettison  and  general  average  the  rule  is  differ- 
ent, but  there  nothing  is  contingent;  the  other  goods  have 
arrived  in  safety  and  actually  brought  the  advanced  price.  If, 
iu  case  of  jettison,  the  remainder  of  the  cargo  does  not  arrive, 
the  owner  of  the  jettisoned  goods  is  thrown  back  for  his  com- 
pensation to  the  value  at  the  time  and  place  of  departure. 
(3  Kent,  243;  Tudor  v.  Macombe,  14  Pick.  34;  Mutual  Safety 
Insurance  Company  v.  The  Ship  Oeorge^  Olcott's  Reports,  157; 
Gray  et  al.  v.  Wain.,  2  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  229.) 

"The  same  rule  prevails  in  cases  of  capture  as  in  cases  aris- 
ing on  an  open  policy  of  insurance.  (The  Charming  Betsey j  2 
Cianch,  126;  Maley  v.  Shattuck,  3  Cranch,  491;  the  Anna 
Maria,  2  Wheaton,  334,  335;  the  Amiable  Nancy ^  3  Wheatou, 
5*0;   L'Amistad  de  Rues,  5  Wheatou,  385;  the  Apollon,  9 
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Wheaton,  362;  Taber  et  al.  v.  Jenny  et  al,  1  Spragae,  316;  1 
Lowell,  27,  223.) 

^^The  true  rule  in  estimating  the  yalae  of  the  cargo  is  the 
restitutio  in  integram.  The  actual  loss  sustained  by  the  party 
at  the  time  and  place  of  injury  is  the  measure  of  damage.  The 
role  in  case  of  collision  is  to  award  as  damages  the  value  of  the 
goods  at  the  time  and  place  of  departure,  with  expenses, 
although  in  cases  of  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  it  may  bo 
otherwise.  (Smith  et  al.  v.  Oondry,  1  Howard,  28;  the  Ocean 
Queen,  5  Blatch.  493;  schooner  Idvely,  1  Gallison,  315;  the 
Vaughan  and  the  Telegraphy  Benedict  1,  p.  49;  14  Wallace,  268; 
Sedgwick,  marginal  p.  469,  note;  the  Olaucus,  1  Lowell,  371.) 

^<  No  freights  can  be  allowed  by  this  court  except  those  abso- 
lutely earned.    (Act  of  23d  June  1874.) 

^<  The  words  ^  unearned  freights '  refer  to  freight  to  be  earned 
after  her  destruction  on  the  voyage,  during  the  prosecution  of 
which  the  vessel  was  lost.  Freight  should  be  allowed  pro  rata 
from  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  to  the  date  of  destruc- 
tion. 

^'  In  entering  judgment  the  value  of  the  goods  at  Manila,  in 
the  currency  of  that  place,  should  be  taken,  and  this  amount 
converted  into  the  currency  of  the  United  Staftes  or  its  equiva- 
lent, taking  gold  at  its  present  value. 

^<  Jewell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

"  These  claims  were  for  the  loss  of  the  ship  Winged  Racer^ 
and  for  the  cargo,  and  for  the  freight  of  the  vessel,  on  a  voyage 
partly  performed  from  Manila  to  New  York. 

<^The  claimants  first  named  were  each  owners  of  seven 
twenty-fourths  of  the  vessel  and  freight  and  joint  owners  of 
the  cargo  which  they  had  bought  in  Manila  and  China. 

^^The  third  claimant  owned  seven  twenty-fourths  of  the 
vessel  and  freight. 

"  The  owners  of  the  cargo  showed  that  the  cargo  could  have 
been  sold  in  New  York  at  the  time  of  the  probable  arrival  of 
the  vessel  for  a  large  profit  over  the  cost  in  Manila  and  China. 
They  also  contended  that  the  goods  might  have  been  sold  in 
New  York,  to  arrive,  at  the  day  of  the  destruction,  for  a  large 
profit. 

^^  Before  the  hearing  in  the  above-named  causes  it  was 
arranged  that,  in  connection  with  the  argument  upon  the 
questions  of  law  proposed  to  be  presented  by  the  counsel  in  the 
principal  cases,  counsel  in  various  other  cdses  pending  before 
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the  coart  in  which  questions  were  raised  as  to  the  measore  of 
damages  ia  regard  to  sliip,  outfits,  provisions,  cargo,  or  freigbt, 
should  be  heard  with  briefs  and  arguments,  so  that,  if  possible, 
all  questions  of  this  class  should  beat  the  same  time  presented 
to  the  court. 

<^  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement  briefs  were  filed  by  sev- 
eral gentlemen  of  the  bar,  and  the  questions  have  been  pre- 
sented to  the  court  by  briefs  and  oral  arguments  of  exhaustive 
ability,  and  the  counsel  of  the  United  States  has  with  equal 
ability  and  exhaustive  research  presented  his  views. 

"The  court  acknowledge  their  obligations  to  the  various 
counsel  for  the  claimants  as  well  as  to  the  counsel  for  the 
United  States  for  the  valuable  assistance  thus  rendered. 

"  For  the  authority  of  this  court  to  award  any  sum  either  as 
loss  or  damage,  or  as  indemnity  or  compensation  for  loss  or 
damage  on  ship,  cargo,  or  freight,  we  must  look  to  the  law 
under  which  we  act. 

"  The  act,  section  11,  directs  us  to  examine  all  claims  admis- 
sible under  it,  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by  tbe 
so-called  insurgent  cruisers,  etc.,  and  'to  decide  upon  the 
amount  and  validity  of  such  claims  in  conformity  with  the  pro- 
visions hereinafter  contained^  and  according  to  the  principles  of 
law  and  the  merits  of  the  several  cases.' 

"  By  this  we  understand  that  each  claim  is  to  be  decided 
upon  according  to  the  principles  of  law  and  the  merits  of  the 
several  cases,  and  such  a  sum  awarded  to  each  claimant  as  the 
principles  of  law  and  the  merits  of  his  case  entitle  him  to 
receive,  unless  the  allowance  of  such  amount  is  specifically 
forbidden  by  some  provision  of  the  act '  thereinafter  contained.' 

"  What  the  provisions  of  law  are  upon  or  according  to  which 
we  are  to  make  up  these  claims  we  are  not  told  in  the  act;  we 
are  to  seek  them  in  general  principles  acted  on  by  the  courts, 
or  to  be  found  in  the  decisions  to  which  we  look  for  the  authori- 
tative declaration  of  the  law  of  the  land. 

"  We  ought,  as  it  seems  to  us,  to  look  for  these  principles 
especially  in  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  which  are  of  paramount  authority,  certainly  in  cases 
to  which  the  United  States  is  iu  any  sense  a  party.  We  may 
look  for  them  in  the  decisions  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  practice  and  procedure  in  which.we  are  specially 
referred  in  the  act.  And  we  may  also  look  to  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  the  several  States,  not  as  conclusive  ni)on  us,  but 
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as  worthy  of  examination  by  reason  of  the  weight  of  reasoning 
and  broad  application  of  principles  exhibited  by  those  very 
high  tribunals.  And  as  these  questions,  the  fund  to  which 
they  have  reference,  and  this  court  itself,  each  and  all,  are  but 
the  fruit  of  a  great  settlement  between  the  two  leading  com- 
mercial and  maritime  po;vers  of  the  world,  we  may  and  ought 
to  draw  from  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
of  Great  Britain,  and  especially  from  those  tribunals  before 
which  questions  of  the  law  of  the  seas,  of  the  rights  and  duties 
of  neutral  nations,  are  brought  and  tried,  such  rules  as  will 
best  accord  with  that  enlightened  sense  of  justice  by  which 
this  nation  will  be  willing  hereafter  to  be  measured,  and  to 
which  she  will  hereafter,  without  hesitation,  appeal. 

<^It  was  not  improper  for  the  counsel  of  the  United  States, 
in  his  very  able  argument,  to  call  to  our  attention,  and  the 
attention  of  the  claimants  here,  that  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that,  in  making  a  standard  according  to  which  damages  are  to 
be  awarded  to  the  claimants  before  us,  we  at  the  same  time 
supply  a  standard  according  to  which  hereafter,  in  all  time 
perhaps,  damages  will  be  claimed  and  enforced  against  our 
own  government. 

"This  consideration  itself  increases  in  our  view  the  gravity 
and  importance  of  the  questions  to  be  decided ;  it  imposes  upon 
us  the  greater  obligation  to  consider  with  the  strictest  care  the 
matters  under  deliberation. 

"That  Congress  had  this  consideration  in  view  in.framing  the 
act  is  evident  from  the  act  itself;  and  section  twelve  comprises 
the  'provisions  hereinafter  contained,'  which  limit  and  restrain 
us  in  applying  what  otherwise  we  might  apply  to  the  fullest 
extent,  namely,  the  allowance  of  damages  in  each  case  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  law. 

"The  primary  purpose  of  the  act  we  conceive  to  be  to  dis- 
cover what  the  loss  or  dunnage  directly  suffered  by  each  claim- 
ant is  according  to  the  principles  of  law,  and  to  award  him  that 
sum,  with  the  limited  interest  provided  in  the  act;  and  that 
amount  we  are  to  determine  and  award,  unless  we  are  pre- 
vented from  allowing  the  whole  of  said  sum  by  the  restraining 
clauses  before  referred  to. 

"There  are  some  preliminary  considerations  which  we  will 
dispose  of  before  proceeding  to  an  examination  of  the  chief 
questions  at  issue. 

"It  is  urged  upon  us  most  earnestly  by  all  the  counsel  for 
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claimants  that  the  allowance  for  damage  shonld  be  of  the  most 
liberal  nature,  inasmuch  as  these  claims  arose  out  of  the  acts 
of  a  wrongdoer;  that  the  capture  and  destruction  of  these 
vessels  was  attended  by  wanton  outrage  and  violence,  present- 
ing, as  is  urged,  the  cases  in  which  courts  have  uniformly  per- 
mitted the  largest  liberality  in  the  assessment  of  damage.  We 
do  not  think  these  considerations  apply. 

''These  captures  were  made  in  war;  there  was  no  violence 
greater  than  is  allowed  by  the  laws  of  war.  To  be  sure,  usually 
captured  ships  are  not  destroyed ;  tliey  are  commonly  taken  as 
prize  before  the  courts  for  condemnation ;  but  as  the  Confed- 
eracy had  no  prize  courts,  they  exercised  an  undoubted, 
although  extreme,  right,  and  burned  their  prizes.  Bvery  mer- 
chant who  made  an  adventure  upon  the  seas  was  fully  aware 
of  the  dangers  to  which  his  vessel  or  cargo  was  exposed.  He 
'met  but  what  he  looked  for  and  should  oppose.' 

"  Besides,  this  fund  is  the  result  of  a  liability  of  Great  Britain 
for  an  act  of  negligence.  This  is  not  a  suit  against  the  actual 
wrong  doer.  To  be  sure,  by  the  law  of  nations  we  held  England 
liable  for  these  losses,  and  by  the  treaty  she  agreed  to  be 
treated  as  liable,  but  from  first  to  last  she  protested  that  her 
liability  was  that  which  arose  from  oversight  and  omission, 
from  a  want  of  vigilance,  an  inadequacy  of  exertion  in  par- 
ticular cases,  a  mistake  of  her  duties,  and  not  a  wanton  or 
willful  act.  And,  as  we  understand  it,  our  own  government 
finally  acceded  to  that  view. 

"  In  our  own  highest  court,  where  the  owners  of  a  privateer 
were  held  liable  for  the  unlawful  act  of  the  master  and  crew,  a 
claim  for  vindictive  damages  was  rejected,  though  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says, '  upon  the  facts 
disclosed  this  must  be  pronounced  a  case  of  gross  and  wanton 
outrage,  without  any  just  provocation  and  excuse.'  (The 
Amiable  Nancy^  3  Wheaton,  546.) 

"  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  consideration  cannot 
enter  into  our  judgment  in  estimating  the  amount  of  damage 
in  these  cases. 

"The  various  claims  for  damage  arising  under  this  act  are: 

''  First.  For  the  vessel. 

''Second.  For  those  outfits  or  supplies  which  are  put  on 
board  prior  to  the  eommencoment  of  the  voyage  and  needful 
or  pertaining  to  the  navigation.  As  to  those,  it  is  in  every 
case  a  quention  whether  they  are  or  not  included  in  the  valua- 
tion of  the  vessel  itself. 
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"  Third.  For  those  supplies  which  are  in  the  natare  of  pro- 
visions to  be  consumed  on  the  voyage. 

^<  Embraced  in  these  second  and  third  classes  are  the  outfits 
and  supplies  put  on  board  vessels  fitted  for  whaling  or  similar 
voyages,  differing  in  details  from  the  outfits  and  supplies  of 
ordinary  vessels,  but  presenting  no  differences  of  principle. 

"  Fourth.  For  the  loss  of  the  freight,  either  as  due  for  the 
carriage  of  goods  in  a  general  cargo  or  the  amount  to  become 
due  or  agreed  to  be  paid  under  a  contract  of  affreightment  or 
charter-party,  either  for  a  voyage  actually  entered  upon,  the 
goods  being  already  on  board,  or  for  a  voyage  agreed  to  be 
made  from  a  port  not  yet  reached,  but  for  which  the  vessel 
has  sailed,  or  on  a  voyage  agreed  to  be  made,  but  for  the  i)er- 
formance  of  which  no  steps  have  been  taken  or  progress  made, 
except  to  bind  the  ship  and  owners,  if  the  ship  or  vessel  survives 
accidents,  so  as  to  be  able  so  to  do. 

'<  All  these  claims  have  reference  to  the  owners  of  the  vessel, 
and  can  be  made  by  them  only,  or  by  their  representatives. 

"  Fifth.  For  the  loss  of  goods  on  board,  whether  specifically 
as  cargo  entered  on  the  manifest  and  paying  freight,  or  as  the 
property  and  personal  effects  of  officers  or  men  or  of  passengers. 

"il«  to  the  ship : 

^^  There «has  been  no  difference  of  opinion  in  the  discussions 
before  us  as  to  the  measure  of  damage  to  the  ship  or  vessel. 
The  decisions  of  the  courts  all  agree  in  giving  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  its  value  at  the  time  of  its  loss  or  destruction.  In  ftie 
law  of  insurance,  its  value  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk  is 
taken  to  be  its  value  through  the  voyage,  although  in  fact  the 
ship  is  continually  deteriorating;  but  this  slight  deterioration 
is  compensated  for  as  an  element  of  the  freight. 

<< There  is  nothing  in  the  act  limiting  the  right  to  give  the 
value  of  the  ship  if  destroyed.  (The  Baltimore,  8  Wall.  386, 
and  cases  in  note;  Lowndes  on  Collisions,  141  et  seq.) 

" J.#  to  outfits  ; 

^^As  to  that  class  of  outfits  which  pertain  to  the  navigation, 
such  as  spare  spars,  sails,  extra  canvas,  and  the  like,  and 
materials  for  the  temporary  repair  of  the  ship,  it  has  been 
contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  that  they 
pro]>erly  belong  to  and  are  included  in  the  valuation  of  the 
ship  itself.  There  is  no  difference  of  opinion  that  when  the 
value  of  the  vessel  is  clearly  proved,  exclusive  of  this  class  of 
outfits,  and  the  value  of  the  outfits  as  a  separate  item  of  value 
is  clearly  shown,  their  value,  if  destroyed,  is  to  be  given. 
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"There  is  nothing  in  the  act  restraining  us  from  giving  the 
value  of  outfits  if  thus  shown;  but  we  shall  in  each  case, 
according  to  the  proofs,  estimate  the  value  of  the  ship  and  oat- 
fits,  either  collectively  or  separately,  as  justice  shall  require^ 

**A«  to  the  provisions : 

"There  has  been  no  difference  of  opinion  in  the  discussions 
before  us  as  to  the  allowance  for  the  provisions  on  board, 
unconsumed  at  the  time  of  loss.  Their  value  must  be  given 
either  as  a  separate  item  of  valuation,  or  as  a  component  part 
of  freight,  according  as  we  shall  decide  to  give  judgment  for 
the  loss  of  freight.  Provisions  are  a  fluctuating  quantity, 
having  its  maximum  at  the  beginning,  and  constantly  dimin- 
ishing as  the  voyage  proceeds,  till  the  minimum  is  reached  at 
its  termination. 

"In  the  case  of  vessels  fitted  out  for  whaling  or  similar  voy- 
ages occupying  long  periods,  some  of  the  outfits  pertaining  to 
navigation,  as  well  as  the  provisions  put  on  board  and  tlie 
paraphernalia  and  machinery  and  the  vessels  for  containing 
the  product  of  the  catch,  are  substantially  cargo  on  board  and 
must  be  governed  by  the  rules  applicable  to  cargo. 

"^«  to  the  measure  of  damage  for  the  loss  of  goods: 

"This  question  has  been  argued  before  us  with  great  ability 
VL\)on  both  sides.  It  is  claimed  by  the  owners  of  goods 
destroyed  that  the  act  intended  and  expressly  directed  us  to 
award  to  each  claimant  such  a  sum  as  w^ould  give  him  au 
Hiidemnity  for  losses,'  (§  5,)  such  as  would  be  a '  compensation  for 
the  actual  loss  or  damage,'  (§12;)  that  the  claims  were  for 
*•  damage  directly  resulting  from  the  acts  of  the  insurgent 
cruisers,'  &c.  (§  11;)  that  the  words  'cotaipensation'  and  'indem- 
nity' (§  12)  are  used  to  indicate  the  extent  of  the  claimant's 
rights;  that  nothing  can  be  indemnity  or  compensation  for  this 
loss  or  damage  which  does  not  put  the  claimant  in  the  saoie 
situation  in  which  he  would  have  been  if  the  capture  and 
destruction  in  tiie  particular  case  had  not  occurred.  It  is, 
therefore,  claimed  that  the  value  of  the  goods  destroyed  must 
be  the  sum  which  they  would  have  brought  at  the  place  of 
destination  at  the  probable  time  of  their  arrival,  and  that  tbe 
average  length  of  passages  between  the  ports  of  departure 
and  destination  should  be  taken  to  ascertain  the  time  of  proba- 
ble arrival  in  each  case. 

"That  this  was  the  market  for  which  the  goods  were  intended, 
that  anything  less  than  the  value  at  the  ^>ort  of  destination 
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would  not  give  ^indemnity'  or  'cpinpensatioii'  for  the  'damage 
or  loHS.' 

^'It  is  farther  claimed  that  if  this  measure  of  value  cannot 
be  allowed,  at  least  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  desti- 
nation at  the  date  of  the  loss  should  be  given. 

^^  All  of  the  numerous  authorities  cited  in  support  of  these 
positions  were  of  cases  arising  ex  contractu.  They  were  chietiy 
actions  brought  against  carriers,  either  by  land  or  sea,  for  non- 
performance of  the  contract  of  carriage.  They  were  actions 
between  the  parties  to  the  contract.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
in  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  by  the  owner  of  the 
goods  for  nondelivery  the  measure  of  damage  universally  given 
is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  and  place  when  and  where 
the  carrier  has  contracted  to  deliver  them.  ( Angell  on  Carriers, 
§  482 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  c.  xiii.  See  the  very  numerous 
cases  cited  by  these  authorities.) 

<^The  basis  of  the  doctrine  in  all  these  cases  is,  that  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  hold  the  carrier  liable  for  the  full  value  at 
the  time  and  place  of  destination,  to  remove  from  him  all 
temptation  to  fraud.  (Gillingham  v.  Dempsey,  12  Serg.  and 
K.  188.) 

"  In  this  case,  which  was  the  first  case  where  the  question 
arose  in  Pennsylvania,  and  in  which  all  the  English  and 
American  authorities  up  to  that  time  were  most  exhaustively 
examined,  C.  J.  Tilghman  says:  *If  we  consider  the  policy 
which  should  regulate  these  contracts,  it  is  best  to  remove  from 
the  carrier  all  temptation  to  fraud,  which  will  be  best  done  by 
making  him  answerable  for  the  value  at  the  place  of  delivery. 
If  the  goods  should  be  of  increased  value  at  the  place  of 
delivery,  as  they  generaMy  are,  and  the  liability  extends  no 
further  than  the,  value  ai  the  place  of  shipment,  there  is  very 
great  temptation  to  fraud.'  •  ♦  •  *And  it  would  require 
very  strong  authority  to  satisfy  me  that  where  the  carrier 
fraudulently  disposed  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  delivery, 
and  made  great  profit  thereby,  he  or  his  principal  should  be 
responsible  for  no  more  than  the  value  at  the  place  where  he 
received  them.'  (Watkinson  v.  Laughlin,  8  Johns.  213;  Emory 
V.  McGregor,  15  Johns.  24.) 

^^  Another  class  of  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  claim- 
ants grows  out  of  the  contract  of  insurance. 

*•  When  jettison  is  made  of  goods  for  the  relief  of  the  ship 
in  case  of  peril,  the  owner  of  the  goods  so  jettisoned,  if  the  ship 
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arrives,  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for  them  the  price  they  would 
have  brought  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  and  at  the  place  of 
destination.  This  value  is  given  on  the  obvious  equity  tbat 
the  owner  of  the  goods  whose  destruction  has  enabled  the 
others  to  arrive  shall  be  in  no  worse  condition  than  are  those 
whose  property  has  been  saved  by  his  sacrifice. 

"But  if  the  ship  does  not  arrivej  if  the  rest  are  not  carried 
forward,  the  goods  jettisoned  are  to  be  paid  for  at  their  value 
at  the  place  of  shipment,  with  charges,  insurance,  and  interest 
(Tudor  V.  Macomber,  14  Pick.  34.) 

"So,  if  the  ship  is  compelled  to  put  into  port  in  distress,  and 
to  make  repairs  or  procure  supplies,  where  the  master  has  no 
funds  and  no  credit,  he  may  sell  a  part  of  the  cargo  to  procure 
funds ;  and  */  the  ship  afterwards  arrives j  the  owner  of  the  goods 
sold  shall  have  for  them  the  price  which  they  would  have 
brought  if  they  had  remained  on  board,  namely,  their  value  at 
the  time  and  place  of  destination. 

"But  if  she  does  not  arrivey  the  value  to  be  paid  for  them  is 
their  value  at  the  port  of  departure,  with  charges,  insurance, 
and  interest.  (Abbott  on  Shipping,  372;  Mayneon  Damages, 
223;  Eichardson  v.  Nourse,  3  B.  &  Aid.  237.) 

"Both  these  classes  of  cases  are  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule  followed  in  actions  upon  policies  of  insurance,  and  both 
stand  upon  the  same  ground,  that  the  owner  of  the  goods  sac- 
rificed in  jettison,  or  sold  for  the  exigencies  of  the  voyage,  shall 
be  in  thb  same  condition  as  are  the  other  owners  whose  goods 
have  been  insured  a  safe  arrival  by  his  sacrifi«se.  If  they  gain 
a  profit,  so  shall  he,  but  if  the  ship  fails  to  arrive  then  the 
goods  of  all  parties  are  to  be  valued  at  the  same  standard, 
namely,  that  of  the  place  of  shipment. 

"But  the  act  creating  this  tribunal,  it  seems  to  us,  has 
expressly  taken  away  from  us  the  XK)wer  to  estimate  the  dam 
age  upon  the  principle  contended  for.  Section  12  expressly 
provides  that  in  no  case  shall  any  claim  be  admitted  or  allowed 
for  or  in  respect  to  *  *  *  projective  profits^  freights,  gains, 
or  advantages. 

"Prospective  profits  means  that  profit  or  advance  in  price 
which  the  owner  of  goods  expects  will  take  plac*e  between  the 
place  of  shipment  and  the  place  of  destination. 

"  This  is  sometimes  called  profits,  sometimes  probable  profits, 
and  sometimes  expected  profits.  (Phillips  on  Ins.,  §  1209;  Ben- 
ecke,  pp.  26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 119, 126;  Stevens  and  Beneck^,  14.) 
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"Prosi)ective  profits,  as  applied  to  goods,  can  refer  only  to 
the  difference  in  price  between  the  port  of  lading  and  the  port 
of  discharge.  Profits  expected  after  the  time  of  dii^charge 
have  never  been  given  as  damage  in  any  case. 

"  Profits  in  this  sense— expected  profits,  prospective  profits — 
are  the  constant  subject  of  insurance,  and  are  certainly  as 
insurable  as  any  other  interest;  but  an  insurance  tx>  cover  them 
must  be  of  profits  eo  nomine;  they  cannot  be  insured  under  the 
name  of  goods  or  cargo  unless  in  a  valued  policy.  Of  course, 
such  expected  profits  may  be  included  in  the  valuation  of 
goods  in  a  valued  policy  on  goods,  but  valued  policies  rest  upon 
principles  peculiar  to  themselves,  by  force  of  which  the  assured 
may  value  as  high  as  he  pleases,  and  the  insurer  is  bound 
thereby.  Valuation  in  the  policy  binds  both  x>arties  in  the 
absence  of  gross  fraud. 

<*The  act  enjoins  upon  us  to  decide  upon  the  amount  and 
validity  of  these  claims  'in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  and  according  to  the  principles  of  law  and  the  merits 
of  the  several  cases'  (§  11).  We  are  to  find  some  rule  of  val- 
uation which  will  accord  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  ar^ 
with  the  principles  of  law  at  the  same  time.  Both  injunctions 
are  to  be  obeyed  if  they  can  be,  and  the  act  assumes  that  they 
may;  and  if  in  examining  these  claims  we  can  find  a  course  of 
decisions  which  will  enable  us  to'follow  settled  principles,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  give  effect  to  the  restrictive  clauses  in  the 
act,  those  decisions  we  must  follow. 

''The  rule  of  damages  followed  by  the  courts  of  this  country 
and  of  England  in  actions  upon  the  contract,  and  between  the 
parties  to  the  contract  of  carriage  or  affreightment,  as  we  have 
seen,  cannot  be  followed  by  us.  They  include  a  valuation  which 
we  are  expressly  forbidden  to  allow. 

"  But  there  are  two  classes  of  cases,  either  of  which  we  may 
follow,  keeping  within  the  principles  of  law,  and  at  the  same 
time  not  contravening  the  provisions  of  this  act.  One  of  these 
arises  in  actions  of  tort,  and  the  other  in  actions  of  contract. 

"From  the  earliest  period  in  our  judicial  history  actions 
have  been  brought  by  the  owners  of  goods  against  persons 
other  than  the  parties  to  the  contract  of  affreightment,  grow- 
ing out  of  torts  committed  against  the  goods  while  in  transit 
on  their  way  from  the  port  of  lading  to  an  intended  ]>ort  of 
discharge. 

"The  earliest  of  these  which,  reached  the  buijrenie  Court 
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of  the  United  States  was  in  1794.    (Del  Col  v.  Arnold,  3 
Dallas,  3;i3.) 

*«Thi8  was  a  case  of  a  vessel  wrongfully  captured  by  the 
commander  of  the  ConnteUationy  an  American  vessel  of  war, 
and  brought  into  the  ]N>rt  of  Philadelphia,  where  the  captain 
instituted  proceedings  for  her  condemnation.  Pending  these 
proceedings  the  cargo  was  sold,  and  the  consul  of  Denmark 
intervened  in  the  cause,  claiming  the  vessel  and  cargo  as  the 
property  of  a  Danish  snbjec^t.  The  cause  was  heard  by  the 
Supreme  Court  upon  appeal,  and  Chief  Justice  Marshall  gave 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  wherein  they  fixed  the  standard  of 
damages  by  directing  in  their  decree  'that  the  cause  be 
remanded  to  the  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  refer  it  to 
commissioners,  to  ascertain  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
claimants,  *  •  •  and  that  the  commissioners  be  instructed 
to  take  the  actual  prime  cost  of  the  cargo  and  vessel,  with 
interest  thereon,  including  the  insurance  actually  paid,  and 
sach  expenses  as  were  necessarily  sustained  in  consequence 
of  bringing  the  vessel  into  the  llnited  States,  as  the  standard 
by  which  damages  ought  to  be  measured.' 

"A  large  sum  was  awarded  against  Cai)tain  Murray  in  pur- 
suance of  this  decree,  which  he  was  obliged  to  pay,  and  which 
was  afterwards  reimbursed  to  him  by  act  of  Congress  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.     (Act  January  31,  1805.) 

<^The  rule  of  damages  thus  established  has  been  followed 
from  that  clay  to  the  i)revsent,  through  a  series  of  decisions 
entirely  unbroken  and  unchanged.  (The  Charming  Betsey^  2 
Cranch,  64;  Maley  r.  Shattuck,  3  Cranch,  458  (1806);  the 
schooner  Lively  and  cargo,  1  Gallison,  315  (1812);  the  Anna 
Maria,  2  Wheat.  327  (1817);  the  Amiable  Nancy,  3  Wheat. 
546  (1818);  L'Amistad  de  Rues,  5  Wheat.  385  (1820). 

^'The  same  rule  was  applied  in  the  case  of  an  unlawful  and 
unjustifiable  seizure  of  a  vessel  by  the  officers  of  the  revenue 
in  1824.     (The  Apollon,  9  Wheaton,  302.) 

''Story,  J.,  says,  p.  376:  'This  court  on  various  occasions 
has  expressed  its  decided  opinion  that  the  probable  profits  of 
a  voyage,  either  upon  ship  or  cargo,  can  not  furnish  any  just 
basis  for  the  ex)mputation  of  damages  in  cases  of  marine  tort.' 
•  •  *  <  When  the  vessel  and  cargo  are  lost  or  destroyed, 
the  just  measure  has  been  deemed  to  be  their  actual  value, 
togetlier  with  interest  upon  the  amount  from  the  time  of  the 
trespt^ss.    *    •    ♦    And  it  may  be  truly  said  that  if  these 
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rules  do  not  furnish  a  complete  indemnification  in  all  caseH, 
tbey  have  so  much  certainty  in  their  application,  and  such  a 
tendency  to  suppress  expensive  litigation,  that  they  are  enti- 
tled to  some  commendation  ni)on  principles  of  public  policy.' 

^<The  rule  established  in  these  civses  was  follo\^ed  in  the 
first  case  of  damage  arising  from  collision  which  came  before 
that  court.    (Smith  v.  Condry,  1  Howard,  28  (1843). 

"This  rule  has  been  followed  by  the  district  and  circuit 
courts  in  all  succeeding  cases,  and  has  been  afiirmed  in  a  very 
recent  case  by  the  Supreme  Court.  (The  Vaughan  and  the  Tele- 
graph,  14  Wallace,  258;  the  Ocean  Queen,  5  Blatcli.  493.) 

"The  other  class  of  cases  are  those  actions  brought  u{K)n  an 
unvalued  or  oi)en  policy  of  insurance. 

"  It  is  claimed  in  the  argument  before  us  that  the  rule  in 
these  cases  does  not  make  good  the  damage  or  lostt,  does  not 
indemnify  or  compensate  the  parties. 

"  But  it  does  give  that  indemnity  which,  by  the  custom  of 
merchants  ever  since  insurance  was  practised  in  England  or 
in  this  country,  has  been  given  in  actions  upon  policies  of  in- 
surance not  valued;  that  is,  under  open  policies.  And  in 
fixing  the  standard  of  indemnity  to  be  given  in  a  ease  of  col- 
lision the  Supreme  Court  expressly  followed  the  practice 
adopted  in  cases  of  insurance  from  the  earliest  times.  (Smith 
V.  Condry,  1  Howard,  28.) 

"The  injured  ship  in  this  case  was  at  anchor,  ready  to  sail, 
in  the  harbor  of  Liverpool,  laden  with  salt,  intended  fcr  sale 
in  the  port  of  Alexandria,  where  she  expected  to  arrive  in 
season  to  dispose  of  her  cargo  at  a  large  profit.  The  plain- 
tiffs claimed  to  recover  the  value  of  the  salt  at  the  place  of 
her  destination. 

"Taney,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says: 
*The  plaintiffs  of!"ered  to  prove  that  if  the  ship  had  not  been 
prevented  from  sailing  by  the  injury  complained  of  she  would 
have  arrived  at  Georgetown  in  season  to  have  made  a  large 
profit  on  her  cargo.' 

"But,  it  will  be  observed,  he  makes  no  allusion  whatever  to 
the  long  course  of  decisions  in  the  cases  of  illegal  captures 
already  referred  to,  but  adopts  the  rule  of  law  in  cases  of  insur- 
ance as  furnishing  the  proper  standard  of  damages.  He  says 
(p.  35),  *It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  in  cases  of  insurance 
that  the  insured  cannot  recover  for  the  loss  of  probable 
profits  at  the  port  of  destination,  and  that  the  value  of  the 
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goods  at  the  place  of  shipment  is  the  measure  of  compensa- 
tion. There  can  be  no  good  reason  for  establishing  a  differ- 
ent rule  in  cases  of  loss  by  collision.  It  is  the  actual  damage 
sustaiiied  by  the  party  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  injury 
that  is  the  measure  of  damage.'  He  expressly  calls  the  dam- 
age thus  measured  the  a>ctual  damage  suffered  by  the  party. 

'^The  text  writers  on  insurance  are  uniform  in  their  defini- 
tions of  the  words  loss  or  damage ^  and  of  the  corresponding 
words  ^indemnity  and  compensation. 

<'  Indemnity  is  the  compensation  for  loss  or  damage. 

*'  Mr.  Phillips  says: 

"'The  principle  of  insurance  is  indemnity. 

"'The  indemnity  proposed  in  marine  insurance  is  to  restore 
the  assured  as  nearly  as  may  be  to  the  condition  he  was  in  at 
the  outset. 

"'It  is  not  intended  by  the  contract  of  insurance  to  put  the 
assured  in  the  same  situation  in  case  of  loss  that  he  would  have 
been  in  had  the  adventure  terminated  successfully.  He  must 
take  the  chances  of  his  speculation  on  the  state  of  the  markets. 
The  indemnity  refers  to  the  beginning  of  the  risk.'  (2  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  §  1220.) 

"  J6i<f.  §  1219:  'The  value  of  the  interest  is  to  be  estimated 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  risk.' 

"  Emerigon  (Am.  Ed.,  1850),  c.  1,  §  iv.  p.  13,  states  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  insurance  is  based. 

"'It  is  plain  that  insurance  is  not  a  source  of  gain  to  the 
assured. 

^^^As8ecuratu8  non  qtiwrit  lucrum,  sed  a^git  ne  in  damno  «i^,' 
says  Straccha. 

"'In  a  wordj'he  continues,  'one  may  have  insured  only  what 
one  l^uns  the  risk  of  losing,  and  by  no  means  advantages  which 
one  may  fail  to  realize.' 

"  Ibid  J  p.  213:  'As  soon  as  the  assured  is  indemnified  for  tliis 
value  [the  value  at  the  time  and  place  of  lading]  his  lawful 
interest  is  satisfied.'  (1  Arnould  on  Ins.,  301,  302;  i6uf,  324, 
325,  329;  Beneck^,  ch.  4;  Stevens  &  Beneck^,  13.) 

"  That  this  is  the  rule — that  the  loss  or  damage  to  be  oompen- 
sated  for  or  indemnified  against,  in  cases  of  insurance  in  i>olicies 
not  valued,  is  the  value  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyaged 
hardly  needs  a  citation  of  authorities. 

"The  leading  authorities  in  England  are:  Usher  v,  Noble, 
12  East.  639;  Lewis  r.  Rucker,  2  Burr.  11G7. 

"  The  case  of  Winter  v.  Haldemand,  2  B.  &  Ad.  G49,  is  inter- 
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esting,  because  it  was  a  case  of  loss  by  capture  under  an  open 
policy. 

^'  Sir  James  Scarlett,  in  argument,  stated  the  rule  (pp.  652, 
653)  in  accordance  with  which  the  case  was  decided.  He  says : 
'The  rule,  invariably  adopted  in  case  of  an  open  policy,  is  to 
estimate  a  total  loss,  not  by  any  supposed  price  which  the  goods 
might  have  been  deemed  worth  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  or  for 
whicb  they  might  have  been  sold  had  they  reached  the  market 
for  which  they  were  destined,  but  according  to  the  cost,  viz, 
the  invoice  price  and  all  expenses  incurred  till  they  are  put  on 
board.' 

<'The  leading  American  cases  are:  Snell  'P.  Delaware  Ins. 
Co.,  1  Wash.  0.  0.  509;  Carson  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  2  Wash. 
C.  C.  468;  LeRoy  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johns.  343;  Coffin  v. 
Newburyport  Ins.  Co.,  9  Mass.  436. 

"  The  latest  case  on  this  subject  is  Warren  v.  Franklin  Ins. 
Co.,  104  Mass.  518. 

"  It  is  needless  to  cite  authorities  further.  The  rule  of  dam- 
age, or  of  value  in  case  of  damage,  is  perfectly  clear  in  all  cases 
of  marine  torts,  and  the  same  rule  is  also  universally  adopted 
ill  that  great  branch  or  class  of  contracts  known  as  insurance, 
and  equally  well  settled  in  this  country,  where  we  distribute 
this  fund,  as  in  Great  Britain,  whose  government  has  paid  the 
sum  out  of  which  arises  our  jurisdiction. 

<<Were  these  claimants  prosecuting  their  claims  in  a  court 
from  which  an  appeal  might  be  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  can  there  be  a  doubt  what  would  be  the 
standard  of  damage  and  indemnity  which  would  be  there 
applied  t 

^<  In  some  aspects  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  insurance 
seems  peculiarly  applicable  here,  inasmuch  as  England  may 
in  some  sense  be  considered  in  the  light  of  an  underwriter  upon 
an  open  policy,  against  any  loss  by  capture  at  the  hands  of  the 
cruisers  for  whose  depredations  she  was  held  responsible. 

^^  We  ought  also  to  say  that  in  coming  to  this  conclusion  we 
have  not  been  constrained  in  our  judgment  by  the  restrictive 
clauses  of  the  act,  but  that  without  them  we  should  have  felt 
l)ound  to  adopt  the  same  standard  of  value  as  being  <  accorded 
to  the  principles  of  law.'  It  seems  to  us  that  the  restrictive 
clauses  of  the  act  were,  so  far  as  they  apply  to  goods,  intended 
and  most  carefully  adapted  to  declare  the  law  upon  this  branch 
of  the  subject,  and  not  to  make  any  new  rule. 

"We  therefore  are  of  opinion  that  the  measure  of  value  of 
6627— VOL. 
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goods  destroyed  by  the  depredations  of  the  cruisers,  for  whose 
acts  this  fund  is  created,  is  to  take  the  value  of  the  goods  at 
the  time  and  place  of  shipment,  with  charges  ui)on  them  till 
put  on  board,  with  the  marine  insurance  actually  paid,  and 
interest  on  the  aggregate  so  made  from  the  date  of  purchase 
or  shipment  till  fhe  time  of  the  destruction  at  the  rate  of  six 
per  cent.  For  that  sum  judgment  will  be  entered,  and  by  the 
terms  of  the  act  interest  thereafter  will  run  at  four  per  cent 

'^  Tn  every  case,  therefore,  we  must  look  to  the  time  of  payment 
for  the  goods  in  cash,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  to  obtain  tbe 
basis  for  the  calculation. 

^<  We  believe  this  measure  of  value  to  be  that  universally 
adopted  in  all  cases  of  marine  torts  by  the  Supreme  Gourt  of 
the  United  States,  which  that  court  would  certainly  apply  if 
an  appeal  lay  from  our  decision  to  that  court 

<<  It  is  also  the  measure  of  value  given  by  the  tribunals  of 
all  countries  in  fixing  the  indemnity  required  upon  contracts 
of  marine  insurance. 

"  Further,  any  other  measure  of  value  we  are  forbidden  to 
give  by  the  language  of  the  law  under  which  we  act,  which 
expressly  excludes  prospective  profits  from  our  estimate  of  the 
loss. 

"il#  to  the  freight: 

<'  Having  now  considered  the  question  of  the  measure  of  value 
of  the  cargo,  we  will  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion of  freight. 

<^As  between  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  the  parties 
to  the  contract  of  affreightment,  freight  is  not  earned  until  the 
goods  are  discharged  at  the  port  of  destination,  unless  the 
owner  sees  fit  to  receive  them  at  an  intermediate  port 

*'As  between  the  parties,  no  freight  is  earned  until  that  port 
is  reached ;  but  as  between  parties  other  than  the  parties  to 
the  contract,  freight  is  proi>erty  in  every  sense  of  the  law  from 
the  moment  when  the  charter  party  is  executed  and  the  vessel 
has  commenced  to  take  in  her  cargo,  or  has  left  any  port  for 
the  purpose  of  performing  the  voyage  to  which  the  contract 
of  affreightment  refers. 

<^As  against  the  charterer,  the  owner  of  the  ship  has  a  right 
to  earn  freight  from  the  moment  of  the  signature  of  the  con- 
tract 

^<As  against  a  wrongdoer,  freight  is  earned  from  the  mo- 
ment of  the  inception  of  the  voyage. 
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<<  Freight  is  property  which  may  be  iusnred.  It  is  property 
for  which  contribution  must  be  made  iu  cases  of  general  aver- 
age, and  in  case  the  vessel  is  destroyed  or  injured  by  any  act 
or  negligence  of  a  stranger  to  the  contract,  damages  in  all 
cases  may  be  recovered  for  its  loss. 

<'  It  is  none  the  less  property  because  intangible,  or  because 
it  is  a  chose  in  action.  The  rules  of  law  applicable  to  tangible 
property  are  equally  applicable  to  this,  and  are  applied  daily 
in  all  the  courts. 

^'  In  cases  of  insurance  nxK)n  an  open  XK)Iicy  on  freight,  the 
owner  recovers  the  gross  freight  without  deduction.  (2  Phil- 
lips on  Ins.  §  1238;  Arnould  on  Ins.  ed.  1872,  p.  304.) 

<^  In  cases  of  general  average  the  owner  of  a  vessel  is  bound 
to  contribute  not  only  on  the  value  of  his  vessel,  but  on  the 
amount  of  the  net  freight  made  up  to  the  time  of  the  injury  or 
sacrifice.    (Dixon  on  Average,  187 ;  Lowndes  on  Average,  107.) 

<^In  cases  of  loss  of  freight  which  is  to  be  contributed  for  iu 
general  average,  gross  freight  is  contributed  for.  (See  author- 
ities last  cited.) 

^'  In  cases  of  collision  and  other  marine  torts,  net  freights 
are  allowed  against  the  wrongdoer.  (Williamson  v.  Barrett, 
13  How.  101,  111;  the  Gazelle^ 2  Wm.  Eob.  279;  the  Baltimore^ 
8  Wallace,  386;  the  Olaucus^  Lowell,  371;  the  bark  Heroine^ 
1  Benedict,  226;  Egbert  v.  Bait.  &  Ohio  B.  B.,  2  Benedict,  225; 
the  Oalatea,  6  Benedict,  259;  Allen  v.  Mackay,  Sprague,  219; 
the  Rebecca^  Blatch.  &  H.  147.) 

^'  In  cases  of  illegal  capture,  or  of  destruction  of  a  vessel  by 
illegal  capture,  the  owner  has  been  throughout  the  whole  his- 
tory of  prize  courts  held  to  be  entitled  to  his  freight,  not  net 
freight  merely,  but  full  or  gross  weight.  (See  authorities 
below.) 

<^  If  a  neutral  vessel  having  enemy's  goods  on  board  is  taken, 
the  captor  pays  the  whole  freight,  because  he  represents  the 
enemy  by  possessing  himself  of  the  enemy's  goods  jure  belli; 
and,  although  the  whole  freight  has  not  been  earned  by  the 
completion  of  the  voyage,  yet,  as  the  captor  by  this  act  of 
seizure  has  prevented  its  completion,  his  seizure  shall  operate 
to  the  same  effect  as  an  actual  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the 
consignee,  and  shall  subject  them  to  the  payment  of  the 
freight.  (The  Copenhagen^  1  C.  Eob.  289,  291;  the  Hoop,  1  0. 
Bob.  196,  219;  the  Bremen  Flugge^  4  0.  Bob.  90;  the  Vrow 
Henricaj  4  G.  Bob.  343;  the  Anna  Catarina^  6  G.  Bob.  10; 
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the  Catherine  Elizabeth,  1  Acton,  309;  the  Fortuna,  Kd wards, 
Ad.  56.) 

"  The  allowance  is  of  full  freight.    (The  Fartunaj  vbi  sup.  57.) 

"  The  neutral  vessel's  right  to  freight  has  priority  over  even 
the  expenses  of  the  captors.  (The  Vrow  Henrica,  4  0.  Eob. 
343.) 

<^A  nentral  vessel  was  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  captor 
while  being  taken  into  port,  to  which  she  was  being  taken  in 
order  to  unliver  her  hostile  cargo.  The  captor  in  this  case,  a 
uaval  officer  of  Great  Britain,  was  held  liable  to  payment  of 
the  entire  freight,  in  addition  to  the  valae  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo.    {Der  Mohr,  4  C.  Eob.  314.) 

^<  The  English  Government  paid  the  amount. 

"  The  doctrine  of  these  cases  is  well  established  in  this 
country.    (The  Commerceriy  2  Gallison,  261.) 

'^  Story,  J.,  ^The  general  rale  that  the  neutral  carrier  is 
entitled  to  his  freight  is  now  too  firmly  established  to  admit  of 
discussion'  (p.  264). 

"  Same  case  on  appeal  (1  Wheaton,  382),  Story,  J.,  in  giving 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  affirmed  this  doctrine. 

*'  C.  J.  Marshall  and  Livingston  and  Johnston,  JJ.,  who  dis- 
sented from  the  judgment,  affirmed  the  same  doctrine,  and 
would  have  allowed  freight,  which  the  majority  of  the  court  in 
the  particular  case  denied. 

"When  neutral  property  was  found  on  board  of  an  enemy's 
ship,  and  the  captors  substantially  delivered  the  property  to 
the  owners  at  the  place  ultimately  intended  as  its  destination, 
the  captors  were  held  entitled  to  freight  upon  the  property. 
(The  ship  Anna  Oreen  and  cargo,  I  Galliaon,  274.) 

"Having  seen  how  freight  is  treated  in  the  prize  courts  and 
in  actions  against  trespassers,  we  proceed  to  see  how  freight  is 
considered  in  the  law  of  insurance.  When  is  freight  recover- 
able under  a  policy  of  insurance!  When  does  it  become  cog- 
nizable in  insurance  law  as  a  value,  as  a  property,  which  may 
be  lost  or  damaged  or  destroyed? 

"Where  cargo  is  on  board  of  either  a  general  ship,  sailed  by 
the  owners,  or  where  the  vessel  is  actually  carrying  her  cargo 
under  a  charter  party  for  a  particular  voyage,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  pending  freight  is  an  existing  value,  the  right 
to  which  is  protected  by  all  courts,  and  for  the  loss  of  which, 
if  insured,  the  owner  may  recover. 

"  And  where  the  ship  is  under  a  contract  to  carry  freight  by 
a  charter  party  executed,  the  freight  reserved  or  agreed  to  be 
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paid  is  an  existiog  value,  may  be  the  subject  of  insurance,  and 
may  be  recovered  from  the  underwriters  in  case  of  the  loss  of 
the  ship. 

**  *  Where  the  freight  is  the  price  of  the  hire  of  the  ship  under 
a  charter  party,  the  cases  show  that  the  inchoate  right  to 
freight  vests  in  the  shipowner  directly  the  ship  has  broken 
ground  on  the  voyage  described  in  the  charter  party.'  (1  Ar- 
nould  Ins.  237,  §  106.) 

^^  *  Inchoate  rights  to  freights  founded  on  subsisting  titles, 
unless  prohibited  by  positive  law,  are  insurable.'  (Lucena  v. 
Crawford,  'z  Bos.  and  Pull.  95.) 

"  'Where  there  is  an  expectancy  coupled  with  a  present  ex- 
isting title,  there  is  an  insurable  interest.'    {Ibid.  p.  293.) 

<'  The  test  of  insurable  interest  is  <  an  expectancy  coupled 
with  a  present  existing  title.' 

<<  In  BobinsoQ  v.  Manf.  Ins.  Oo.,  1  Met.  146,  Ohief  Justice 
Shaw  says: 

<^<In  general  the  inception  of  a  voyage  even  in  ballast  from 
one  port  to  another  pursuant  to  a  charter  party  is  an  inception 
of  the  voyage  on  which  freight  is  to  be  earned,  and  if  the  ves- 
sel is  lost  before  arriving  at  the  first  port  to  take  in  cargo,  it  is 
a  loss  on  freight.'  (See  also  3  Kent,  5  ed.  311;  Eiley  v.  Hart- 
ford Ins.  Co.,  2  Conn.  373;  Hart  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.,  2  Wash. 
C.  C.  346;  De  Longuemere  v.  The  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  10  Johns. 
127;  the  same  v.  The  New  York  Ins.  Co.,  10  Johns.  201.) 

"In  McGaw  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  (23  Pick.  409,)  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  said : 

"^In  general  terms  it  may  be  said  that  the  insurance  on 
freight  will  attach  when  the  shipowner  is  in  such  a  situation 
in  regard  to  his  vessel  and  voyage  that  nothing  but  the  inter- 
vention of  one  of  the  perils  insured  against  can  prevent  him 
from  completing  his  voyage  and  earning  his  freight.'  (Adams 
V.  Warren  Ins.  Co.,  22  Pick.  165.) 

^*Mr.  Justice  Chambre,  in  the  case  already  cited,  of  Lucena 
V.  Crawford,  says:  'It  would  be  very  extraordinary  if  freight 
could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  protection  by  an  instrument 
which  had  its  origin  in  commerce,  and  was  introduced  for  the 
very  purpose  of  giving  security  to  mercantile  transactions;  it 
is  a  solidj  9ub8ta7itial  interest  ascertained  by  contract^  arising  out 
of  labor  and  capital  employed  for  the  purposes  of  commerce.' 

^<  Mr.  Phillips  summarizes  the  doctrine  of  all  these  cases. 

"1  Phillips  on  Ins.  §  334,  p.  192:  <A  charter  party  being 
made  for  successive  passages  at  an  entire  freight,  the  interest 
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in  the  whole  freight  commences  on  the  first  passage,  thongli 
the  ship  may  sail  in  ballast  merely  on  that  passage,  provided 
it  is  let  by  the  assured  or  he  has  a  cargo  at  the  intermediate 
port.^ 

<<  And  §  335:  <  A  vessel  being  chartered  from  A  to  B,  the  in- 
terest in  the  freight  commences  nnder  the  charter  party  on  tbe 
vessels  sailing  for  A  either  in  ballast  or  with  a  small  quantity 
only  of  goods  for  B.^ 

<^  And  he  sapi)orts  these  positions  by  Livingston  v,  Gol.  Ins. 
Co.,  3  Johns.  49;  Hartf.  Del.  Ins.  Co.,  Condy's  Marshall,  281 
w,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  346;  Adams  v.  Warren  Ins.  Co.,  22  Pick.  165; 
Bobinson  v,  Manf.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Met.  143. 

"Freight,  as  between  the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  any  other 
person  than  tbe  owner  of  the  goods,  is  property  or  value  the 
moment  the  goods  are  on  board  or  a  valid  contract  is  made  by 
the  owner  of  the  vessel  therefor. 

"  What  would  be  the  measure  of  damage  in  a  suit  by  the 
owner  of  tbe  vessel  against  the  charterer  for  a  breach  of  his 
contract  to  furnish  a  cargo  may  be  seen  in  the  following  cases, 
and  is  substantially  the  same  as  net  freight:  Hunter  v.  Fry,  2 
Barn.  &  Aid.  421;  Fuller  v.  Staniford,  11  East  232;  Smith  v. 
McGuire,  3  Hurls.  &  N.  554;  Ashbum  v.  Baldwin,  7  N.  Y. 
262;  Fox  v.  Harding,  7  Cushing,  516;  Bailey  v.  Damon,  3 
Gray,  92, 

"  Freight,  therefore,  being  recognized  in  all  courts  as  prop- 
erty, which  may  be  destroyed,  damaged,  or  lost  by  the  acts  of 
wrongdoers,  is  clearly  an  element  of  value,  for  which  the  claim- 
ants now  before  us  are  entitled  to  receive  some  sum  as  indem- 
nity for  the  loss  and  damage  which  they  have  sustained. 

'^  In  the  cases  above  cited  from  the  admiralty  courts  of 
England,  the  doctrine  of  which  is  approved  by  our  own  courts 
(the  ship  Anna  Green  and  cargo,  1  Gallison,  274),  where  neu- 
tral vessels  were  arrested  and  carried  into  port  in  order  that 
the  entire  cargo  which  they  contained  might  be  condemned,  it 
was  held  that  the  owner  of  the  neutral  vessel,  not  being  in 
fault,  was  entitled  to  tbe  full  freight  which  he  would  have 
earned  if  his  voyage  had  not  been  interrupted. 

*^The  cases  before  us  present  closely  analogous  situations, 
looking  at  the  cargoes  and  vessels  separately.  The  owner  of 
the  vessel  destroyed,  but  for  the  destruction  of  his  vessel,  would 
have  proceeded  on  his  voyage  and  earned  the  freight  which 
was  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods  on  board. 
The  wanton  destruction  of  the  cargo  did  not,  as  against  him, 
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the  owner  of  the  vessel,  destroy  or  take  away  his  property  in 
the  freight  which  the  law  everywhere  recognizes. 

<'If  the  Confederate  cruiser  had  captured  one  of  these  ves- 
sels, and  had  been  allowed  to  take  her  with  her  cargo  into  an 
English  prize  court  for  condemnation,  and  had  there  failed  to 
make  good  his  right  to  condemnation,  on  the  ground  that  inas- 
much as  he  had  fitted  out  his  vessel  in  England  he  could  make 
no  lawful  prize,  those  courts  would  have  restored  the  vessel 
and  cargo,  so  that  the  vessel  might  proceed  on  her  voyage  and 
earn  her  freight;  or,  in  case  the  property  had  been  burned  in 
port  by  the  negligence  of  the  captors,  would  have  awarded  to 
the  claimant  the  value  of  the  ship,  cargo,  and  freight.  (Der 
Mohvy  ubi  sup.) 

"Freight,  gross  freight,  net  freight,  prospective  freights,  or 
expected  freight,  are  terms  often  used  in  the  books. 

"Freight  is  the  generic  term  which  includes  all. 

"Gross  freight  needs  no  definition;  it  is  the  entire  sum  to 
become  due  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel  on  the  complete  dis- 
charge of  her  cargo  at  the  port  of  destination. 

"Net  freight  is  a  term  never  used  as  between  the  owner  of 
the  vessel  and  the  charterer.  It  is  a  term  whose  use  is  made 
necessary  by  some  occasion  to  apportion  the  gross  freight  by 
reason  of  an  act  or  thing  which  has  occurred  pending  the 
voyage,  causing  either  a  temporary  or  permanent  interrnption 
of  the  voyage,  in  which  case  it  is  needful  to  look  at  the  freight 
to  be  earned  if  the  whole  voyage  should  be  completed,  as  an 
existing  value  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  in  connection  with  or 
in  comparison  with  the  other  values  engaged  in  the  enterprise, 
namely,  with  the  vessel  and  the  cargo  on  board. 

"  This  comparison  of  values  is  perhaps  never  made  between 
the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  the  charterer.  As  between  them 
the  question  is  almost  universally  of  the  whole  freight  or  of  no 
freight.  If  the  vessel  arrives  at  an  intermediate  port,  and  the 
owner  then  receives  his  goods,  he  pays  freight  |?ro  rata  itineris 
peracti. 

"  But  this  comparison  of  values  often  takes  place  from  neces- 
sities growing  out  of  some  forcible  or  providential  interruption 
of  the  voyage. 

"  Forcible,  as  by  capture  or  seizure  of  vessel  or  cargo,  or  of 
both. 

"Vessel  and  cargo  may  be  seized  as  being  both  hostile 
property. 

"The  vessel  may  be  hostile  while  the  cargo  is  neutral. 
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<<The  vessel  may  be  neutral  while  the  cargo  is  hostile. 

^^Both  may  be  neatral  and  yet  seized  unlawfully. 

^<  If  the  vessel  is  neutral,  yet  she  must  be  carried  in  to  nnliver 
the  hostile  cargo. 

^<  If  the  yessel  is  hostile,  she  must  be  taken  in  to  discharge 
and  deliver  up  her  neutral  cargo  to  the  owner. 

<<  So  there  may  be  damage  done  to  vessel  or  cargo,  or  both, 
by  collision.  The  voyage  is  interrupted  or  destroyed,  and  Uie 
various  values  of  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  must  be  examined 
into  at  a  point  between  the  port  of  lading  and  discharge. 

*<  And  then  there  are  losses  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  in  which 
the  vessel,  cargo,  and  freight  may  be  either  partially  or  totally 
lost,  and  these  values  must  be  adjusted  and  compared  as 
between  the  owners  and  underwriters  of  the  several  subjects. 

<<In  all  these  cases  there  is  an  estimation  of  freight  as  the 
property  of  the  owner. 

<^The  losses  which  we  are  called  upon  to  consider  took  place 
by  capture,  unlawful  capture  as  against  England,  at  a  point 
between  the  ports  of  departure  and  destination,  and  are  entirely 
analogous  to  the  cases  of  unlawful  capture  and  seizure  admin- 
istered under  the  law  of  prize. 

<^The  voyage  is  interrupted  in  its  midst,  and  we  are  to  hx 
the  values  of  the  several  elements  constituting  the  loss,  at  the 
time  and  place  of  the  destruction. 

<*  ^According  to  the  principles  of  law,'  as  administered  in  all 
the  courts,  these  claimants  are  entitled  to  recover  for  the  loss 
of  freights  destroyed  by  the  acts  of  these  cruisers. 

<'  What  shall  be  the  freight  allowed? 

<<  It  can  not  be  the  gross  freight,  because  the  allowance  of 
that  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the  act. 

<<The  disallowance  of  gross  freights  is  an  implied  i)ermis8ioD 
or  direction  to  allow  net  freights. 

<^It  is  clear  we  are  to  allow  some  freight;  if  not  gross  freight 
it  must  be  net  freight. 

"  On  this  subject  we  derive  instruction  from  the  proceedings 
at  Geneva.  The  arbitrators  rejected  the  claim  for  gross 
freights,  and  did  allow  a  large  sum  as  net  freights,  as  their 
proceedings  show. 

"  There  are  two  terms  used  in  the  act  descriptive  of  freights 
which  remain  to  be  considered. 

"  What  are  ^  prospecti  ve '  freights  ?  Prospective  we  conceive 
to  be  synonymous  with  *  expected'  freight,  which  is  a  term 
very  often  used  in  the  books.    We  Imvc  already  defined  the 
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tenn  prospective  as  applied  to  profits  as  being  the  profits 
which  the  owner  of  goods  hox>es  to  gain  from  the  difference  in 
price  between  the  port  of  shipment  and  the  port  of  discharge, 
sometimes  called  profits  and  sometimes,  also,  expected  profits. 

"  Prospective,  as  applied  to  freights,  we  conceive  to  mean 
that  expectation  of  obtaining  a  cargo,  and  so  of  having  a 
freight  upon  a  voyage  projected  bat  not  yet  entered  npon,  as 
to  which  the  owner  has  no  certainty,  no  contract,  no  charter 
party,  but  which  in  the  law  of  insurance  may  or  may  not  be 
held  to  give  an  interest  on  which  insurance  would  attach. 

<*It  is  called  an  <  expectancy,' as  when  a  ship  is  going  in 
ballast  to  a  place  where  the  shipowner  owns  goods,  which  she 
shall  there  take  on  board  and  carry  to  another  port.  (Hart  r. 
Del.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Wash.  C.  0.  346.) 

<<Or  where  he  does  not  own  the  goods,  but  has  contracted 
to  purchaHC  them,  and  has  prepared  ftinds  to  pay  for  them, 
and  the  goods  are  ready  to  be  delivered  to  him  to  put  on  board. 
(1  Parsons  on  Ins.  177.) 

**  What  are  prospective  freights  may  be  further  illustrated 
by  Forbes  v.  Aspinwall,  13  East.  323;  Forbes  v.  Oowie,  1 
Camp.  520. 

<^Iu  these  cases  the  owner  had  no  charter  party  or  other 
contract  for  freight,  but  goods  were  on  board  sufficient  to  pur- 
chase the  remainder  of  the  homeward  cargo  that  were  saved 
and  afterwards  bartered  for  goods  which  would  have  complete<l 
her  homeward  cargo.  She  had  discharged  part  of  her  outward 
cargo  and  taken  in  fifty-five  bales  of  cotton,  part  of  her  home- 
ward cargo,  and  was  lost  in  this  condition.  It  was  decided 
that  she  should  recover  only  the  freight  on  the  fifty-five  bales 
of  cott-on.    (So  in  Riley  v.  Hartford  Ins.  Co.,  2  Conn.  Rep.  368.) 

«  Freight  was  insured  on  goods  laden  or  to  be  laden,  and  a 
part  of  a  cargo  was  taken  on  board  at  Gibraltar,  and  the  ship 
was  proceeding  toward  the  Cape  de  Verde  Islands  with  funds 
on  board  to  purchase  salt  there  to  make  up  the  cargo,  when 
she  was  lost. 

<^  It  was  held  that  the  insurable  interest  had  commenced 
only  in  respect  of  the  goods  shipped  at  Gibraltar. 

^^  Another  example  of  prospective  freight  maybe  found  in 
Adams  v.  The  Penn.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Rawle,  97. 

"To  apply  a  phrase  before  quoted,  we  should  say  ^expect- 
ancy,' not  < coupled  with  an  existing  title,'  is  'prospective.' 
(1  Arnould  on  Ins.  293.) 

"Congress  seems  to  hnve  hnd  in  view  the  probability  that 
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claims  might  be  made  not  only  for  the  freight  actaally  on  board 
or  actaally  contracted  for,  but  for  the  freight  which  the  vessel, 
if  not  destroyed,  might  have  sabseqaently  earned,  either  witb 
or  without  any  definite  grounds  of  expectation,  and  to  have 
declared  that  all  these  should  be  excluded.  They  may  have 
thought  insurable  interest  on  freight  would  be  sought  as  a 
test  of  loss  of  freight,  and  intended  to  have  excluded  that  test 
in  these  cases. 

<<  Such  freights  or  com))ensation  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of 
the  vessel  during  repairs  after  collision  have  been  demanded, 
and  in  some  cases  allowed.    (Williamson  v.  Barrett,  uH  9up,) 

^<What  meaning  shall  we  give  to  the  term  ^unearned 
freights?' 

^^  The  counsel  for  the  government  insists  that  under  the  use  of 
the  words  unearned  freights,  net  freights  for  the  entire  voyage 
cannot  be  allowed,  but  only  net  freights  pro  rata  itineru 
peracti. 

<<  Having  shown  that  freight  is  property,  as  clearly  recog- 
nized in  law,  as  the  ship  or  the  cargo,  or  bullion,  or  coin ;  that 
although  intangible  and  resting  in  action,  it  nevertheless  is 
protected  everywhere  by  the  courts,  and  that  it  may  be  lost  or 
destroyed  or  damaged,  we  feel  constrained  to  award  a  sum 
sufQcient  in  law  to  indemnify  the  claimants  for  this  loss  or 
damage,  unless  prohibited  therefrom  by  the  express  provisions 
of  this  act. 

"We  will  not  presume,  except  upon  clear  proof  derived 
from  the  consideration  of  this  statute,  that  Congress  intended 
to  take  away  from  any  of  these  claimants  that  which  the  courts 
of  all  nations  under  like  circumstances  protect. 

"  We  shall  not,  in  the  decision  of  the  case  now  before  os^ 
which  is  the  case  of  a  vessel  with  her  cargo  actually  on  board, 
go  further  than  is  necessary  for  the  decision  of  this  and  cases 
exactly  similar.  We  only  propose  here  to  show  that  the  term 
< unearned'  does  not  apply  to  this  principal  case  and  to  others 
similar  to  it.  And  in  stating  to  what  cases  we  conceive  the 
word  ^unearned'  does  apply,  we  must  not  be  understood  as 
limiting  it  to  precisely  the  cases  we  name.  It  is  sufficient 
for  the  decision  of  this  case  to  show  that  it  may  apply  to  other 
cases  and  does  not  apply  to  this. 

<<The  term  unearned  can  have  no  application  as  between 
the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  of  the  cargo  in  an  action  upon  the 
contract  of  affreightment;  as  between  them  freight  is  never 
earned  till  complete  delivery. 
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<<Btit  as  against  underwriters  on  freiglit,  freight  is  not  un- 
earned when  anything  has  been  done  toward  earning  it  under 
a  contract  or  charter  party  therefor.  So  soon  as  the  ship  is 
bound  to  the  goods  and  the  goods  to  the  ship  by  a  valid  con- 
tract, and  any  forward  step  has  been  taken  by  the  ship  toward 
the  performance  of  the  contract  having  connection  with  no 
other  tiling,  the  underwriter  is  liable  for  a  loss  of  freight. 

^^  Still  more,  when,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  cargo  was  on 
board  and  the  ship  was  actually  engaged  in  carrying  the  goods, 
the  vessel  as  against  wrong  doers  had  begun  to  earn,  and  as 
against  them  freight  was  not  unearned. 

<<A8  against  the  owner  of  the  goods  under  the  contract  it 
was  not  earned,  but  as  to  him  even  it  was  not  unearned — it 
was  partly  earned. 

«'To  what  does  the  term  apply? 

"  Without  deciding  that  it  may  not  apply  to  other  cases,  we 
think  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  charter  parties 
had  been  made,  binding  both  the  ship  and  the  charterer,  where 
under  the  law  of  insurance  the  owner  of  the  ship  m^y  have 
had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  amount  of  the  freight  to  be- 
come due  under  the  contract,  but  where  no  forward  step  had 
been  taken  by  the  vessel  toward  the  execution  of  the  charter; 
where  nothing  has  been  done  under  the  contract,  where  noth- 
ing has  been  done  which  would  not  have  been  done  if  there 
had  been  no  contract 

^^For  example,  a  vessel  being  upon  a  passage  from  New 
York  to  San  Francisco  with  a  cargo,  during  this  passage  the 
owners  charter  her  for  a  voyage  from  San  Francisco  to  any  other 
port.  This  charter  party  executed  would  give  the  owners  an 
insurable  interest  in  the  entire  freight,  not  only  upon  the  voy- 
age to  San  Francisco  not  yet  finished,  but  also  upon  the  second 
voyage  to  commence  at  San  Francisco;  but  till  she  reaches  San 
Francisco,  and  has  discharged  her  cargo  there,  she  has  taken 
no  step,  done  no  act,  toward  earning  the  freight  npon  the  sec- 
ond voyage.  The  freight  in  this  voyage,  though  insurable,  is 
in  no  part  earned. 

'*  We  think  that  the  word  unearned  as  used  here  w^  not 
intended  to  exclude  us  from  allowing  freight  on  the  voyage 
actually  pending  at  the  time  of  destruction,  but  was  intended 
to  exclude  us  from  making  the  time  when  insurance  on  freight 
attaches  the  test  of  the  right  to  freight;  to  exclude  us  from 
allowing  freight  in  that  class  of  cases  where  as  against  the 
underwriter  the  assured  niiglit  recover  for  loss  of  freight,  but 
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in  which  the  freight,  though  contracted  for  in  a  valid  charter 
party,  was  in  no  part  earned,  where  the  ship  had  not  com- 
menced the  series  of  acts  the  performance  of  the  whole  of 
which  wonld  entitle  her  to  the  entire  freight. 

<<  In  allowing  net  freight  in  the  particular  case  under  con- 
sideration, and  in  similar  cases,  we  shall  feel  bound  to  charge 
the  gross  freight  in  cases  where  we  think  justice  shall  require 
it,  with  interest  on  the  value  of  the  vessel,  and  also  a  sum  to 
cover  the  probable  depreciation  of  the  vessel,  in  addition  to  the 
other  items  usually  mentioned  as  needing  to  be  deducted  from 
the  gross  freight.  The  act  gives  interest  on  the  value  of  the 
ship  from  the  date  of  her  destruction  at  4  per  cent.  We  can 
not  give  to  the  owner  without  charge  the  use  of  the  same  ship 
the  value  of  which  in  contemplation  of  law  the  government 
pays  for  on  the  day  of  its  destruction. 

<<  The  questions  raised  b}'  the  difference  in  currencies  present 
great  difficulties  and  embarrassments.  If  these  claims  were 
being  considered  by  a  board  of  assessors,  as  might  have  been 
under  the  treaty,  and  if  the  amount  of  the  claims  were  to  be 
paid  directly  from  the  exchequer  of  Great  Britain,  which  has 
but  one  currency,  it  is  extremely  probable  that  'every  claim 
would  have  been  reduced  to  the  standard  of  gold,  and  that 
value  which  is  the  coin  equivalent  of  these  claims  would  have 
been  awarded.  It  is  quite  possible,  indeed  quite  probable, 
that  this  consideration  induced  the  arbitrators  to  award  a  sum 
in  gross,  thus  remitting  all  questions  of  value  represented  by 
or  dependent  upon  the  fluctuations  of  our  currency  to  a  tri- 
bunal to  be  established  by  the  United  States.  These  difficul- 
ties must  now  be  met  by  us. 

<<  In  the  argument  of  the  eminent  counsel  for  the  United 
States  we  were  urged  to  fix  for  the  value  of  all  goods  pur- 
chased  in  coin  or  in  any  other  currency  than  the  legal-tender 
currency  of  the  United  States,  such  a  sum  in  currency  as  wonld 
be  equivalent  to  the  value  of  coin  at  the  present  time.  But  we 
see  no  principle  upon  which  such  a  standard  can  be  adopted. 
It  would  still  be  entirely  uncertain  how  near  or  how  far  the 
sum  so  fixed  would  be  from  the  value  of  gold  as  compared  with 
currency  at  the  time  when  the  amounts  awarded  by  us  will  be 
in  fact  paid.  It  would  make  two  standards  of  value,  for  which 
we  see  no  necessity,  and  no  warrant  in  the  law. 

'<  We  are  left  to  adopt  some  rule.  It  can  not  be  contended 
that  in  the  case  of  goods  bought  during  the  war  for  currency 
we  should  reduce  their  nominal  cost  to  ihe  standard  of  coin  at 
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the  day  of  purchase,  aud  then  redace  the  coin  value  to  the 
value  of  currency  of  to-day,  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  do 
if  we  would  have  only.one  standard  of  value. 

"  We  are  entirely  clear  that  such  a  course  would  be  unjust 
to  a  large  class  of  the  claimants.  It  will  give  more  equal  jus- 
tice to  all  to  reduce  the  coin  prices  actually  paid  in  cases 
where  purchases  were  made  in  coin  to  currency  at  the  rate  of 
the  day  of  purchase,  and  enter  the  judgment  for  the  currency 
cost  so  ascertained.  We  see  no  way  in  which  we  can  justly 
adopt  two  standards. 

<^  To  be  sure,  the  rule  last  suggested  will  give  judgment  for 
a  sum  in  currency,  which,  received  in  the  prices  of  gold  of  to- 
day, will,  if  exchanged  into  gold,  give  the  claimant  a  sum  in 
coin  in  excess  of  what  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  claim. 
^<  But  the  fact  that  this  consequence  would  follow  was  not 
deemed  by  the  Supreme  Court  a  sufficient  reason  for  changing 
the  standard  of  currency  adopted  in  the  circuit  court  in  the 
case  of  the  Vaughan  and  the  Telegraphy  14  Wallace,  258;  Gush- 
ing t?.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  98  Mass.  550. 

<<  But  the  rule  first  suggested  would  give  to  the  other  claim- 
ants a  sum  much  less  than  they  ought  to  re<;eive. 

^^The  inequality  in  both  these  cases  arises  from  the  fact  of 
the  appreciation  of  the  legal-tender  currency  as  compared 
with  gold.  If  we  adopt  gold  as  the  original  standard  of  value, 
we  give  to  the  government  the  benefit  of  this  appreciation 
and  fail  to  indemnify  the  claimants.  If  we  adopt  the  other 
standard,  we  give  the  benefit  of  this  appreciation  to  the  sev- 
eral claimants.  The  claimant  in  this  case  obtains  an  incidental 
advantage.  But  as  between  the  claimant  and  the  government, 
we  think  this  incidental  benefit  belougs  to  him.  He  was  com- 
pelled by  force  of  law  to  purchase  in  legal  tender;  it  was  not 
optional  with  him  whether  to  do  so  or  not.  The  value  of  this 
enforced  currency  did  not  depend  upon  him.  The  disadvan- 
tage of  its  use  ought  not  therefore  to  fall  upon  him,  but  rather 
upon  the  government,  which  compelled  him  to  make  use  of  it. 
No  rule  which  we  can  adopt  will  give  exact  justice  in  every 
case;  and  as  we  can  have  but  one  rule,  and  must  enter  our 
judgments  in  currency,  we  must  make  our  valuations  accord- 
ing to  that  standard.  This,  if  not  exactly  right  in  every  case, 
has  the  advantage  of  simplicity  and  uniformity,  and  will  more 
nearly  give  a  just  indemnity  in  every  case  than  any  other 
course. 

"  Applying  these  principles  to  the  determination  of  the  pres- 
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ent  caBe,  after  having  given  dae  consideration  to  each  portion 
of  the  large  mass  of  testimony  presented  to  ns,  we  award— 

"  In  No.  278,  to  Henry  Wilson  HubboU,  the  snm  of $114, 283. 41 

'*In  279,  to  Charlee  A.  Sherman  e«ae 114,283.41 

"In  No.  1131,  to  Edward  H.  Gillilan,  the  sum  of 23, 450. 00 

''with  inteo^eat  on  each  of  the  above-mentioned  sums,  to  be  compnted  at 
4  per  cent,  from  November  10,  1863. 

'^  The  several  judgments  to  be  entered  by  the  clerk  in  the 
usual  form. 

<<  Eayneb,  J.,  dissenting  as  to  the  principle  upon  which  net 
freight  is  allowed.'' 

<*  Buck  and  Spofford  and  sundry  other  claim- 
CaM  of  the  ihipt      ants  V.  The  United  States/  Nos.  406,  407, 
l"^^^."^      408,  409,  410, 411, 412, 597, 598, 599,  600, 601, 
and  656. 

<<In  the  matter  of  the  destruction  of  the  ships  Highlander  and 

Jahez  Snow. 

**  Where  a  vessel  has  sailed  under  a  charter  party  with  cargo  aboard  she 
is  entitled,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  23d  June  1874,  to  net  freight 
for  the  whole  voyage,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  charter, 
though  destroyed  by  an  insurgent  cruiser  when  but  one  day  out. 

''Where  destroyed  while  sailing  in  ballast,  under  charter,  to  take  in  cargo 
at  her  port  of  first  destination,  to  be  carried  thence  to  a  port  of  fina] 
destination,  she  is  entitled  to  net  freight  on  the  cargo  which  she  was 
thus  to  have  taken  on  board. 

''Where  destroyed  while  sailing  under  one  charter  to  deliver,  at  a  desig- 
nated port,  cargo  on  board,  and  to  bring  other  cargo  home,  she  is 
entitled  to  net  freight  for  the  round  trip. 

"Where  destroyed  while  sailing  under  two  distinct  and  independoit 
charters,  to  carry  under  the  first  cargo  to  an  intermediate  port,  and 
under  the  second  to  carry  other  cargo  to  a  port  more  distant,  she  is 
entitled  to  net  freight  under  each  charter,  though  destroyed  before 
the  fulfillment  of  the  first,  if  she  has  made  it  satisfactorily  to  appear 
by  proper  proof  or  necessary  legal  presumption  that  she  entered  fairiy 
at  the  same  time  on  the  commencement  and  prosecution  of  both 
voyages. 

<<  STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

"A«  to  the  ^Highlander  :^ 

<<On  the  7th  March  1863  a  charter  party  was  entered  into 
between  the  captain  and  Messrs.  Hyde  &  Jones,  of  London, 
that  the  Highlander  should  SQiJlI  to  Akyab,  Eangoon,  or  Bas- 
sein  (with  liberty  to  make  an  intermediate  voyage)  for  a  cargo 

^  Davis's  Report  of  the  Proceedings  of  the  first  J  labama  claims  court,  p.  7& 
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of  rice,  and  after  loading  should  proceed  to  Oork  or  Falmouth 
for  orders.  The  Highlander^  after  making  the  intermediate ' 
voyage  allowed  by  the  charter  party,  was  proceeding  to 
Akyab  to  load,  when,  on  the  16th  December  1863  she  was 
captured  and  bnmed  by  the  Alabama.  The  owners  claimed 
net  freight  under  the  Akyab  or  rice  charter — ^viz,  gross  freight 
less  all  expenses  which  would  have  been  incurred  by  the 
owners  if  the  vessel  had  continued  her  voyage  and  delivered 
the  cargo  of  rice  in  accordance  with  the  charter  party. 
"A*  to  the  ^Jabez  Snow :' 

^^On  the  25th  February  1863  the  captain  signed  a  charter 
party  providing  that  the  vessel  should  sail  from  Liverpool  on 
or  before  the  31st  March  1863  to  Montevideo;  that  as  soon 
as  discharged  at  that  port  she  should  proceed  to  Oallao,  there 
report  to  the  agents  of  the  Government  of  Peru,  and  after  ful- 
filling certain  provisions  of  the  charter  party  and  loading  her 
cargo  should  sail  from  Oallao  to  Havre  direct. 

^^Ou  the  same  day  the  captain  entered  into  another  charter 
with  different  parties,  providing  that  the  ship  should,  with  <  all 
convenient  speed,'  proceed  to  Cardiff,  there  load  a  cargo  of 
coal,  and  deliver  the  same  in  Montevideo. 

^^  At  the  time  these  charter  parties  were  signed  the  vessel 
was  lying  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  From  Liverpool  she  pro- 
ceeded to  Cardiff,  loaded  the  cargo  of  coal,  and  sailed  for  Mon- 
tevideo. On  the  29th  May  1863,  before  reaching  that  port, 
the  vessel  and  cargo  were  destroyed. 

><The  owners  of  the  vessel  claimed  the  net  freight  under 
both  charters — viz,  the  gross  freight  under  the  two  charters 
less  all  expenses  that  would  have  been  incurred  if  the  two 
cargoes  had  been  delivered. 
'^A$tothe^Sonora:^* 

^^The  complainants,  owners  of  the  vessel,  entered  into  a 
charter  party  while  the  ship  was  on  a  voyage  from  Kew  York 
to  Melbourne.  By  this  charter  party  the  ship  was  bound, 
upon  the  discharge  of  her  cargo  at  Melbourne,  to  proceed  from 
that  place  to  Akyab,  in  British  India,  for  a  cargo,  either 
directly  or  after  an  intermediate  voyage  to  another  port  in 


s  «The  argament  of  connsel  for  the  complainantB  in  Cashing  et  aL  v.  The 
United  States  (case  of  the  Sonora),  No.  288,  having  been  extensively 
referred  to  by  connsel  for  the  complainants  and  for  the  respondent,  has 
also  been  reported,  althoagh  the  case  did  not  come  on  for  trial  with  the 
cases  of  Book  ei  al," 
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Australia  or  the  China  seas,  and  iu  case  of  such  intermediate 
voyage  to  leave  her  last  port  for  Akyab  on  or  before  December 
Ij  1863.  She  made  an  intermediate  voyage  to  Hongkong,  left 
that  port  for  Akyab  before  December  1, 1863,  and  was  burned 
by  the  Alabama  in  the  Straits  of  Malacca  on  the  26th  day  of 
December,  1863. 

<<  Besides  the  loss  of  vessel,  outfits,  etc.,  the  owners  claimed 
the  net  freight  on  the  Akyab  charter. 

<^Mr.  O.  0.  Beaman,  jr.,  for  the  complainant. 

^*The  freight  claimeil  does  not  come  under  the  definition  ot 
'prospective'  or  < unearned,'  as  given  by  the  court  in  the  case 
of  Hubbell  v.  The  United  States. 

<<The  court  allowed  in  that  case  net  freight  for  the  whole 
voyage  when  the  cargo  was  on  board.  The  net  freight  now 
claimed  does  not  differ  from  that  then  allowed  in  being  pros- 
pective or  unearned. 

"The  word  *  prospective,'  as  applied  to  freights,  does  not 
relate  to  the  fact  of  its  being  on  board,  but  to  its  dependence 
upon  an  expected  usual  course  of  business  or  upon  an  absolute 
contract. 

"  According  to  the  '  principles  of  law'  an  award  can  be  made 
for  net  freight  in  these  cases: 

"a.  In  cases  of  insurance  upon  a  policy  on  freight  the  owner 
can  insure  and  recover  the  gross  freight  on  a  voyage  upon 
which  the  ship  has  entered,  even  though  the  cargo  is  not  on 
board.  (Arnould  on  Insurance,  edition  of  1872,  pp.  30,  31, 
and  304.) 

"6.  In  cases  of  general  average,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  is 
bound  to  contribute  on  the  value  of  his  vessel  and  the  amount 
of  his  net  freight,  under  the  charter  on  which  he  has  cargo  on 
board,  and  under  the  charter  upon  which  he  has  entered, 
although  he  has  not  yet  received  the  cargo.  (The  brig  Mary, 
1  Sprague,  p.  17;  Dixon  on  Average,  p.  187.) 

"c.  Freight  has  been  allowed  a  neutral  vessel  with  cargo  on 
board,  but  when  she  had  not  sailed  from  the  port  where  she 
received  her  cargo.  (The  Catharina  Elizaheih^  1810 j  1  Acton, 
English  Admiralty  Rep.  309.) 

<' There  is  nothing  to  show  that  net  freight  as  now  claimed 
would  not  be  allowed  a  neutral  vessel  captured  under  the  cir- 
cnmstances  in  which  the  Highlander  and  Jahez  Snow  were 
destroyed, 

^<  d.  In  cases  of  collisions  and  other  marine  torts,  freights  are 
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allowed  against  a  wroDgdoer  to  the  extent  claimed  in  the 
cases  now  under  consideration.  (Statute  53  Q^orge  UL,  A.  D. 
1813,  p.  793;  17  and  18  Victoria,  A.  D.  1854,  p.  595;  25  and  26 
Victoria,  A.  D.  1862,  p.  305;  9  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  635; 
Allen  V.  McKay,  Sprague,  p.  219;  the  South  Sea,  1856, 
(Swabey's  Beports,  p.  141);  Case  of  the  Orpheus,  1871,  3  Law 
Eeport6  (Admiralty),  p.  308;  the  Canada,  1861, 1  Lushington, 
p.  586). 

<<  Messrs.  Paine  and  Grafton  for  the  complainants  (owners 
ot  the  Sfmora). 

^<L  According  to  the  statute  creating  the  court,  it  is  to 
decide  upon  the  amount  and  validity  of  claims  presented  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  according  to  the 
principles  of  law  and  the  merits  of  the  several  cases. 

<^  Causes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  must  have 
originated  in  a  marine  tort;  therefore  the  court  should  look  to 
cases  of  colhsion  and  capture  for  the  establishment  of  the 
^principles  of  law-  which  are  to  control  this  case. 

<^  1.  In  cases  of  collision  as  against  the  owner  of  the  offending 
ship,  the  owner  of  the  injured  ship,  if  without  fault,  is  entitled 
to  her  net  freight,  whether  she  is  or  not  totally  lost;  provided 
the  performance  of  the  charter  party  is  defeated  by  the 
collision. 

^^  As  against  the  captain  of  the  offending  ship  the  rule  is 
the  same,  unless  his  misconduct  is  such  as  to  warrant  an  award 
of  exemplary  or  vindictive  damages. 

'^  As  between  the  owner  of  the  injured  ship  and  the  owner 
of  her  cargo,  the  question  of  liability  depends  wholly  upon 
the  relative  responsibility  of  these  parties  for  the  failure  of 
their  contract.    (The  Qazelle,  2  W.  Rob.  279;  Williamson  v. 
Barrett,  13  How.  101;  The  Canada,  1  Lushington,  586;  The 
Ann  Caroline,  2  WalL,  550;  The  Rebecca,  1  Blatch.  &  H.,  347 
The  Cayuga,  14  Wall.  270;  The  Heroine,  1  Benedict,  226 
Egbert  v.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio  B.  B.  Go.,  2  Benedict,  225 
The  Favorita,  1'8  Wall.  598.) 

^^2.  In  cases  of  capture  of  neutral  ships  the  following  are 
the  rules  of  damages  applicable  to  freights,  both  in  England 
and  the  United  States: 

^^  As  against  the  captor  the  owner  of  the  captured  ship,  if 
without  fault,  is  entitled  to  her  full  freight,  whether  she  is  or 
is  not  totally  lost,  provided  the  performance  of  the  charter 
party  is  defeated  by  the  capture. 
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^<  As  against  the  owuer  of  neutral  cargo,  in  case  of  total  Ioas 
of  both  ship  and  cargo,  withoat  the  fault  of  either,  there  is  no 
liability  for  freight  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  because 
if  the  cargo  fails  the  ship,  so  also  does  the  ship  fail  the  cargo. 

<^  As  against  the  owner  of  neutral  cargo,  in  case  of  total  lo8s 
of  ship  alone,  without  fault  of  ship  or  cargo,  there  is  no  liability 
for  freight  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  because  the  cargo 
waits  in  vain  for  the  ship  to  perform  the  charter  party. 

<^  In  case  of  detention  or  partial  loss  the  liability,  as  between 
owners  of  ship  and  cargo,  will  embrace  full  freight,  pro  rata 
freight,  or  no  freight  at  all,  according  to  the  relative  responsi- 
bility of  the  parties  for  the  failure  of  their  contract.  (The 
Pearl  (1804),  5  0.  Rob.  199,  Am.  ed.;  The  Capenhagen^  1  U 
Itob.  Adm.  289;  The  Race-Horsey  3  0.  Bob.  Adm.  101;  The 
Lucyy  3  O.  Rob.  Adm.  208;  Der.  Mohr,  4  O.  Rob.  Adm.  314; 
The  Anna  Catharine^  6  0.  Rob.  Adm.  10;  Tlie  Livelyj  1  Gall. 
315;  The  Commercenj  1  Wheat.  382;  The  Nuestra  Senora  de 
i^e^rZa,  17  Wall.  30.) 

"3.  The  reason  for  including  the  net  freight  of  the  charter 
party  in  the  award  of  damages  in  the  case  now  before  the 
court  is  vastly  stronger  than  in  the  case  of  a  collision,  or  in 
the  case  of  a  capture  of  a  neutral  ship  by  a  belligerent. 

*^II.  The  statute  forbids  allowances  for — 

"1.  Gross  freights. 

"  2.  Unearned  freights. 

<^3.  Prospective  freights,  gains,  or  advantages. 

<^  Gross  freight  is  the  entire  amount  of  freight  money  to  be 
received.    (The  Heroine^  1  Benedict,  226.) 

<<The  expression  <  unearned  freight'  applies  to  cases  where 
a  chartered  ship,  not  having  begun  to  work  under  her  charter 
party,  has  not  begun  to  earn  her  freight,  and  to  an  unchartered 
ship  which  has  not  commenced  the  projected  voyage;  but  it 
does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  ship  has  begun  to  earn  her 
freight — has  partly  earned  it.  Unearned  freight,  in  the  sense 
of  the  statute,  is  not  freight  partly  unearned,  but  it  is  freight 
wholly  unearned.  (The  Hamilton^  3  C.  Rob.  107;  The  Martha^ 
3  0.  Rob.  107.) 

<<The  clause  as  to  <  prospective  profits,  freights,  gains,  or 
advantages'  refers  to  matters  purely  speculative,  and  means 
the  profits,  freights,  gains,  or  advantages  of  a  prospective,  not 
of  an  actual  voyage ;  of  a  voyage  projected  but  not  commenced. 

^^III.  The  claimants  are  entitled  to  the  entire  net  freight 
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under  the  charter  party,  for  at  the  time  of  capture  the  vessel 
was  working  under  it.  There  was  no  element  of  adventure  or 
speculation  in  the  voyage. 

<<  A  ship  is  earning  freight  from  the  hour  she  starts  after  her 
cargo.  (The  Canada,  1  Lushington,  586^  The  Argoj  1  Spink, 
376;  The  Jfary,  1  Bprague,  17.) 

"  Mr.  J.  A.  J.  Oreswell  and  Mr.  Prank  W.  Hackett  for  the 
respondent: 

^'In  the  case  of  the  Jabez  8notD  nothing  had  been  done 
toward  earning  the  Gallao  charter  that  would  not  have  been 
done  had  there  been  no  such  charter.  The  vessel  was  de- 
stroyed while  prosecuting  the  Montevideo  charter,  therefore 
the  claimants  are  entitled  to  no  indemnity  on  account  of  the 
Gallao  charter.  (Opinion  of  the  court  in  Hubbell  v.  The  United 
States.) 

^<  Collision  cases  afford  no  analogy  for  the  estimate  of  the 
court  in  cases  like  the  one  at  bar. 

^'The  court  keeps  within  the  limit  of  the  direct  result  of  the 
damage  caused  by  the  cruisers.  (Hubbell  et  al.  v.  The  United 
States,  ante,)  The  attitude  of  a  claimant  in  this  court  is  not 
that  of  an  injured  person  suing  a  wrongdoer. 

"  In  cases  of  capture  of  vessels  under  charter,  but  without 
cargo,  net  freights  would  not  be  allowed.  (Abbott  on  Ship- 
ping, 470;  The  Copenhagen^  1  C.  Kob.  Adm.  289;  The  Frances^ 
8  Crauch,  418;  Blakey  v.  Dixon,  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  321;  The 
Nathaniel  Hooper^  3  Sumn.  542;  The  SooieV,  9  Oranch,  209.) 

'^  The  decisions  of  the  court  must  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  statute  creating  it,  and  the  single  question  for  this 
tribunal  under  that  act  is,  admitting  the  claim  to  be  a  valid 
one,  how  much  loss  or  damage  did  the  claimant  actually  suffer 
for  which  this  statute  gives  power  to  award  indemnity  t  This 
court  has  not  the  full  and  peculiar  i)ower8  of  a  court  of  prize, 
and  the  express  prohibitions  of  the  act  creating  it  exclude  any 
claim  for  freight  made  under  charter  parties  where  the  cargo 
is  not  on  board. 

^<  The  freight  claimed  in  the  case  at  bar  is  ^  unearned '  and 
*  prospective,'  for  a  vessel  does  not  really  enter  upon  the  work 
of  earning  freight  until  the  cargo  is  actually  or  constructively 
in  her  possession,  and  freight  to  he  earned  is  an  uncertain 
profit.  (Code  de  Commerce,  article  347 ;  Emerigon  on  Insur- 
ance, pp.  181,713;  Meredith's  translation  of  Emerigon,  ed. 
1850,  p.  713,  note;  13  East.  300;  Bouvier's  Law  Diet.;  Smith's 
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Mercantile  Law,  283;  Abbott  on  Shipping,  405;  Emerigon,  p. 
178;  Papers  relating  to  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  IV.  53. 

"Porter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

"  In  the  case  of  the  ship  Winged  Racer ^  we  were  called  to 
consider,  among  other  subjects,  a  claim  for  the  loss  of  freight. 
After  a  protracted  argument  by  eminent  counsel,  we  reached 
in  that  case  conclusions  which  were  and  are  satisfactory  to  the 
minds  of  a  majority  of  the  court.  In  the  cases  above  men- 
tioned some  new  phases  of  the  question,  growing  out  of  a 
different  state  of  facts,  were  presented.  This  led  the  counsel 
of  the  government  to  insist  on  re- arguing  the  original  questions 
decided  in  the  Winged  Racer;  and,  specially  desiring  to  be 
right  on  a  point  involving  so  large  a  part  of  the  money  paid 
by  Great  Britain,  we  accorded  this  privilege  both  to  them  and 
to  the  counsel  of  various  claimants.  I  am  now  to  state  the 
views  entertained  by  the  court,  after  listening  to  these  elab- 
orate and  learned  arguments,  and  then  to  apply  the  principles 
we  have  adopted  to  the  solution  of  the  questions  presented  in 
the  cases  of  the  Highlander  and  the  Jahez  Snow. 

"  The  Government  of  the  United  States  presented  at  Geneva 
a  large  claim  for  the  loss  of  freights.  The  British  ez|)ert8 
launch(*d  pointed  and  severe  criticisms  at  the  claim  made  for 
gross  freights,  but  they  could  not  deny  the  soundness  of  the 
claim  for  net  freights,  if  the  conduct  of  Great  Britain  bad 
rendered  her  liable  for  the  acts  complained  of  by  the  United 
States.  In  the  award  made  in  our  favor,  this  principle  was 
set  forth  as  one  of  the  conclusions  of  the  tribunal,  that  Mn 
order  to  arrive  at  an  equitable  compensation  for  the  damages 
which  have  been  sustained,  it  is  necessary  to  set  aside  all 
double  claims  for  the  same  losses  and  all  claims  for  gross 
freights,  so  far  as  they  exceed  net  freights.^ 

"  When  the  act  of  23d  June  1874  was  framed,  Congress,  fol- 
lowing out  this  principle,  gave  to  this  court  the  following 
direction  (section  12):  <And  in  no  case  shall  any  claim  be 
admitted  or  allowed  for,  or  in  respect  to,  unearned  freights, 
gross  freights,  prospective  profits,  freights,  gains,  or  advan- 
tages.' The  term  'prospective,Mt  will  be  observed,  is  predi- 
cated here,  not  only  of  profits^  to  which  it  stands  in  juxtaposi- 
tion, but  also  of  freights^  gainsj  or  advantages.  We  are  not  to 
allow  a  claim  for  unearned  freights,  gross  freights,  or  pros- 
pective freights;  thus,  by  excluding  all  other  kinds  of  freight, 
permitting,  and  indeed  requiring,  us  to  allow  claims  for  net 
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freight.  That  is,  from  the  freight  which  a  vessel,  when  de- 
stroyed, was  engaged  in  earning,  must  be  deducted  the 
expenses  which  she  would  thereafter  have  incurred  if  the 
voyage  had  been  successfully  accomplished.  By  the  immedi- 
ately preceding  section  of  the  act  we  are  required  to  decide 
upon  the  amouut  and  validity  of  such  claims,  not  only  in  con- 
formity to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  but  according  to  the 
principles  of  law.  We  are  to  exclude  profits,  freights,  and 
gains  which  were  prospective  and  freights  which  were  un- 
earned, and  we  are  to  do  this  not  in  some  arbitrary  way 
dictated  by  our  own  sense  of  justice,  but  according  to  the 
principles  of  jurispradence  as  established  by  courts  of  law  and 
adopted  by  the  maritime  nations  of  the  world.  We  know,  and 
we  have  known  from  the  beginning,  the  importance  of  reach- 
ing a  sound  conclusion  on  the  qaestion  thus  arising  both  out 
of  the  treaty  and  the  statute.  Daring  the  argument  we  have 
been  properly  reminded  of  the  influence  which  our  decision 
may  hereafter  exercise  on  the  public  interests.  It  is  said  thai 
the  United  States  expects  to  carry  out  in  the  future,  as  she 
has  in  the  past,  the  doctrine  of  neutrality.  It  is  reasonable 
that  the  principles  adopted  in  the  distribution  of  the  money 
awarded  at  Geneva  should  be  applied  to  her,  if  she  should 
ever  be  held  responsible  for  violating  those  important  rules 
established  by  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty,  defining  the  duties 
of  a  neutral  government  in  preventing  the  fitting  out,  within 
its  jurisdiction,  of  vessels  intended  to  carry  on  war  against  a 
power  with  which  it  is  at  peace. 

"What,  then,  is  *  prospective  freight,^  as  employed  in  the 
award  and  in  the  statute f  A  plain  illustration  may  supply 
the  answer.  The  owner  of  a  ship  at  Philadelphia,  finding  her 
out  of  employment,  concludes  that  if  he  were  at  the  Ghincha 
Islands  he  would  be  sure  of  a  profitable  cargo  to  Liverpool  or 
New  York.  He  proceeds,  witliout  any  contract,  written  or 
verbal,  equips  his  ship,  sets  sail,  is  captured  by  the  Aldbama^ 
and  sees  his  own  ship  sent  to  the  bottom.  He  files  his  claim 
in  this  coart,  shows  the  loss  of  the  vessel,  proves  her  tonnage 
and  the  customary  freight,  and  offers  the  testimony  of  shippers 
in  Oallao,  who  state  that  if  she  had  arrived  there  they  would 
have  supplied  a  cargo  equal  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  the 
ship,  lie  exhibits  his  calculation  showing  the  necessary  de- 
ductions from  the  gross  freight  and  asks  the  payment  of  his 
claim.    We  decline  to  allow  it,  and  tell  him  this  was  what  the 
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award  meant  when  it  declared  that  <  prospective  earnings  can 
not  properly  be  made  the  subject  of  compensation;'  and  this 
is  what  the  act  of  Congress  meant  when  it  provided  that  a 
claim  shoald  not  be  allowed  for  or  in  respect  to  <prosi)ect]ve 
profits,  freights,  gains,  or  advantages.'  Having  thas  found  a 
distinct  subject-matter  to  which  this  portion  of  the  statute  is 
applicable,  we  ought,  by  well-settled  rules  of  interpretation,  to 
rest  content  that  we  have  ascertained  the  kind  of  profits  which 
Congress  meant  to  define  by  the  term  'prospective.' 

"What  are  < unearned  freights,'  as  employed  in  the  act! 
What  do  these  terms,  so  unusual  in  the  language  of  judges, 
shippers,  carriers,  and  underwriters,  require  us  to  exclude f 
By  forbidding  the  allowance  of  unearned  freights  it  was  cer- 
tainly not  intended  to  allow  only  freights  ftdly  earned. 
Freight  is  fully  earned  in  the  judicial  as  well  as  popular 
sense  when  the  vessel  has  reached  her  port  of  destination  and 
the  cargo  has  been  delivered;  a  place  in  which  she  would  not 
Ue  in  much  danger  of  destruction  at  the  hands  of  an  insurgent 
cruiser.  If  so  destroyed,  the  question  of  freight  could  not 
have  arisen  at  all,  for  her  charterers  would  then  have  been  her 
debtors  and  the  value  of  the  vessel  only  would  have  been  lost 
to  her  owners.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  Congress 
could  have  put  so  frivolous  a  thing  into  a  serious  statute.  It 
is  just  as  clear  that  freights  wholly  unearned  could  not  have 
been  intended;  that  is,  where  no  expenses  had  been  incurred, 
no  stores  supplied,  no  cargo  t-aken  on  board,  nothing  done  by 
shipper  or  owner  toward  the  commencement  of  a  voyage. 
Here,  again,  the  vessel  would  have  been  found  in  her  dock 
and  out  of  the  reach  of  the  losses  of  which  the  statute  treats. 
Even  if  she  were  not,  her  case  is  effectually  provided  for  by 
forbidding  any  allowance  for  prospective  freights.  The  pro- 
vision respecting  <  unearned  freights'  was  evidently  intended 
to  embrace  something  different  frx)m  that  of  the  inhibition  of 
prospective  gains  and  to  have  some  practical  effect  on  the 
distribution  of  the  money  in  hand.  Let  it  be  observed,  then, 
that  between  these  extremes — of  freight  wholly  earned  and 
freight  wholly  unearned — there  is  an  ample  territory  in  which 
judicial  investigation  has  gone  on  from  the  dawn  of  commerce 
to  the  present  hour,  and  the  results  are  found  along  the  whole 
track  of  the  commercial  law.  A  ship  is  made  ready  for  sea,  a 
charter  party  more  or  less  formal  is  executed,  her  cargo  is 
shipped,  and  she  starts  on  her  voyage.    She  has  not  then 
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earned  her  freight,  and  on  the  shipper  or  charterer  she  has  no 
legal  claim  antil  after  the  lapse  of  many  months  and  the 
endurance  of  many  perils.  Bat  her  owner  has  spent  time  and 
labor  in  fitting  her  out,  has  supplied  the  necessary  stores, 
advanced  the  wages  of  the  crew,  and  subjected  her  to  the 
largest  risk  to  which  property  is  ever  subjected,  or  paid  to 
others  the  required  compensation  for  assuming  such  risk. 
Can  it  be  maintained  that  her  freight  is  unearned,  in  the  large 
and  general  sense  in  which  this  term  is  used  in  the  statute — 
unearned,  without  qualification — wholly  uneamedf  Oan  it  be 
denied  that  some  part  of  it  has  been  earned f  Not  as  against 
the  shipper,  if  he  has  done  nothing  to  change  the  contract,  but 
even  as  against  him,  if  he  has  interrupted  the  voyage,  and 
certainly  as  against  everyone  who  willfully  or  carelessly  stops 
her  progress.  Here  the  decisions,  European  and  American, 
have  a  uniformity  scarcely  to  be  met  with  in  any  other  depart- 
ment of  the  liv,w. 

*^  The  ship  Cambodia  sailed  under  charter  from  Bombay  in 
ballast  for  Rowlands  Island,  intending  to  call  at  a  port  in  New 
Zealand  for  water,  and,  having  got  on  shore  on  the  coast  of 
New  Zealand,  was  so  damaged  that  she  was  obliged  to  aban- 
don her  voyage.  Lord  G.  J.  Gockburn  (afterward  one  of  the 
arbitrators  at  Geneva)  held  that,  as  the  ship  had  sailed  with 
the  sole  object  of  going  to  Howlands  Island  to  earn  freight 
thence  to  the  United  Kingdom,  the  interest  in  the  freight  had 
commenced,  although  not  a  pound  of  the  cargo  was  on  board 
when  she  struck.  (Barber  v.  Flemming,  5  Law  Reports,  59, 
Queen's  Bench  Gases.)  True,  this  was  an  action  on  a  contract 
of  marine  insurance,  created  by  parties  who  could  make  their 
own  terms,  and  we  ought  to  look  for  precedents  arising  out- 
side of  the  law  of  contracts  altogether.  Take,  then,  the  case 
of  a  general  average  arising  from  the  jettison  of  goods  for  the 
common  safety  of  ship  and  cargo.  Here  Mr.  Lowndes,  citing 
Williams  against  The  London  Assurance  Gompany  (1  M.  and 
8.  318),  states  the  rule  in  these  terms:  '  When  a  ship  is  char- 
tered to  fetch  or  carry  a  cargo  belonging  to  the  charterer,  the 
freight  under  the  charter  must  contribute  to  the  general  aver- 
age, whether  or  not  the  cargo  is  on  board  the  ship  at  the  time 
of  the  general  average  act,  since  the  loss  of  the  chartered 
ship,  whether  laden  or  not,  would  deprive  the  shipowner  of  his 
expected  freight.'  (Lowndes  on  General  Average,  236.)  In 
the  case  of  the  brig  Mary^  Judge  Sprague  carried  out  the  doc- 
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trine  by  holding  that  where,  by  a  charter  party,  a  gross  sam, 
not  divisible,  was  to  be  paid  as  freight  for  a  voyage  oat  and 
home,  the  principal  object  of  the  voyage  being  to  obtain  a 
return  cargo,  and  a  general  average  occurred  on  the  outward 
passage,  when  the  ship  was  sailing  in  ballast,  the  whole  freight 
for  the  round  voyage  must  contribute.   ( 1  Sprague's  Decisions, 
17.)    Turning  to  cases  of  salvage,  we  find  the  same  rule  to 
provail.    (The  Nathaniel  Hooper^  3  Sumner,  542.)    It  is  true 
that  Mr.  Beuecke  differs  from  Sir  William  Scott  in  the  view 
taken  by  the  latter  in  the  case  of  the  Pro^e9«  (Edwards,  210), 
that  where  a  ship  goes  out  under  a  charter,  to  proceed  to  her 
IHiint  of  destination,  in  ballast,  and  to  receive  her  freiglit  only 
upon  her  return  cargo,  the  court  is  not  in  the  habit  of  dividing 
the  salvage  (in  which  he  is  sustained  by  the  case  of  the  Dor- 
oihy  Foster^  6  O.  Bobinson,  88);  but  it  is  safficient  to  observe, 
respecting  this  difference  of  opinion,  that  no  man  of  his  age 
was  of  higher  authority  on  maritime  law  than  the  judge  who 
pronounced  the  judgment  in  that  case.    In  the  cases  of  colli- 
sion of  vessels  the  same  doctrine  prevails.    Even  the  case  of  the 
South  Sea  v.  The  Clara  Symes  (Swabey's  Reports,  141)  is  really 
in  harmony  with  the  other  cases,  for  although  the  claim  for 
freight  was  there  rejected,  and  the  owner  of  the  injured  ves- 
»el  was  directed  to  pay  the  costs  attending  the  claim  which 
he  had  made  for  freight,  yet  this  was  because  of  the  doubt  that 
arose  from  the  character  of  the  vessel,  whether  the  master 
could  have  carried  out  the  charter  party,  even  had  the  collision 
not  occurred.    The  decision  of  Dr.  Lushington  in  the  Gazelle 
(2  W.  Robinson,  279)  and  in  the  Argo  (I  Spink,  375);  the  re- 
port of  the  registrar  and  merchants  in  the  Canada  (1  Lush- 
ington, 586),  made  under  Dr.  Lushington's  own  eye;  the  deci- 
sion of  Dr.  Pbillimore  in  the  Orpheus  (3  Law  Reports,  308, 
Admiralty),  where  the  cargo  was  not  on  board  at  the  time  of 
the  collision;  the  opinions  of  several  of  our  eminent  admiralty 
judges  in  America — Bark  Heroine  {\  Benedict,  226);  Egbert 
against  the  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Go.  (2  Benedict,  225),  and  the  deci 
sions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  In  William- 
son against  Barrett  (13  Howard,  101),  the  Cayuga  (14  Wallace, 
270),  the  Favorita  (18  Wallace,  598)— have  placed  on  a  fonnda 
tion  too  solid  to  be  shaken  the  doctrine  that  the  owner  of  a 
ship  injured  by  a  collision,  if  not  in  fault,  is  entitled  to  recover 
her  net  freight  from  the  owner  of  the  offending  ship,  if  the 
performance  of  the  charter  party  be  prevented  by  the  collision- 
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<<  Undoubtedly  the  closest  analogies  to  the  cases  in  hand  are 
foand  in  those  of  the  capture  of  vessels  as  prize  of  war.  It  is 
true  that  Great  Britain  did  not  admit  her  liability  as  a  wrong- 
doer for  the  acts  of  the  insurgent  cruisers,  and,  indeed,  by  the 
first  article  of  the  treaty,  disclaimed  it,  but  haying  negligently 
permitted  the  equipment  in  her  own  ports  of  vessels  which 
could  have  had  no  other  object  than  the  destruction  of  our 
ships,  she  was  placed  by  the  award  in  the  legal  attitude  of 
having  wrongfully  captured  them.  There  are  in  the  books  few 
cases  of  the  destruction  of  vessels  taken  as  prize  of  war,  for 
the  reason,  chiefly,  that  they  are  too  valuable  to  the  captor  to 
be  destroyed.  One  of  the  few  is  the  case  of  Der  Mohr  (4  O. 
Bob.  315),  which  was  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  prize  mas- 
ter, an  officer  of  the  British  navy,  while  being  taken  into  port, 
and  the  captors  were  held  liable  both  for  the  ship  and  the 
freight,  but  relieved  from  liability  by  act  of  Parliament.  In 
the  Copenhagen  (1  G.  Rob.  289),  seized  in  a  British  port  which 
she  had  entered  in  distress  to  make  repairs,  Sir  William  Scott, 
in  treating  of  the  question  whether  freight  was  due  from  the 
owner  of  the  cargo  to  the  owners  of  the  ship  for  the  whole 
voyage  or  only  pro  rata  itineris,  thus  speaks:  'With  respect 
to  the  freight,  some  is  admitted  to  be  due,  as  the  ship  has 
brought  her  cargo  from  Smyrna  through  much  the  most  con- 
siderable part  of  the  voyage.  But  it  is  said  that  in  matters  of 
prize  the  whole  freight  is  always  given,  and  for  this  reason, 
because  capture  is  considered  as  delivery,  and  a  captured  ves- 
sel earns  her  whole  freight.  I  have  already  said  that  this  is 
not  merely  or  origiually  a  matter  of  prize;  the  ship  was  not 
brought  in  as  such ;  she  came  in  first  from  distress,  and  was 
afterward  put  upon  the  proof  of  her  character.  It  is  a  case  of 
a  mixed  nature,  and  the  maxim  that  capture  is  delivery  is  not 
to  be  taken  in  the  general  way  in  which  it  is  laid  down.  It 
is  by  no  means  true  except  when  the  captor  succeeds  fully  to 
the  rights  of  the  enemy  and  represents  him  as  to  those  rights. 
If  a  neutral  vessel  having  enemy's  goods  is  taken,  the  captor 
pays  the  whole  freight,  because  he  represents  the  enemy  by 
possessing  himself  of  the  enemy's  goods  jure  belli,  and  although 
the  whole  freight  has  not  been  earned  by  the  completion  of  the 
voyage,  yet  as  the  captor,  by  his  act  of  seizure,  has  prevented 
its  completion,  his  seizure  shall  operate  to  the  same  effect  as  an 
actual  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  consignee,  and  shall  sub- 
ject him  to  the  payment  of  the  full  freight.'    The  cases  of  the 
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Martka  (3  0.  Rob.  107),  the  Hamilton  (3  O.  Rob.  107),  and  the 
Anna  Catherina  (6  C.  Rob.  10),  recoguize  the  same  doctrine. 
In  the  argament  before  ns  it  was  assumed  that  in  no  case  of 
capture  had  freight  been  allowed  where  the  cargo  was  not  on 
board  at  the  time  of  the  captare;  but  the  Progress  (Edwards's 
Admiralty  Reports,  210)  seems  to  present  such  a  case.  That 
yessel  having  sailed  from  England  to  Oporto,  in  ballast,  under 
a  charter  party  for  an  entire  voyage  out  and  home,  and  having 
performed  the  outward  voyage,  was  captured  by  the  French 
in  that  port  and  recaptured  by  the  British  and  Portuguese 
army  under  Wellington  before  she  had  commenced  her  home- 
ward voyage.  After  the  capture  she  had  been  unladen;  on 
the  recapture  her  cargo  was  in  warehouse  on  shore.  Salvage 
was  allowed  on  the  whole  fireight  out  and  home.  By  the  deci- 
sion in  the  Catharina  ElizOrbeth  (1  Acton's  Admiralty  Reports, 
309),  freight  was  allowed  to  a  neutral  vessel  which  had  not 
actually  sailed,  though  her  cargo  was  on  board.  It  must  be 
admitted  that  the  American  decisions  have  not  yet  satisfac- 
torily established  here  the  English  rule,  and  some  of  them  are 
adverse  to  it:  The  Amidbls  Nancy  (3  Wheaton,  540);  the 
Anna  Maria  (2  Wheaton,  327);  the  Charming  Betsey  (2  Oranch, 
64).  The  Sociiti  (9  Grauch,  209)  was  the  case  of  a  neutn^ 
vessel  sailing  under  charter  party  to  Amelia  Island  with  cargo 
freight  tree,  where  she  was  to  take  on  board  such  cargo  as 
might  be  tendered  to  her,  and  while  thus  carrying  British  goo<l8 
was  captured  by  a  naval  vessel  of  the  United  States,  then  at 
war  with  Great  Britain,  and  brought  into  the  district  of 
Georgia,  where  the  cargo  was  condemned  as  enemy's  property. 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  certainly  held  the  two  voyages  to  be 
distinct,  probably  much  influenced  by  the  division  made  of  the 
freight,  which  as  to  one  voyage  was  to  be  free,  but  payable 
as  to  the  other.  In  the  comparatively  recent  case  of  the  Nnes- 
tra  Senora  ds  Regla  (17  Wall.  30),  a  Spanish  steamer  seized  in 
1861  as  prize  of  war  at  Port  Royal,  in  which  a  huge  sum  was 
allowed  to  the  owner  for  the  use  of  the  vessel,  there  is  some 
recognition  of  the  English  rule,  which  must  seem  to  everyone 
who  carefully  examines  the  subject  much  more  consonant  to 
the  whole  system  of  the  law  of  marine  torts. 

^^  It  certainly  follows  from  this  discussion  that  in  the  cases 
before  us  the  allowance  of  freight  pro  rata  itineris  peracti^  so 
strongly  insisted  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  Government,  is  out 
of  the  question. 

"1.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  Congress  to  justify  it. 
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We  are  not  required  to  decide  a  case  where  the  freight  was 
wholly  earned,  or  one  in  which  it  was  wholly  aneariied,  tor 
neither  the  one  case  nor  the  other,  as  we  have  seen,  coald  have 
arisen  oat  of  the  depredations  of  the  insargent  crnisers.  Such 
acts  came  too  soon  for  the  one  and  too  late  for  the  other.  We 
are  called  aix)n  to  decide  cases  occupying  ground  intermediate 
between  these  extremes.  The  statute,  therefore,  wisely  said 
nothing  about  apportioning  the  freight. 

<<  2.  We  could  not  undertake  to  determine  upon  and  allow 
freight  1^0  rata  itineris  where  it  had  been  partly  earned  and 
partly  unearned  without  violating  those  principles  of  law 
which  Congress  specially  cautioned  us  to  observe.  Left  thus 
untramineled  by  the  statute  in  respect  to  the  measure  of 
freight  due,  we  had  either  to  take  ground  in  opposition  to 
what  the  most  enlightened  publicists  have  written  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  the  most  distinguished  jurists  have  approved,  or  to 
adopt  principles  which  have  thus  acquired  the  sanction  of  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  maritime  world.  It  required  little  sagac- 
ity and  less  courage  to  do  the  latter. 

^^3.  If  we  had  undertaken  to  split  the  freight  into  fractions 
and  to  parcel  it  out  we  should  have  failed  in  everything  except 
doing  injustice.  A  practical  eye  will  readily  see  this.  Sup- 
pose the  ordinary  voyage  of  a  sailing  vessel  to  be  thirty  days. 
In  ten  days  from  the  time  of  commencing  to  put  carg:o  on 
board  she  has  completed,  it  may  be,  four-fifths  of  her  entire 
earnings.  Why  f  The  cost  of  loading  and  payment  of  wages 
to  officers  and  men,  the  supply  of  stores,  and  the  other  smaller 
and  incidental  but  inevitable  expenses  are  the  bulk  of  the 
cost  of  earning  the  entire  freight.  All  she  then  requires  are 
those  propitious  influences  of  the  elements  for  which  she  is 
dependent,  not  on  the  power  of  man,  but  on  the  favor  of 
heaven.  Divide  the  whole  freight  thus  begun  to  be  earned 
according  to  the  number  of  days  out,  or  by  any  other  rule,  and 
not  in  one  case  out  of  a  thousand  would  justice  be  done. 
Deduct  that  which  one  of  these  vessels,  if  not  destroyed, 
must  have  expended  between  the  ix)int  of  her  actual  destruc- 
tion and  the  port  of  destination  (generally  only  the  expenses 
of  maintaining  the  crew,  paying  the  port  charges,  and  deliver- 
ing the  cargo),  and  you  leave  her  owner  just  where  every  inno- 
cent man,  whose  i)er8on  or  property  is  attacked  in  violation 
of  law,  ought  by  the  law  to  be  left;  that  is,  as  nearly  sound 
and  whole  as  if  he  had  not  been  struck. 

'^  What,  then,  is  the  practical  result  of  these  doctrines  in  the 
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cases  before' as f  Where  a  vessel  has  sailed  nuder  a  charter 
party  with  cargo  on  board  she  is  entitled  to  net  freight  for  the 
whole  voyage  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  charter, 
though  destroyed  when  but  one  day  out.  Where  she  was 
destroyed  while  sailing  in  ballast  under  charter  to  take  in 
cargo  at  her  port  of  first  d^tination,  to  be  carried  thence  to 
a  port  of  final  destination,  she  is  entitled  to  net  freight  on  the 
cargo  which  she  was  thus  to  have  taken  on  board.  Where 
destroyed  while  sailing  under  one  charter  to  deliver,  at  a 
designated  port,  cargo  on  board,  and  to  bring  other  cargo 
home,  she  is  entitled  to  net  freight  for  the  round  trip.  Where 
destroyed  while  sailing  under  two  distinct  and  independent 
charters  to  carry,  under  the  first,  cargo  to  an  intermediate 
poi*t,  and  under  the  second,  to  carry  other  cargo  to  a  port 
more  distant,  she  is  entitled  to  net  freight  under  each  charter, 
though  destroyed  before  the  fulfillment  of  the  first,  if  she  has 
made  it  satisfactorily  to  appear  by  proper  proof  or  necessary 
legal  presumption  that  she  entered  fairly  at  the  same  time  on 
the  commencement  and  prosecution  of  both  voyages. 

^<  On  these  principles  we  decided,  in  June  last,  the  case  of  the 
Sonora.  She  sailed  from  ^ew  York  to  Melbourne,  and  she  was 
thence  to  sail  to  Akyab,  in  British  India,  to  take  on  a  cargo  of 
rice  and  proceed  to  one  of  several  designated  European  ports. 
The  charter  permitted  an  intermediate  voyage  in  the  China 
seas.  Having  made  such  an  intermediate  voyage  to  Hong- 
kong, she  left  that  port  for  Akyab,  and  was  destroyed  by  the 
Alabama  in  the  straits  of  Malacca.  In  the  judgment  entered 
in  favor  of  her  owners  we  allowed  net  freight  for  the  cargo  not 
on  board  at  the  time  of  her  destruction.  So,  also,  in  the  case 
of  the  Emma  Jane,  decided  during  the  same  month.  The  case  of 
the  Commonwealth,  argued  during  the  present  month,  affords 
an  illustration  of  the  application  of  the  same  principle.  She 
sailed  from  New  York  to  San  Francisco  with  a  large  freight 
list,  and  when  about  twenty-eight  days  out  was  destroyed  by 
the  Florida.  After  she  had  sailed,  and  before  receiving  infor- 
mation of  her  destruction,  her  owners  executed  a  charter  bind- 
ing her  to  proceed  from  San  Francisco  to  the  Ghincha  Islands 
to  take  on  guano  deliverable  at  Hamburg.  She  had  not 
sailed  under  the  charter  for  the  Chincha  Islands.  She  had 
done  nothing  whatever  under  it.  Her  olBcers  did  not  even 
hear  of  it  until  after  her  destruction.  As  to  that  charter,  her 
gains  were  prospective,  which  the  award  declares  <can  not 
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properly  be  made  the  sabject  of  compensation,  inasmuch  as 
they  depend  in  their  nature  upon  future  and  uncertain  contin- 
gencies.' We  accordingly  disallowed  to  her  freight  under  that 
charter,  but  admitted  her  right  to  net  freight  on  the  voyage 
to  San  Francisco.    We  could  not  have  done  otherwise. 

'^In  the  cases  of  the  Highlander  and  the  Jabez  8noWy  now 
before  us,  we  have  as  little  difficulty  in  allowing  the  freight. 
The  Highlander  was  to  proceed  under  charter  to  Akyab, 
Bangoon,  or  Bassein  (with  the  privilege  of  an  intermediate 
voyage  to  a  port  in  India  or  China),  to  take  on  at  one  of  those 
ports  rice  deliverable  at  Oork  or  Falmouth.  She  had  per- 
formed the  intermediate  voyage,  and  was  proceeding  in  ballast 
to  Akyab  for  cargo  when  she  was  destroyed  by  the  Alabama. 
The  Jabez  Snow  carried  with  her  two  charters,  under  one  of 
which  she  sailed  from  Carditt'  with  coal  for  Montevideo,  and 
by  the  other  she  was  to  proceed  thence  to  Oallao  to  take  on 
guano  deliverable  at  Havre.  She  was  destroyed  by  the  Ala- 
&ama,  with  the  coal  on  board,  before  reaching  Montevideo.  So 
far  as  we  can  judge,  after  a  careful  scrutiny  of  all  the  testi- 
mony before  us,  each  of  these  vessels,  at  the  time  of  her 
destruction,  was  proceeding  in  good  faith  in  the  actual  execu- 
tion of  the  contracts  which  she  had  thus  lawfully  assumed.  We 
know  of  nothing  more  which  either  of  them  could  have  done 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  respective  voyages  thus  commenced 
and  suddenly  terminated  by  the  act  of  the  most  successful  of 
the  insurgent  cruificrs.  We  acconlingly  allow  to  each  of  them 
net  freight  on  the  cargo  which  she  was  thus  proceeding  to  take 
on  board  when  destroyed.  While  we  do  not  agree  with  the 
claimants  respecting  the  amounts  which  they  are  entitled  to 
claim,  these  are  the  principles  of  law  on  which  we  have  reached 
the  conclusions  embodied  in  the  judgments  about  to  be  entered. 

"Baynoe,  J.,  dissenting." 

"Henry  P.  Haven  *  and  Charles  A.  Williams, 
FzwpeotiYe  pioflti,  executors,  et  al.  v.  The  United  States,  992: 
a*7Lto««r'^  "  Complainants  were  the  owners  of  the  bark 
Alert^  which  was  destroyed  by  the  A labama  on 
the  9th  September,  while  on  a  voyage  to  Kerguelan  Land,  other- 
wise called  Desolation  Island,  to  procure  a  cargo  of  sea-elephant 
oil.  It  appeared  that  this  oil  was  imported  almost  exclusively 
from  this  and  Hurd's  Island,  and  the  entire  business  was  car- 
ried on  by  the  complainants;  that  in  prosecuting  these  voyages 

'  Dayis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Court,  18. 
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a  large  ship  and  one  or  more  sebooners  were  usaally  employed, 
and  it  was  alleged  that  uo  ship  or  bark  coald  procure  a  cargo 
of  this  oil  without  having  a  schooner  to  assist  her.  The 
schooner  E.  R.  Sawyer  was  sent  out  as  a  companion  to  the 
Al^t^  and  arrived  in  safety  at  her  destination,  where  it  was 
alleged  large  numbers  of  sea  elephants  were  found,  and  a  cargo 
of  oil  could  have  been  taken  had  the  Alert  arrived.  As  soon 
as  the  owners  heard  of  the  destruction  of  the  Alert  they  fitted 
out  the  Ardbj  a  smaller  vessel,  and  sent  her  to  Desolation 
Island,  where  she  procured  a  cargo  of  oil.  The  Alertj  before 
her  destruction,  had  taken  two  sperm  whales  and  had  the  oil 
on  board. 

<<Tbe  complainants  in  this  case  claimed  their  share  (seven 
forty-eighths)  of  the  bark,  cargo,  and  outfits,  and  seven  forty- 
eighths  of  the  di£Ference  between  the  cargo  brought  home  by 
the  Arab  and  that  which  the  Alert  would  have  procured  had 
she  reached  Desolation  Island. 

^'The  court  in  entering  judgment  delivered  no  opinion,  but 
by  a  comparison  of  amounts  it  appears  that  judgment  was 
entered  for  the  value  of  the  vessel,  and  the  oil  actually  on 
board  at  the  time  of  destruction,  and  that  uo  allowance  was 
made  for  the  probable  catch  of  sea  elephants. 

^^lu  calculating  the  value  of  the  sperm  oil  on  board,  the 
market  rate  on  the  day  when  it  would  have  arrived  home  in 
the  usual  course  of  business  seems  to  have  been  taken  as  the 
measure  of  damage." 

"Charles  L.  Colby  v.  The  United  States, 

Coiby'iCaM.      No.  1187,^  and  sundry  other  claims:    These 

claims  were  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  ship 

Commonwealth^  destroyed  by  the  Alabama^  for  the  value  of 

the  vessel,  outfits,  and  freight. 

"The  Oommofiwealth  sailed  from  New  York  for  San  Francisco 
on  the  19th  of  March  1863,  laden  with  a  general  cargo.  On 
the  17th  of  April  following  she  was  destroyed. 

"On  the  15th  of  April  1863  a  charter  party  was  entered  into 
between  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  the  agents  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Peru,  agreeing  that  the  vessel  should  proceed  from 
San  Francisco  to  Callao,  Peru;  thence,  on  receipt  of  orders,  to 
the  Chincha  Islands  for  a  cargo  of  guano;  thence  to  Hamburg 
or  Rotterdam,  calling  at  Cowes  for  orders.  The  complainants 
claimed  net  freight  on  this  charter  party,  which  a  comparison 
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of  the  amoant  claimed  with  the  amount  awarded  by  the  court 
shows  was  not  allowed.^' 

"George  B.  Upton,  jr.,  et  al  v.  The  United 
TTpton'i  CaM.     States,  No.  960:^  The  complainants  were  the 
owners  of  the  ship  Nora^  her  tackle,  apparel, 
outfit,  and  freight. 

"The  Nora  sailed  from  Liverpool  for  Calcutta  about  Febru- 
ary 14,  1863,  and  on  the  27th  March  was  destroyed  by  the 
Alabama.  The  value  of  the  vessel  was  claimed  as  increased 
by  her  vicinity  to  a  point  where  vessels  were  in  demand.  A 
claim  was  also  made  for  services  and  risk  of  money. 

"  The  judgment  in  the  case  was  for  $74,603.10,  with  the  legal 
interest  from  the  date  of  destruction. 

"No  opinion  was  delivered  in  the  case,  but  a  comparison  of 
amounts  shows  that  the  court  did  not  allow  the  claim  for 
enhanced  value  or  for  services  or  risk  of  money. 

"Sixty  thousand  dollars,  gold,  was  stated  by  the  complain- 
ants a s  the  value  of  the  Nora  when  new.  This  amoun  t  reduced 
to  currency,  with  expenses  at  Liverpool  and  freight  added,  and 
insurance  received  subtracted,  gives  approximately  the  judg- 
ment rendered." 

"Lorenzo  F.  Fisler  v.  The  United  States, 

Fider*!  Case.      No.  404 :  The  complainant,  a  photographer,  on 

his  way  to  China  in  the  ship  Talisman^  was 

captured  by  the  Alahama^  and  his  clothing,  stock  in  trade, 

etc.,  were  destroyed. 

"The  complainant  showed  that,  at  the  time  of  his  capture, 
he  had  an  agreement  with  a  firm  in  China,  the  conditions  of 
which  were  that,  in  return  for  his  professional  services,  he  was 
to  receive  a  salary  of  one  hundred  Mexican  dollars  per  month, 
and  his  expenses  paid;  or  in  lieu  thereof,  one-fourth  share  in 
the  profits  of  their  business;  that,  immediately  upon  his  arri- 
val at  Shanghai,  thirteen  months  after  the  date  when  the 
Talisman  would  have  reached  her  destination,  had  she  not 
been  destroyed,  he  entered  into  the  employment  of  that  firm, 
with  a  compensation  eriual  to  one-fourth  of  the  profits.  It  was 
alleged  that  on  this  basis,  dnring  the  thirteen  months  he  was 
delayed,  his  share  of  the  profits  would  have  been  about  $2,600 
gold. 

"No  opinion  was  delivered  by  the  court  The  complainant 
proved  $1,180  gold  as  the  value  of  his  goods  actually  destroyed. 
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Adding  to  this  sum  the  premiam  on  gold  on  the  day  when  the 
Talisman  was  destroyed,  we  have  $1,722.80,  the  amount  for 
which  the  court  entered  judgment.  It  appears,  therefore,  that 
the  claim  for  compensation  for  delay  in  fulMing  his  contract 
was  not  allowed." 

"The  complainants  in  case  No.  1942,  Wil- 
Vetfrvighta.  liam  Johnston  Taylor  et  al.  v.  The  United 
States,'  were  the  owners  of  the  steamship 
Electric  Spark,  which  sailed  July  9, 1864,  on  a  voyage  from 
New  York  to  New  Orleans  and  return  under  charter  of  the 
New  York  Mail  Steamship  Company.  The  vessel  was  de- 
stroyed by  the  Florida  on  the  10th  July,  1864.  The  complain- 
ants recovered  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  outwaid  freight  in 
another  petition  and  now  claimed  the  value  of  the  return 
freight  and  passage  money,  it  bemg  shown  that  the  vessel  was 
engaged  fall  of  passengers  and  freight  for  the  return  trip  by 
the  agent  at  New  Orleans  of  the  New  York  Mail  Steamship 
Company. 

"The  compensation  to  the  owners  of  the  vessel,  under  the 
charter,  was  to  be  the  freight  and  passage  money  less  a  com- 
mission to  the  New  York  Mail  Steamship  Company. 

"Mr.  Throckmorton,  for  comjilainants,  contended  that  an 
allowance  for  the  return  freight  and  passage  money  should  be 
made  under  the  decision  in  Buck  &  Spofford  et  al.  v.  The  United 
States. 

"The  court  ruled  that  the  engagement  of  the  freight  and 
passage  money  by  the  New  York  Mail  Steamship  Company's 
agent  did  not  establish  such  privity  of  contract  with  the  own- 
ers of  the  vessel  as  to  enable  Jtbem  to  recover  therefor,  the  ves- 
sel having  been  destroyed  before  arrival  at  the  port  where  the 
freight  and  passage  money  was  engaged.'' 

"Many  of  the  seamen  sailing  on  whaling 
Catoli.  vessels  were  paid  from  the  catch,  their  May' 

depending  upon  the  amount  of  oil  and  bone 
taken  by  the  vessel  in  which  they  sailed. 

"Owing  to  the  difficulty  experienced  in  properly  apixirtion- 
ing  their  claims  in  accordance  with  the  various  contracts  en- 
tered into  by  them  with  the  shipowners,  to  avoid  the  danger 
of  a  double  iallowance,  to  protect  sailors  absent  at  sea,  and  to 
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enable  owners  to  obtain  payment  of  advances  made  to  seamen 
on  the  credit  of  the  catch,  the  court  entered  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  owners  of  the  vessel  for  the  va»lue  of  the  oil  and  bone 
on  board  the  ship  at  the  time  of  her  destruction,  which  judg- 
ment, with  the  interest  thereon,  was  '  to  be  received  and  dis- 
tributed by  the  said  owners  according  to  law,  among  the 
respective  parties  entitled  thereto  in  their  due  proportion/ 

"The  owners,  therefore,  hold  the  money  awarded  by  the 
court  in  these  cases  subject  to  all  claims,  as  they  would  have 
held  the  proceeds  of  the  oil  and  bone  taken,  had  it  arrived  at 
its  destination  and  been  sold. 

"The  district  court  of  Massachusetts,  acting  as  a  court  of 
admiralty,  has,  I  learn,  been  applied  to  to  settle  que:^tions 
arising  under  these  awards,  and  has  adjusted  them  substan- 
tially in  accordance  with  the  rulings  of  this  court. 

"  In  estimating  the  value  of  the  oil  and  bone  lost  on  whaling 
vessels,  the  court  seems  to  have  taken  their  average  value  for 
the  year  during  which  the  vessel  would  have  reached  home,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  navigation. 

"The  claim  of  John  Stevens,  a  seaman  on  the  Ocean  Rovet-, 
for  the  value  of  his  share  of  the  oil  on  board  of  that  vessel  at 
the  time  of  her  loss,  was  dismissed  by  the  court,  his  remedy 
being  against  the  owners,  a  judgment  having  been  entered  in 
their  favor  for  the  whole  value  of  the  catch."  ^ 

"It  appears  that  the  court  allowed  wages 
w»ge«  an  ezpe&BeB  ^  geameu  for  the  time  shown  to  have  elapsed 
of  Mamen. 

from  the  destruction  of  the  vessel  to  the  date 

when  employment  was  next  secured,  not  exceeding  in  any  case 
one  year.  The  wages,  up  to  the  date  of  destruction,  appear 
not  to  have  been  allowed,  as  the  seamen  have  their  remedy  for 
this  loss  against  the  owners. 

"  The  actual  expenses  of  seamen  in  returning  home,  or  to 
the  place  where  they  next  secured  employment,  appear  to  have 
been  allowed. 

"  Seamen  on  whaling  vessels  generally  sailed  under  an  agree- 
ment to  receive  from  the  owners  as  compensation  a  propor- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  the  catch  of  the  vessels.  For  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  these  cases,  see  Catch,  supra,^^^ 
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"Moses  Hyneman    ) 

V.  \  No.  643.^ 

The  United  States.  ) 

''The  act  creating  the  Court  of  CommissioneTS  of  Alabama  Claims  limits 
its  jurisdiction  to  claims  for  losses  directly  resulting  from  damage 
caused  by  certain  so-called  insurgent  craisers. 

''The  cost  of  an  adjustment  of  general  average  on  a  rnusom  1>ond  taken 
from  the  master  of  a  vessel  captured  (but  not  destroyed)  by  the  Ala- 
bama is  not  a  loss  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by  one  of  the 
said  cruisers. 

"The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
"Mr.  Frank  W.  Hackett  for  the  complainant. 
"  Mr.  J.  A.  J.  Creswell  for  the  respondents. 

"Porter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
"In  December  1862  the  complainant  shipped  from  !New  York 
on  the  steamship  Ariel  certain  merchandise  destined  to  San 
Francisco.  When  the  Ariel  had  prosecuted  her  voyage  about 
as  far  south  as  Cuba  she  was  pursued,  fired  upon,  and  stopped 
by  the  rebel  cruiser  A  lahama.  The  commander  of  the  Alabama 
evinced  a  strong  desire  to  destroy  the  steamship,  as  he  had 
done,  and  continued  to  do,  so  many  other  valuable  vessels. 
But  the  Ariel  had  on  board  six  hundred  and  sixty  seven  pas- 
sengers, including  one  hundred  and  forty  United  States  marines 
and  their  officers,  too  many  to  be  taken  on  board  the  Alabama 
or  to  be  sent  adrift  in  small  boats.  Embarrassed  by  this  dr* 
cum  stance,  he  exacted  from  the  master  of  the  Ariel  a  ransom 
bond,  which  purported  to  be  executed  by  the  master  for  himself, 
the  owners  of  the  ship,  and  of  its  cargo,  and  stipulated  well 
and  truly  to  pay  the  sum  of  $261,000  ^  unto  the  president  of  the 
Confederate  States  of  America,  his  successor  or  successors  in 
office,  within  thirty  days  after  the  conclusion  of  the  present  war 
between  the  said  Confederate  States  and  the  United  States.' 
On  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at  San  Francisco  the  owners  of  the 
steamship  line,  regarding  the  case  as  one  of  general  average, 
placed  it  in  the  charge  of  professional  adjusters.  The  proceed- 
ings of  the  adjusters  have  not  been  very  substantially  proved 
in  this  court;  but  we  assume  the  professional  competency  of 
the  persons  so  employed,  and  the  technical  accuracy  of  their 
work.  They  apportioned  the  respective  amounts  which  the 
vessel,  the  freight,  and  cargo  were  liable  to  contribute  if  pay- 
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ment  of  the  bond  were  finally  exacted ;  and  they  also  appor- 
tioned the  expenses  of  the  adjustment  among  these  different 
interests.  They  fixed  the  sum  which  would  be  payable  by  Mr. 
Hyneman  as  his  portion  of  the  bond  at  $4,880.53,  and  his  por- 
tion of  the  expenses  of  the  adjustment  at  $78.73.  He  paid  the 
last-mentioned  sum  in  gold,  and  he  claims  to  recover  it  from 
the  money  awarded  to  the  United  States  at  Geneva.  Can 
we  allow  it?  It  is  a  case  on  which  several  cases  are  said  to 
depend,  and  deserves  the  careful  consideration  which  we  have 
endeavored  to  give  it. 

^<It  may  be  admitted  that  where  a  ship  is  seized  and  detained 
by  a  superior  force,  a  sum  of  money  paid  to  ransom  her  consti- 
tutes a  case  of  general  average.  (Emerigon  on  Insurance,  485; 
1  Parsons  on  Maritime  lAw,  299 ;  Glarkaon  v,  Phcenix  Insurance 
Co.,  9  Johnson,  1;  Girard  v.  Ware,  Peters's  Circuit  Court 
Eeports,  142.) 

^^In  the  present  case  no  money  was  paid,  but  a  bond  was 
required,  and  we  think  the  claimant  justly  entitled  to  the  infer- 
ence that  if  the  master  had  refused  to  give  the  bond  the  ship 
and  her  cargo  would  L  ave  been  destroyed.  It  is  clear,  also,  that 
by  long-established  usage,  as  recognized  by  the  best  writers 
(2  Phillips  on  Insurance,  100),  the  charges  of  the  adjuster  or 
despacheur  are  to  be  borne  proportionately  .by  the  owners  of  the 
property  saved  by  the  payment  of  a  ransom.  The  peculiarity 
of  this  case  is  that  payment  of  the  bond  was  never  demanded, 
and,  as  the  facts  show,  never  could  have  been  enforced.  It 
must  be  regarded  now  as  an  instrument  utterly  void  in  law. 
Can  the  claimant  recover  from  this  fund  the  sum  which  he 
was  compelled  to  pay  toward  the  expenses  of  an  adjustment 
consequent  on  the  giving  of  such  a  bond? 

"By  the  act  of  Congress  of  23d  June  1874  our  powers  are 
thus  limited:  ^It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  court  to  receive  and 
examine  all  claims  admissible  under  this  act  that  may  be«pre- 
sented  to  it  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by  the 
so-called  insurgent  cruisers,^  etc.  In  the  jurisprudence  of  most 
countries  a  distinction  has  been  necessarily  drawn  between  the 
proximate  and  remote  causes  of  loss.  In  Livie  v.  Janson  (12 
East.  648),  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  if  a  ship  meet  with 
sea  damage  which  checks  her  rat«  of  sailing,  so  that  she  is  taken 
by  an  enemy  from  whom  she  would  otherwise  have  escaped, 
the  loss  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  capture  and  not  to  the  sea 
damage.    So,  where  a  vessel  was  compelled  by  sea  damage  to 
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])at  into  a  foreign  port  for  repairs,  and  the  climate  of  the  coun- 
try rendered  necessary  the  sale  of  a  part  of  the  cargo,  a  loss 
thns  arising  is  not  a  consequence  of  the  perils  of  the  sea. 
(Goold  r.  Shaw,  1  Johnson's  Cases,  293.) 

"In  Hillier  v.  The  Allegheny  Oounty  Insurance  Company  (3 
Pa.  State  E.  470),  it  was  held  that,  where  goods  not  touched 
by  fire  were  removed  under  a  reasonable  apprehension  that 
they  would  be  consumed  by  a  fire  then  raging  in  the  imme- 
diate neighborhood,  the  injury  sustained  was  not  covered  by 
a  policy  against  the  peril  of  fire.  The  books  are  full  of  such 
cases.  They  were  well  known  to  the  eminent  lawyers  of  each 
house  of  Congress  who  so  long  had  this  act  in  their  charge. 
The  losses  cognizable  in  this  court  were  therefore  defined  with 
severe  precision.  We  are  to  consider  and  determine  upon 
claims  for  losses  arising  not  simply  from  the  wrongful  acts  of 
the  insurgent  cruisers,  nor  merely  growing  out  of  the  injuries 
really  occasioned  by  such  acts,  but  for  losses  directly  resulting 
from  damage  caused  by  the  said  cruisers.  An  act  of  damage 
must  be  shown  to  have  been  committed,  and  the  act  must 
appear  to  be  the  direct,  as  distinguished  from  the  remote, 
cause  of  the  loss.  The  loss  from  a  probable  or  anticipated 
injury  may  have  been  greater  in  some  cases  than  from  a  real 
act.  The  remote  result  of  an  act  of  damage  may  have  been 
ruinous  to  the  party  suffering  it  Upon  the  consideration  of 
these  cases  we  are  expressly  prevented  from  entering.  In 
every  case  brought  here  two  things  must  be  shown  to  have 
concurred,  namely,  damage  done  by  one  or  more  of  the  insur- 
gent cruisers,  and  a  loss  as  its  direct  result.  If  either  of  these 
elements  be  wanting  we  are  powerless  to  give  a  claimant  any 
redress. 

''Has  this  claimant  suffered  any  loss  which  is  the  direct 
result  of  damage  caused  by  the  Alabama  f  She  did  no  dam- 
age whatever  to  the  Ariel,  or  to  her  cargo,  and  did  not  exact 
from  her  the  payment  of  a  dollar  of  money.  The  apprehen- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  Ariel  that  they  might 
at  some  time  be  re<iuired  to  pay  led  them  to  demand  the 
money  from  the  claimant,  and  he,  to  save  the  trouble  of  a  con- 
test over  it,  paid  the  sum  required.  If  he  has  lost  by  the 
transaction  he  has  been  unfortunate;  but  it  is  plain  to  us  that 
his  loss  is  not  one  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by 
the  Alabama^  as  these  terms  are  employed  in  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, whence  our  powers  are  derived. 

"Judgment  for  the  United  States.'' 
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"Ann  Eliza  Gannett,  of  Massachusetts,  ^ 
administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Abraham  Os- 
born,  deceased,  et  aU^ 

"The  United  States.' 


No.  184. 


'<1.  All  claims  for  damage  cansed  by  the  so-called  insargent  craisers  Ala- 
bam  a  j  Florida f  and  their  tenders,  and  all  claims  for  damage  cansed  by 
the  so-called  insurgent  cruiser  Shenandoah,  after  her  departure  from 
Melbourne  on  the  18th  day  of  February  A.  D.  1865,  must  directlff  result 
from  damage  caused  by  said  cruisers. 

"2.  No  claim  for  *  prospective  profits*  can  be  admitted  or  allowed  under  the 
act  of  Congress  of  .June  23, 1874,  creating  the  Court  of  Commissioners 
of  Alabama  Claims. 

"The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
"  Messrs.  Oorwine  and  Manning  for  the  complainant. 
"Mr.  J.  A.  J.  Creswell  for  the  respondents. 
"Wells,  presiding  judge,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
" Petition  embracing  alleged  facts  as  follows: 

"  ^To  the  honorahle  judges  of  the  Court  of  Oommissioners  of 

^^ Alabama^  Claims: 

"  ^  First.  Your  petitioner,  Ann  Eliza  Gannett,  administratrix 
of  the  estate  of  Abraham  Oaborn,  deceased,  for  herself  and  the 
other  parties  whose  names  are  set  forth  in  the  caption  and 
made  part  hereof,  respectfully  represents  that  said  Abraham 
Osborn,  together  with  said  parties,  was  the  owner  of  the 
whale  ship  Splendid  on  the  11th  day  of  August  1862,  which 
was  fitted  out  and  fully  equipped  at  Edgartown,  Dukes  County, 
State  of  Massachusetts,  to  pursue  the  whale  fishing  in  the 
Atlantic  Ocean  for  a  voyage  of  thirty  months,  with  a  full 
complement  of  officers  and  crew;  that  said  shi])  was  owned  at 
Edgartown;  that  she  was  driven  out  of  said  Atlantic  Ocean 
by  the  rebel  cruiser  Alabama  while  engaged  in  pursuing  her 
voyage  and  business  on  those  fishing  grounds,  and  after  ob- 
taining supplies  at  the  port  of  St.  Catherines  she  proceeded  to 
the  Arctic  Ocean  and  the  Anadir  Sea;  that  while  so  engaged 
she  was  pursued  by  the  rebel  cruiser  Alabama^  with  the  pur- 
pose of  capturing  and  destroying  her,  and  was  compelled  to 
leave  said  fishing  ground,  and  then  and  there  and  thereafter 
prevented  by  said  rebel  cruiser  from  returning  to  said  fishing 
ground  for  a  period  of  more  than  two  months;  that  when  so 
compelled  to  leave,  the  preparations  which  had  been  made  at 
that  time,  and  the  work  that  had  already  been  done,  promised 
a  most  successful  season's  catch;  that  the  unlawful  act  of  the 


'  Davis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Court,  42. 
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Alabama  caused  injury  to  the  property'and  interests  of  peti- 
tioners *  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by'  said  cruiser, 
in  this,  that  it  broke  up  the  season^s  catch,  destroyed  the  enter- 
prise, and  put  an  end  to  the  voyage,  to  the  great  pecuniary 
damage  and  serious  material  injury  to  your  petitioner,  whereby 
tbe  said  owners  lost  their  entire  oufits,  refits,  and  investment, 
except  the  ship  itself,  and  that  was  greatly  deteriorated  in 
value,  requiring  large  outlays  to  fit  it  for  another  season's 
voyage;  that  the  master  of  said  ship  was  compelled  to  escape 
with  his  said  ship  from  the  pm^suit  of  said  rebel  cruiser,  or 
otherwise  have  his  said  ship  burned,  as  was  the  fact  with  many 
whalers  at  that  time,  being  on  the  same  cruising  ground. 

^<  ^And  petitioner  avers  and  states  that  it  cost  the  owners  of 
the  Splendidy  for  the  preparation  of  said  voyage,  for  the  outfit 
of  said  vessel,  etc.,  the  sum  of  J50,000. 

<^  'That  that  season's  catch,  covering  a  period  of  about  one 
year,  broken  up  by  this  act  of  said  rebel  cruiser,  was  well 
worth,  and  would  have  realized  the  owners  of  said  ship,  the 
sum  of  $50,000;  which  loss  wholly  and  directly  resulted  from 
the  damage  caused  by  said  rebel  cruiser,  in  manner  and  under 
the  circumstances  aforesaid.' 

"To  which  the  United  States  interposes  a  demurrer,  as 
follows: 

" '  1.  Because  the  said  claim  of  said  complainant  is  not  admis- 
sible under  the  provisions  of  the  law  creating  this  court 

'^  <2.  Because  the  said  claim  is  not  a  claim  directly  resulting 
from  damage  caused  by  the  so-called  insurgent  cruisers  Ala- 
hama,  Florida,  and  their  tenders,  or  any  of  them,  nor  one 
directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by  the  so-called  insur- 
gent cruiser  Shenandoah^  after  her  departure  from  Melbourne 
on  the  18th  of  February  1866. 

"  '3.  Because  the  said  claim  is  based  upon  unearned  freights, 
gross  freights,  prospective  profits,  freights,  gains,  and  advan- 
tages. 

"'4.  Because  the  Government  of  tlie  United  States  is  not 
bound  to  afford  a  convoy  to  every  ship  upon  the  high  seas, 
and  can  not  be  held  responsible  for  unlawful  acts  perpetrated 
upon  citizens  of  the  United  States  by  hostile  and  belligerent 
cruisers. 

"<5.  Because  the  said  claim  is  not  admissible  under  well- 
established  principles  of  mercantile  law.' 

"Section  11  of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  June  23,  A.D. 
1874,  under  which  this  court  was  organized,  would  seem  to  dis- 
pose of  this  case;  in  fact,  two  words  of  this  section,  if  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  same  could  be  clearly  reached,  would 
remove  a  difficulty  which  has  involved  lengthened  discussion. 
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aud  presented  an  amoant  of  legal  learning  very  interesting  to 
the  court  and  creditable  to  the  gentlemen  engaged  in  the  case. 
The  two  words  -directly  resulting,'  occurring  in  the  third  line 
of  section  11,  in  almost  any  other  connection,  would  seem  to 
have  by  themselves  a  siguificance  that  could  not  be  misinter- 
preted; the  words  in  their  couuectioii  in  this  section  of  the 
law,  it  seems  to  the  court,  are  not  used  loosely,  as  though  Con- 
gress, iu  the  hurry  and  confusion  of  its  session  about  to  close, 
had  not  been  carefully  critical  in  expressing  the  intent  of  the 
lawmaking  power.  Section  11  reads  as  follows:  *That  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  said  court  to  receive  aud  examine  all 
claims  admissible  under  this  act  that  may  be  presented  to  it, 
directly  resultmg  from  damage  caused  by  the  so-called  insurgent 
cruisers  Alabama^  Florida,  and  their  tenders,  and  also  all 
claims  admissible  under  this  act  directly  resulting  from  damage 
caused  by  the  sa-called  insurgent  cruiser  Shenandoah,^  etc. 
Now,  if  Congress  had  intended  such  construction  of  this  sec- 
tion as  has  been  insisted  upon  by  claimant  in  this  case,  why 
was  the  word  *  directly'  used  at  all!  The  case  of  claimant 
might  possibly  have  been  covered  by  the  language  of  this 
section  if  it  had  read,  '  That  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  court 
to  receive  and  examine  all  claims  admissible  under  this  act 
that  may  be  presented  to  it,  resulting  from  damage  caused,' 
etc.,  leaving  out  the  word  *  directly,'  for  the  term  '  resulting 
from'  implies  a  direct  or  indirect  result,  a  result  of  the  hour, 
or  a  result  after  months  or  years,  a  result  now  and  here,  or  a 
result  hereafter;  not  so  with  the  phrase  ^  directly  resulting;' 
this  fairly  implies  an  immediate  consequence,  a  prompt  follow- 
ing after  an  act  now  and  here  done  and  performed. 

*^  It  is  hardly  possible  for  this  court  to  fail  to  distinguish 
the  difference  in  two  cases,  the  one  where  a  vessel  was  cap- 
tured by  one  of  these  insurgent  cruisers,  the  immediate 
announcement  that  she  is  a  prize,  her  officers  and  men  in 
irons  transferred  at  once  to  the  Confederate  vessel,  the  cap- 
tured vessel  in  ilames,  and  all  this  within  an  hour;  the  other 
case,  a  vessel  driven  from  her  fishing  ground,  aud  a  conclu- 
sion, reached  after  a  lapse  of  two  months  or  more,  which  may 
be  correct  or  incorrect,  that  her  prospects  or  season's  catch  is 
broken  up,  that  her  voyage,  intended  for  years,  is  at  an  end, 
except  to  return  to  her  port  of  departure.  In  the  one  case, 
all  is  certainty,  a  *  direct  result; '  the  captured  vessel  in  flames 
immediately  after  her  surrender,  and  sure  to  be  totally  con- 
sumed, except  so  much    of  the  same  as  may  be  beneath  the 
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ocean's  surface;  and,  in  the  other  case,  a  something  to  occur  in 
the  future,  and  possibly  to  be  qualified  as  to  loss  or  no  loss  by 
the  timidity  or  cowardice  of  a'  commanding  officer  or  the 
destruction  of  a  vessel  by  fire,  collision,  or  storm. 

'^The  construction  placed  by  this  court  on  the  words 
'  directly  resulting '  does  not  imply  that  we  entertain  the  idea 
that  Congress  acted  wisely  or  unwisely  in  the  use  of  the  word 
^directly'  as  it  occurs  in  section  11;  the  court  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  action  of  Congress  in  this  respect;  it  is  our  duty 
to  construe  the  law  as  we  find  it,  and  to  give,  as  we  may  have 
the  ability,  a  reasonable  construction  to  every  part  of  section 
11,  as  it  comes  to  our  hands  from  the  law-making  power. 

"  In  giving  an  opinion  as  to  the  construction  of  section  11 
and  other  portions  of  the  act  of  June  23,  A.  D.  1874,  the  court 
has  carefully  examined  the  authorities  cited  from  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  vol.  2,  part  6;  The  Treaty  of  Washington,  by 
Cushing,  pages  164, 165,  and  166,  and  the  various  decisions 
of  the  courts  affecting  the  construction  of  the  act  of  June  23, 
1874. 

^<  If  the  claimant  in  this  case  can  substantiate  what  she 
alleges  as  fact  in  her  petition,  it  may  be  a  proper  subject  for 
Congressional  action  in  the  future  so  to  legislate  as  to  bring 
such  case  within  the  purview  of  the  law,  and  thus  give  to  her 
and  others  the  benefit  of  a  portion  of  the  fund  which  Great 
Britain,  in  the  furtherance  of  justice,  has  paid  the  United 
States  as  compensation  for  an  omitted  national  duty.  Con- 
gressional legislation  must  give  the  relief,  if  any  is  to  be  had. 
This  court  is  without  the  power,  much  as  its  sympathy  might 
be  enlisted  for  the  claimant,  to  give  her  any  relief. 

*'  In  considering  this  case,  as  it  is  connected  with  section  11 
of  the  law  creating  this  court  and  defining  its  duties,  we  have 
not  been  unmindful  of  that  provision  of  section  12  of  the  same 
law  which  prohibits  the  allowance  of  any  claim  based  on 
*  prospective  profits,'  which  prospective  profits  might  be 
involved  in  the  statement  of  claimant  in  her  petition  that  the 
^season's  catch,'  covering  a  period  of  about  one  year,  broken 
up  by  the  act  of  the  rebel  cruiser  Alabamaj  was  well  worth, 
and  would  have  realized  the  owners  of  said  ship,  the  sum  of 
$60,000. 

"  In  enacting  this  provision  of  the  law,  of  course  Congress 
had  in  view  that  part  of  the  decision  and  award  of  the  tribu- 
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nal  at  Geneva  which   was  cited  by  counsel,  and  reads  as 
follows: 

"  *  And  whereas  prospective  earnings  cannot  properly  be 
made  the  subject  of  compensation,  inasmuch  as  they  depend 
in  their  nature  upon  future  and  uncertain  contingencies, 
*  •  •  the  tribunal  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that  there 
is  no  ground  for  awarding  to  the  United  States  any  sum  by 
way  of  indemnity  under  this  head.' 

"Now,  were  there  no  uncertain  contingencies  connected 
with  the  *  prospective '  or  expected  catch  of  the  whale-ship 
Splendid^  '  equipped  to  pursue  the  whale  fishing  in  the  Atlan- 
tic Ocean  for  a  voyage  of  thirty  mouths!' 

"  The  dangers  of  the  sea  are  topics  of  talk  with  a  host  of 
our  legal  brethren  from  the  opening  to  the  end  of  the  year,  and 
every  year  since  our  government  was  founded.  There  is  no 
end  to  the  number  of  volumes  on  the  subject  of  marine  law, 
embodying  elementary  principles  and  adjudicated  cases, 
abroad  and  in  this  country,  a  large  proportion  of  which  exhibit 
the  uncertain  contingencies  connected  with  ocean  navigation. 

^^  Millions  of  capitiil  are  invested  to  guard  against  marine 
risks,  and  in  every  policy  of  insurance  issued  some  of  the 
l)eril8  of  the  sea  are  enumerated.  God's  providence  and  His 
wisdom  can  only  protect  against  the  dangers  of  the  deep. 

"  In  view  of  all  this,  in  view  of  the  actual  realities  of  life, 
we  are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  there  were  many  <  uncertain 
contingencies'  connected  with  the  ^season^s  catch'  of  the 
whale  ship  Splendid,  the  season  embracing  a  term,  as  stated 
in  the  petition,  of  not  less  than  one  year,  and  with  the  vessel 
fitted  to  pursue  the  whale  fishing  for  thirty  mouths. 

'^  After  full  consideration  of  the  arguments  and  authorities 
cited  by  counsel,  the  court  sustains  the  demurrer  filed  in  this 
case  and  enters  judgment  for  the  respondents." 

"  William  Phillips  et  al.  ) 

V.  >  No.  1228. 

The  United  States.'       ) 

*'  In  re  bark  Richmond, 

''The  court  has  no  authority  to  make  compensation  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  taking  the  crews  of  vessels  destroyed  by  one  of  the  so-called 
insurgent  cruisers  from  a  vessel  captured  and  bonded^  and  carrying 
them  to  a  place  of  safety ;  the  vessel  for  which  compensation  is 
claimed  never  having  been  captured. 

''The  damage  under  these  circnrostaucea  is  too  remote. 


'Davis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Court,  56. 
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'•  A  statement  of  the  case  will  be  foand  in  the  opinion  of 
the  coort. 
"  Mr.  WiDiam  W.  Crapo  for  the  complainants. 
**  Mr.  J.  A.  J.  Oreswell  for  the  respondent. 

"Jewell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

"  This  is  a  claim  made  by  the  owners  of  the  bark  Richmond 
for  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  said  vessel,  and  damage 
for  consequent  loss  of  the  catch  of  the  same. 

"It  appears  that  the  bark  Richmond  was,  in  the  month  of 
June  1865,  in  the  Northern  Pacific  Ocean,  near  Behring's 
Straits,  pursuing  the  whaling  business.  The  Confederate 
cruiser  Shenandoah  had  captured  a  large  number  of  whalers, 
and  among  them  the  bark  General  Pike.  The  others  had 
been  burned  and  the  General  Pike  spared,  and  the  officers  and 
crews  of  the  other  vessels,  to  the  number  of  252,  placed  on 
board  of  her  for  conveyance  to  the  nearest  port,  or  to  any  port 
which  they  might  be  able  to  reach.  The  last  of  these  captures 
was  on  the  28th  day  of  June. 

"  On  the  1st  day  of  July  the  master  of  the  Richmond  felt 
himself  compelled  to  take  on  board  his  own  vessel  a  portion 
of  the  officers  and  men  from  the  General  Pike  under  circum- 
stances fully  detailed  by  him  in  a  ^  statement'  annexed  to  the 
petition,  which  is  as  follows.  We  also  add  the  statement  of 
the  masters,  made  at  the  request  of  Captain  Weeks: 

"  ^  Statement  of  the  master  of  the  ^^ Richmond.^ 

'<^We  left  Honolulu  in  the  bark  Richmond^  bound  on  a 
whaling  cruise  to  the  Arctic  Ocean.  While  in  the  prosecution 
of  such,  on  our  arrival  in  the  vicinity  of  Behring  Straits,  we 
came  up  with  a  whale  ship  on  fire.  Not  knowing  the  cause  of 
it,  I  began  to  save  such  articles  as  I  could  from  the  wreck,  as 
she  had  drifted  into  the  ice,  and  her  mast  falling  over  the  side, 
I  found  1  could  save  many  articles  valuable  to  the  use  of  my 
own  bark,  and  as  the  wind  was  against  me,  I  was  not  losing 
much  time  by  so  doing.  While  doing  this  a  ship  came  to  me 
with  all  sail  set,  steering  to  the  southward,  hailing  me  as  he 
passed  by,  telling  me  there  was  a  pirate  close  at  hand,  at  the 
same  time  advising  me  to  flee,  a^  he  was  doing,  for  probably 
all  that  remained  would  be  destroyed.  But  on  due  considera- 
tion I  determined  not  to  leave,  for  I  would  as  quick  lose  the 
ship  as  go  without  oil.  I  came  to  the  conclusion  I  would  await 
a  southerly  storm  or  foggy  spell  usual  at  such  times  of  the 
year,  and  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  and  get  through 
the  straits  in  spite  of  the  Shenandoah^  as  it  proved  to  be.    My 
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experience  in  those  waters  would  enable  me  to  do  this.  While 
waiting  for  a  favorable  opportunity  to  do  this  we  raised  a  sail 
in  the  north  coming  toward  us.  A  few  hours  after  the  wiod 
died  away  and  a  lx>at  was  lowered  from  her  and  came  in  pur- 
suit of  us.  Coming  alongside  I  was  surprised  to  see  so  many 
faces  of  shipmasters.  They  had  been  taken  by  the  Shenan- 
doah and  put  on  board  the  General  Pike.  They  stated  they 
were  crowded  and  suffering  from  want  of  room,  &c.  They  all 
joiued  in  begging  me  for  the  sake  of  humanity  to  relieve  them. 
I  went  on  board  of  the  General  Pike  to  see  for  myself,  and 
found  they  had  not  misrepresented  the  matter.  I  next  re- 
turned to  my  own  vessel,  consulted  with  my  officers,  and  came 
to  the  conclusion  we  ought  to  relieve  them.  I  then  told  the 
shipmasters  and  prisoners  that  if  they  still  insisted  on  my  tak- 
ing a  portion  of  them,  and  would  give  me  the  same  in  writing, 
with  their  signatures,  which  was  agreed  to  and  signed  by  all 
the  shipmasters,  I  dare  not  do  otherwise.  Under  such  condi- 
tions I  had  to  submit.  They  x^ut  on  board  of  me  52  men;  with 
those  I  sailed  for  Honolulu,  and  thereby  losing  my  season. 

« <  W.  P.  Weeks,  Master. 

"  ^Statement  of  the  masters. 

" '  At  Sea,  July  i,  1865. 
" '  We,  the  undersigned,  do  solemnly  swear  that  our  ships 
were  burned  by  the  pirate  Shenandoah,  and  we  were  placed  with 
our  crews  on  board  of  bark  General  Pike.  252  men,  all  told; 
and  being  afraid  of  sickness,  on  account  of  the  crowded  state 
of  the  ship,  we  requested  Captain  Weeks,  of  bark  Richmond^ 
to  take  some  of  our  men,  which  he  kindly  consented  to  do  out 
of  humanity's  sake. 

"  <  O.  G.  EoBTNSON,  Captain  hark  Gypsey. 

" '  Hudson  Winslow,  Captain  bark  Isabella. 

" '  William  H.  Phillips,  bark  Catharine. 

" '  F.  8.  Rbdfield,  brig  Susan  Aba^ail. 

"  ^  James  M.  Clark,  bark  Nimrod. 

«  « P.  H.  CooLEY,  bark  Wm.  C.  Nye. 

"  <  William  Benjamin,  ship  Gen.  Williams. 

" '  Hebron  M.  Crowell,  bark  General  Pike.^ 

"The  conduct  of  the  master  of  the  Richmond ^  as  shown  in 
this  statement,  in  refusing  to  flee  from  the  Shenandoah,  saying 
he  would  *as  quick  lose  the  ship  as  to  go  without  oil,'  support- 
ing his  declaration  by  his  action  in  remaining,  and  in  Anally 
jielding  to  considerations  of  humanity  what  he  would  not 
yield  to  fear,  is  worthy  of  the  highest  praise. 

"  His  desire  of  making  a  cargo  of  oil  was  greater  than  his 
fear  of  capture  by  the  Shenandoah.  What  fear  could  not  con- 
strain him  to  do,  feelings  of  humanity  did. 
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'^  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  necessities  be  volunta- 
cily  abandoned  bis  own  adventure  to  save  the  lives  of  the 
officers  and  men  put  in  peril  upon  the  overcrowded  General 
Pike, 

"  Nothing  more  honorable  or  praiseworthy  has  been  shown 
in  all  our  hearings.  Can  this  court  make  compensation  for 
the  loss  thereby  incurred! 

"  We  are  compelled  to  say  that  under  no  view  of  the  act  of 
Congress  creating  this  court  can  we  find  authority  so  to  do. 
The  claims  admissible  before  us  must  be  such  as  directly  result 
from  damage  caused  by  the  so-called  insurgent  cruisers. 

"In  two  cases  heretofore  considered  by  us,  where  vessels 
were  captured  by  the  Alabama  and  the  crews  of  other  vessels 
put  on  board  for  transportation  to  a  port  of  discharge,  we 
have  awarded  compensation  fbr  such  compulsory  service^  But 
both  those  vessels  had  been  actually  captured.  Here  there 
was  no  capture. 

"  The  petition  must  be  dismissed." 

"The  brig  Baron  de  Castine  on  the  20th  Oc- 
^"®^^J^^  tober  1862  sailed  from  Bangor,  Maine,  with  a 
cargo  of  lumber,  bound  for  Cardenas,  Cuba. 
On  the  30th  October  she  was  captured  by  the  Alahamaj  bonded 
in  the  sum  of  $4,000  on  the  brig  and  $2,000  on  the  cargo,  and 
forty-four  prisoners  were  put  on  board  of  her.  The  brig  was 
obliged  to  make  for  Boston,  the  nearest  port,  where  she  arrived 
oh  the  2d  November.  She  was  detained  at  Boston  about  ten 
days  making  repairs,  when  she  proceeded  to  Cardenas. 

"The  brig  at  the  time  of  capture  was  sailing  under  a  charter 
binding  her  to  take  a  cargo  of  lumber  from  Bangor  to  Car- 
denas,  returning  to  New  York  with  a  cargo  of  merchandise, 
thirty  lay  days  being  allowed  to  receive  and  discharge  cargo; 
the  compensation  agreed  to  being  $2,250,  currency,  and  foreign 
port  charges  paid. 

"Counsel  for  complainants,  Mr.  Alexander  P.  Morse,  con- 
tended that  damages  should  be  estimated  by  accepting  the 
value  of  the  charter  party,  allowing  its  full  value,  less  any 
indemnity  or  compensation  paid  complainants  in  consideration 
thereof.  (Rogers  v.  Beard,  36  Barbour,  31;  20  Howard,  Pr. 
Reports,  102.) 

If  this  basis  of  compensation  should  not  be  accepted  by  the 
court,  counsel  claimed  indemnity,  to  be  estimated  as  follows, 
viz,  by  computing  the  number  of  days  lost  by  capture  and 


MEASURE    OF   DAMAGES.  4303 

multiplying  it  by  a  figure  representing  a  fair  compensation  on 
that  account. 

^'That  an  allowance  should  be  made  also  for  provisions  con- 
sumed and  other  actual  expenses  consequent  upon  the  capture. 
(McAfee  v.  Crofford,  13  How.  447;  6  Bingham,  716;  No.  19, 
Eng.  L.  E.  215,  etseq,;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  pp.  57, 63  (note), 
69,  99.) 

"Judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  complainants.  No 
opinion  was  delivered.  From  a  comparison  of  the  amounts 
claimed  and  awarded  it  appears  that  the  court  calculated 
damages  in  accordance  with  the  second  basis  of  computation 
suggested  by  counsel." ' 

"  In  the  case  of  the  bark  Justina  it  appeared 
Caseofthe^Jiiftixia.*' that  while  on  a  voyage  from  Eio  de  Janeiro 
to  Baltimore  she  was  captured  and  bonded. 
Nineteen  prisoners  were  placed  on  board,  and  the  master  was 
ordered  to  and  did  proceed  to  Baltimore  without  stopping  at 
any  intermediate  port;  that  the  Justina  was  in  ballast,  and 
but  for  the  capture  would  have  stopped  at  the  West  Indies  for 
a  cargo  to  Baltimore. 

"Complainants  claimed  the  passage  money  of  the  nineteen 
men  at  $100  gold,  each,  amounting  in  currency  to  $2,750.25; 
the  value  of  one  crate  of  bananas,  taken  by  the  crew  of  the 
AJubama^  $25,  and  the  value  of  the  vessel  ^or  freighting  pur- 
poses during  the  time  she  was  under  bond,  viz,  thirty-six  days 
at  $75  a  day,  amounting  to  $2,700;  the  total  amount  claimed 
being  $5,475.25. 

"The  court  awarded  $1,425,  with  the  usual  interest.  The 
amount  of  the  judgment  can  be  reached  by  allowing  passage 
money  at  $2  and  a  small  fraction  per  day  per  man  for  the 
prisoners  on  board  for  the  thirty-six  days  they  were  on  the 
vessel,  adding  the  value  of  the  crate  of  bananas."* 

"William  Henry  Haskins  v.  The  United 
•  ^"i^^g  '  States,  No.  208.  The  complainant  was  master 
of  the  ship  Louisiana,  a  whaling  vessel  which 
was  driven  into  Kotzebue  Sound,  in  her  attempt  to  escape 
from  the  Shenandoah,  where  she  stuck  on  a  sand-bar,  took  fire, 
and  was  burned,  with  nearly  all  her  contents.  This  complain- 
ant asked  indemnity  for  loss  of  personal  effects,  wages,  and 
share  of  oil,  together  with  his  expenses  in  returning  home. 


*  Davis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Coart,  21. 
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^'  OouDsel  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  demurred  to  the 
petition. 

•  *  •  •  •  •  • 

<<  Third.  Because  the  claim  of  the  said  complainant  is  not 
admissible  under  the  law  creating  this  court. 

^^  Fourth.  Because  the  said  claim  is  not  a  claim  directly  re- 
sulting from  damage  caused  by  the  so-called  insurgent  cruisers 
Alabama  J  Florida^  and  their  tenders,  or  by  either  of  them;  nor 
is  it  a  claim  directly  resulting  from  damage  caused  by  the  so- 
called  insurgent  cruiser  Shenandoah  after  her  departure  from 
Melbourne  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  February  in  the  year 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five. 

<<  Argument  on  the  demurrer  was  had  at  the  final  hearing  of 
the  cause.  Mr.  H.  H.  TV  ells,  for  the  complainant,  contended 
that  the  claim  was  for  a  loss  directly  resulting  from  damage 
caased  by  the  Shenandoah^  and  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  citing  the  eleventh  section  of  the  act  of  June  23, 
1874,  and  the  following  authorities:  Waters  r.  Merchants' 
Louisville  Insurance  Co.,  11  Peters,  213;  David  G.  Magoun  t^. 
New  England  Marine  Insurance  Co.,  1  Story,  157;  1  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  sec.  1132,  page  677,  5th  edition,  1867 ;  Thomson 
r.  Hopper,  1  Ellis,  Blackburn  &  Ellis,  1038;  Hahn  v.  Corbet,  2 
Bing.  205;  Patrick  v.  Commercial  Insurance  Co.,  11  Johnson, 
9;  Peters  v,  Warren  Insurance  Co.,  14  Peters,  99;  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Tweed,  7  Wallace,  44;  Dole  v.  New  England  Mutual 
Insurance  Co.,  2  Clifford,  394;  Voss  v.  United  Insurance  Co., 
2  Johnson's  Cases,  180;  Luckley  v.  De]afield,2  Caine's  Cases, 
222;  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Dunham  &  Wadsworth,  12 
Wendell,  403;  Havelockt^.Hansell,  3  Term  Reports,  277;  Grim 
i\  Phoenix  Insurance  Co.,  13  Johnson,  461;  Montoya  et  al  v. 
London  Assurance  Co.,  4  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  500;  Savage  v. 
Pleasants,  5  Binn.  403 ;  Coolidge  v.  New  York  Fireman's  In- 
surance Co.,  14  Johnson,  308. 

"  Mr.  John  A.  J.  Creswell,  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  contra. 

"The  court  dismissed  the  petition."^ 

"Ann  Eliza  Gannett,  administratrix  of  the 
^^ir'^^issi"*'     estate  of  Abraham  Osborn,  deceased,  v.  The 
United  States,  No.  1321 :  The  following  allega- 
tions were  made  in  the  petition :  Complainants  were  owners  of 
the  ship  Maryj  of  Edgartown,  which  cleared  the  18th  of  June 

^  Davis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Court,  19. 
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1861  for  a  whaling  voyage  of  five  years  in  the  Atlantic  and 
Indian  oceans  and  elsewhere.  In  November  1863  the  master, 
to  escape  the  Confederate  cruiser  Alahamaj  ran  into  Singa- 
pore, and  being  blockaded  there  shipped  his  oil  on  a  British 
ship  to  England.  This  was  valued  in  Singapore,  as  shipx)ed,  at 
$36,852  gold,  but  netted  the  owners  (in  gold)  at  home  (through 
England)  only  $9,990,  making  a  loss,  in  gold,  of  $26,862,  which 
sum  was  claimed. 

"  This  claim  was  dismissed,  together  with  others  similar  to 
it  in  principle."' 

"  In  the  case  of  Samuel  Osborn,  jr.  et  aL  v. 

^^^787"*'  The  United  States,  No.  787,  the  following  aUe- 
gations  were  made  in  the  petition :  That  the 
whale  ship  Almira^  in  the  summer  of  1865,  was  fitted  out  to 
pursue  the  whale  fishery  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  a  voyage  of 
four  years,  and  proceeded  to  the  Arctic  Ocean.  While  there 
she  was  '  pursued  by  the  rebel  cruiser  Shenandoah^  with  the 
purpose  of  capturing  and  destroying  her;  and  she  was  com- 
pelled to  leave  said  fishing  grounds,  and  then  and  thereafter 
prevented  by  said  rebel  cruiser  from  returning  to  said  fishing 
grounds  for  a  period  of  more  than  two  months;  that,  when  so 
compelled  to  leave,  the  preparations  which  had  been  made  and 
the  work  which  had  already  been  done  promised  a  most  suc- 
cessful season's  catch.'  The  owners  claimed  the  value  of  the 
season's  catch  so  lost. 

"This  claim  and  others  similar  to  it  were  dismissed  by  the 
court,  after  extended  argument. 

"  The  gross  amount  claimed  in  this  class  of  cases  is  esti- 
mated at  $2,000,000,  not  including  interest."  ^ 

William  A.  Baillie  and  Elizabeth^ 

H.  Baillie  [ 

^  ^No.  2066,  Class  1. 

The  United  States.'  J 

This  claim  involved  the  question  as  to  the  standard  by 
which  the  value  of  property  destroyed  by  the  Confederate 
cruiser  Tallahassee  on  the  high  seas  on  August  12,  1864, 
should  be  measured.    The  value  of  the  property  as  found  in 


'  Davis's  Report,  First  Alabama  Claims  Court,  20. 
'Second  Alabama  Claims  Court. 
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the  claim  filed  in  the  Department  of  State  on  the  3l8t  of 
October  1865  was  $19,700,  but  the  amount  was  swollen  in  the 
memorial  before  the  court  to  $96,182.18,  on  which  interest  was 
also  asked.  The  goods  destroyed  were  comprised  in  44  pack- 
ages. Of  these  38  were  purchased  in  China  and  Japan  for 
17,749  Mexican  dollars,  silver,  worth,  if  converted  into  a 
Japanese  bill  of  exchange  on  London,  $20,964.78  United  States 
gold,  which,  together  with  port  charges  and  interest  at  6  per 
cent  from  the  date  of  shipment  to  the  date  of  loss,  amounted 
in  legal- tender  notes  of  the  United  States  at  that  time  to 
$54,570.12. 

The  other  6  packages  were  bought  in  London,  and  their  value 
with  charges,  freight,  and  interest  from  date  of  capture  to  date 
of  loss  was  $6,301.54,  aggregating  with  the  amount  last  above 
named  to  $60,871.66.  This  was  brought  up  to  $90,182.18  by 
an  amendment  to  the  memorial  including  certain  other  items 
for  goods  alleged  to  have  been  captured  and  destroyed  but  not 
included  in  the  original  memorial.  The  court  rejected  the 
amendment,  the  property  embraced  therein  appearing  to  have 
been  included  in  the  invoices  described  in  the  original  petition. 

As  to  the  allowance  of  the  value  in  legal  tenders  by  conver- 
sion of  the  amount  in  gold  by  that  standard,  Judge  Harlan, 
who  delivered  the  opinion,  said  that  the  court  had  held  in 
numerous  cases  ^'  that  the  value  of  the  property  destroyed  must 
be  ascertained  and  reckoned  in  the  currency  used  by  the 
owners  in  the  transaction  of  the  business  out  of  which  the 
claims  arose."  In  coin  transactions  coin  values  had  been  used 
in  making  up  judgments;  in  legal-tender  transactions,  legal- 
tender  values  had  been  used.    Judge  Harlan  said: 

"A  seeming  exception,  but  not  a  departure  in  principle,  has 
been  made  in  cases  in  which  the  business  was  transacted  in 
coin  and  the  coin  itself  was  purchased  for  that  purpose  with 
legal-tender  notes.  In  all  such  cases  the  court  has  felt  con 
strained  to  adopt  the  paper-currency  value  of  the  property  in 
the  rendition  of  judgments. 

"  The  court  does  not  attempt  to  conceal  from  itself  what  must 
be  obvious  to  everyone,  that  the  adoption  of  this  rule  of  inter 
pretation  and  application  of  the  statutes  bearing  on  the  sub- 
ject affects  these  two  classes  of  claimants  unequally,  but,  it  is 
believed,  not  unjustly. 

"  Such  claimants  as  paid  for  the  property  destroyed  in  stand- 
ard coined  dollars,  recovering  judgments  for  the  number  of 
dollars  thus  invested,  payable  in  standard  coined  dollars  or  an 
equivalent,  will  receive  full  indemnity  for  their  total  loss,  and 
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will  have  no  cause  to  complain,  although  another  class  of  claim- 
ants who,  endeavoring  to  support  the  policy  of  their  govern- 
ment and  to  sustain  ite  credit,  having  purchased  property  with 
legal-tender  notes  when  below  par  in  the  money  markets  of  the 
world,  will  recover  judgments  for.the  number  of  dollars  thus 
invested  by  them,  also  payable  in  coined  standard  dollars  or 
an  equivalent.  The  advantage  accruing  to  the  latter  class 
works  no  injustice  to  the  former  class,  and  is  derived  by  them 
in  common  with  other  patriotic  citizens  who  at  the  same  time  in- 
vested legal-tender  notes  in  government  bonds  and  other  secu- 
rities payable  in  paper  money  which  have  since  become  equal 
to  coin  in  value.  And  this  court  finds  nothing  in  the  statutes, 
nothing  in  the  policy  of  the  government,  and  nothing  in  the 
decisions  of  the  courts.  State  or  national,  to  justify  it  in  reduc- 
ing the  value  of  property  bought  with  legal-tender  notes  when 
below  par  to  its  coin  value  of  that  x>eriod  in  the  rendition  of 
judgments. 

"  But  if  the  rule  adopted  by  the  court  could  be  shown  to  be 
erroneous  in  this  respect,  it  would  not  affect  the  rights  pro  or 
con  of  claimants  at  bar.  They  purchased  the  larger  part  of 
this  property  in  Japan  or  China,  and  paid  for  it,  as  they  alleg:e, 
in  Mexican  silver  dollars,  and  the  residue  in  London,  and  paid 
for  that  in  sterling  money.  Hence,  when  they  shall  obtain 
judgment  for  a  sum  of  money  payable  in  the  coin  of  the  United 
States  or  its  equivalent  in  value  to  the  value  of  the  Mexican 
dollars  and  sterling  money  so  used,  they  will  have  been  fully 
indemnified. 

^^The  claim  for  premium  on  the  alleged  gold  value  of  this 
property  is  therefore  disallowed." 

The  rest  of  the  opinion  was  as  follows: 

<^  Claimants  allege  that  the  17,749  Mexican  silver  dollars  used 
in  the  purchase  of  these  Chinese  and  Japanese  goods  were 
worth,  in  a  six  months'  time  draft  or  bill  of  exchange  on  Lon- 
don, $20,964.78  in  the  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  and  also 
insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  compute  interest  on  this  sum  from 
the  date  of  shipment  to  the  date  of  loss  as  an  increment  of  value. 
It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  value  of  the  use  of  money  during 
the  period  named  in  a  time  draft  must  be  a  part  of  the  consider- 
ation regulating  the  cost  of  exchange.  Hence,  if  the  claim  for 
exchange  should  be  allowed,  the  demand  for  interest  in  this 
case  must  be  rejected.  Otherwise  the  same  element  of  value 
would  be  duplicated. 

'<  Claimants  aver  in  the  amendment  to  their  petition  that 
a  part  of  these  Chinese  and  Japanese  goods  were  purchased 
by  them  originally  for  less  than  their  commercial  value,  and 
that  said  gwd&  had  increased  in  value  after  the  date  of  pur- 
chase and  before  the  date  of  destruction,  so  that  at  the  latter 
date  they  were  m  fact  wortli  double  their  original  cost;  an 
increase,  as  they  allege,  equal  to  the  value  of  10,804  Mexican 
5627— VOL.  4 68 
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silver  dollars^  which  they  pray  may  be  added  to  the  ori^nal 
claim. 

<<  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  claimants  have  a  legal  right 
to  recover  the  value  of  their  property  at  the  date  of  the  loss; 
but  when  the  destruction  occui  s  in  mid  ocean  its  value  can  not 
ordinarily  be  ascertained  at  the  place  of  loss.  Hence,  the 
rule  heretofore  observed  by  the  court  in  this  respect  has  been 
to  endeavor  to  ascertain  its  value  at  the  port  of  shipment. 
For  this  purpose  evidence  of  its  cost  is  not  only  admissible, 
but,  in  the  absence  of  other  paramount  testimony,  may  be 
treated  as  conclusive.  For  although  the  cost  or  purchase 
price  of  property  must  be  considered  merely  as  evidence  of 
value,  to  be  weighed  in  connection  with  any  other  testimony 
produced,  yet  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  property  will  usually 
sell  for  all  that  it  is  worth  at  the  place  of  purchase,  and  that 
the  vender  will  not  ordinarily  accept  in  exchange  for  it  less 
than  its  mercantile  value. 

<^  This  method  of  ascertaining  the  value  of  property  is  so 
satisfactory  as  to  have  been  adopted  by  Congress.  ^  Hence,  ail 
the  departments  are  required  by  law  to  make  purchases  of 
property  for  the  government  of  the  lowest  bidder,  after  saflS- 
cient  advertisement,  and  to  sell  government'  property,  after 
due  public  notice,  to  the  highest  bidder,  and  contentions  at 
the  custom-houses  as  to  the  value  of  dutiable  goods  are  set- 
tled by  offering  samples  for  sale  at  public  outcry.  And  this 
method  of  ascertaining  the  value  of  proi)erty  in  private  busi- 
ness pursuits  is  generally  regarded  as  reliable. 

"In.  the  case  at  bar  the  cost  of  the  goods  is  not  established 
with  precision.  No  bills  of  sale,  receipted  bills,  or  book  entries 
in  current  account,  made  at  the  time  of  purchase,  showing  their 
cost,  are  produced.  The  cost  is  arrived  at  by  claimants  only 
approximately.  They  both  testify  that  these  Chinese  and  Jap- 
anese purchases  were  made  by  them  at  sundry  times  covering 
a  period  of  several  years  next  preceding  their  shipment,  and 
that  memoranda  of  the  articles  were  made  as  the  packing  pro- 
gressed prior  to  embarkation,  and  that  on  the  ])assage  with 
these  goods  from  Japan  to  Loudon  a  list  of  these  packages  and 
their  contents  was  written  by  one  of  these  claimants  in  a  book, 
and  that  in  consultation  with  each  other  as  to  their  original 
cost  prices  were  written  opposite  each  article,  and  that  like 
entries  were  made  in  the  same  book,  on  the  passage  to  the 
United  States,  of  the  London  x)urchases,  which  book  memo 
randa  is  produced  in  support  of  their  testimony. 

"  They  also  testify  that  they  made  up  the  statement  of  their 
claim  as  set  forth  in  their  original  petition  from  this  book 
memoranda,  both  of  them  alleging,  under  oath,  in  said  petition 
that  said  goods  were  worth  $19,919.92,  exclusive  of  interest, 
exchange,  and  gold  premium. 

"  The  court  finds  that  on  the  13th  day  of  October  1865,  Wm. 
A.  Baillie,  one  of  these  claimants,  filed  a  claim  in  the  State 
Department  for  these  same  44  packages  of  goods,  with  a  view 
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of  recovering  indemnity  fh)m  Great  Britain,  alleging,  under 
the  solemnities  of  his  oath,  that  they  were  of  the  value  of 
919,700.  The  statute  of  June  23d,  1874,  provides  that  the 
court  shall  receive  this  State  Department  paper  and  give  to  it 
'such  weight  as  evidence  as  the  court  shall  think  just.' 

^<  It  appears  that  this  State  Department  paper  was  prepared 
from  the  same  book  memoranda.  And  both  claimants  testify 
that  the  book  memoranda  itself  was  made  up,  in  part,  from 
loose  slips  of  paper  containing  memoranda  of  these  purchases 
and  personal  recollection  as  to  the  various  items  of  said  prop- 
erty and  their  value. 

"  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  evidence  of  presumptive 
value  derived  from  the  cost  of  the  property  in  the  country  from 
which  it  was  shipi^ed,  having  been  thus  ascertained  near  the 
date  of  the  purchase,  and  deliberately  written  down  by  the 
purchasers  themselves,  and  adhered  to  a  year  afterwards  when 
the  claim  was  filed  in  the  State  Department,  is  not  overcome 
by  the  testimony  of  the  same  witnesses  taken  in  their  own 
behalf,  seventeen  years  later,  supx>orted,  as  it  is,  only  by  cir- 
cumstantial testimony  of  others  who  never  saw  the  goods. 

'<  The  claim  for  additional  and  enhanced  value  is,  therefore, 
rejected. 

'^  The  court  is,  however,  satisfied  from  the  testimony  that 
the  articles  of  property  described  in  the  amendment  were  a 
part  of  the  cargo  of  goods  shipped  and  lost  by  claimants,  and 
that  they  are  legally  entitled  to  recover  the  original  cost  of  the 
entire  cargo  destroyed,  including  in  the  estimate  of  value  the 
premium  on  Mexican  silver  dollars  above  the  gold  coin  of  the 
United  States  in  exchange  on  London,  proper  port  charges, 
and  prepaid  freight. 

"  Judgment  will,  therefore,  be  entered  in  favor  of  Elizabeth 
H.  Baillie,  in  the  sum  of  $11,838.67,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  12th  day  of  August  1864;  and  in  favor  of  Elizabeth  H. 
Baillie,  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Wm.  A.  Baillie,  de- 
ceased, iu  the  sum  of  $11,838.67,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  same  date." 

Aaron  Brooks,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
^'^  ti^^BunAffot.    ^*^^®?  claimed  damages  from  Mexico  to  the 
*  amount  of  $85,000  for  the  acts  of  the  mili- 

tary authorities  in  1864,  1865,  and  1866,  while  engaged  in 
war  with  the  French,  in  conscripting  the  laborers  and  seizing 
and  using  his  effects  on  a  cotton  i)lantation  in  Sinaloa.  The 
Mexican  commissioner,  Mr.  Palacio,  admitted  the  liability  of 
Mexico  for  property  taken  and  appropriated,  and,  referring  to 
the  law  of  Mexico  of  November  19,  1867,  providing  for  the 
examination  and  payment  of  debts  so  incurred,  said  that  if 
the  claimant  had  ever  presented  his  case  to  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment his  claim  doubtless  would  have  been  allowed  to  that 
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extent.  He  considered  the  claim  for  $85,000  <<  simply  mon- 
stroas,"  but  was  ready  to  award  $1,000  to  indemnify  the  claim- 
ant '<for  the  value  of  his  implements,  a  saddle,  and  a  mule." 
Mr.  Wadsworth  thought  that  $7,000  should  be  awarded.  The 
umpire,  Dr.  Lieber,  said : 

"Aaron  Brooks,  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
left  Oalilornia  for  Mexico  in  order,  as  he  says,  to  plant  cotton, 
following  a  proclamation  of  President  Juarez,  which  invited 
foreigners  to  settle  in  Mexico.  Brooks  went  to  the  State  of 
Sinaloa,  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  in  the  month  of  April  1864, 
the  very  mouth  when  the  attack  of  France  on  the  republic 
began.  He  ought  to  have  been  somewhat  prepared  for  the 
shifting  occurrences  of  war.  It  was  an  ill  time  and  place  to 
begin  cotton  planting,  and  how  he  ever  obtained  any  knowl- 
edge of  this  branch  of  agriculture,  which  requires  much  prac- 
tice and  experience — he,  who  says  that  by  trade  he  is  a  pattern 
maker— does  not  appear  from  his  memorial.  He  went  from 
California  to  Mexico  with  a  very  moderate  outfit  and  remained 
in  Mexico  a  few  years,  during  which  he  suffered  from  the  mili- 
tary under  General  Corona.  The  war  between  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  and  the  French  Empire — plainly  to  characterize  it,  a 
filibustering  expedition  sent  by  a  monarch  against  a  repub- 
lic— was  then  carried  on,  on  Mexican  soil,  and  the  generals  of 
the  Mexican  Republic  were  obliged  by  the  necessities  of  war 
occasionally  to  seize  upon  private  property  for  the  support  of 
their  troops.  The  republic  has  acknowledged  its  obligation  to 
make  good,  as  far  as  it  is  capable  to  do  so,  the  losses  thus  sus- 
tained. Brooks  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  Mexican  law  call- 
ing on  the  sufferers  to  present  their  claims,  but  he  calls  now 
upon  an  international  commission  to  give  him  an  award  of 
$85,000  against  tlie  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  right  of  Brooks 
to  present  his  claims  to  our  commission  is  acknowledged  on 
both  sides;  the  amount  he  claims  is  acknowledged  as  extrav- 
agant equally  on  all  hands,  except  by  himself.  •  •  •  The 
sum  of  $85,000  has  been  arrived  at,  by  the  claiming  party,  by 
adding  a  large  sum  for  consequential  damages. 

<< These  consequential  damages  have  been  a«ked  before,  and 
may  appear  again  before  the  umpire.  Let  him  then  give 
briefly  his  opinion  on  consequential  damages,  to  which  he 
may  hereafter  refer.  ♦  »  ♦  These  potential  and  prevented 
profits,  called  consequential  damages,  are  but  raiely  and 
reluctantly  allowed  by  law  unless  plainly  fair.  They  are 
hardly  ever  allowed,  if  ever,  when  the  injury  done  has  been 
occasioned  by  an  authority  doing  its  bounden  duty,  and  never 
when  the  injury  suffered  was  inflicted  by  the  authority  doing 
its  sacred  duty  to  defend  and  save  the  country.  The  French 
Government  has  recently  voted  a  large  sum  to  pay  the  suffer- 
ers from  the  recent  war  for  the  losses  sustained  during  the  war. 
These  are  not  war  damages,  but  the  essential  character  of  tlie 
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lossiBS,  with  reference  to  conseqneDtial  losses,  is  the  same. 
What  would  be  thought  of  a  man,  nnder  these  circumstances, 
who  should  present  a  schedule  of  his  losses,  including  the  loss 
of  potential  wealth  f  Nor  can  these  high  damages  be  ex- 
plained as  exemplary  damages.  Our  commission  has  no  puni- 
tive mission,  nor  is  there  any  offense  to  be  punished. 

^<The  Mexican  Government  thinks  it  fair  to  allow  claimant 
$1,000.  The  American  commissioner  allows  $7,000.  This  sum 
is  claimed  by  Brooks  for  his  provisions,  implements,  etc., 
destroyed  by  the  Mexican  soldiers.  Dividing  the  difference 
may  be  as  fair  a  mode  of  settling  this  question  as  any  other, 
since  data  plainly  to  be  relied  upon  do  not  appear.  •  •  * 
It  is  my  decision  therefore  that  the  Republic  of  Mexico  pay  to 
the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of  Aaron  Brooks,  claimant, 
the  sum  of  $4,000  in  United  States  currency." 

Aaron  Brooks  v.  Mexico:  No.  898,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS.  Op., 
11.206. 


CHAPTER  LXXI. 


INTEEEST. 

In  July  1799  the  proceedings  of  the  com- 
GommlMiim  under  mission  at  London,  under  Article  VII.  of  the 
^de  VIL,  Jay  ^^^^^j  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  of  November  19, 1794,  commonly  called 
the  Jay  Treaty,  were  suspended  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  Brit- 
ish commissioners,  under  the  orders  of  their  government,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  suspension  of  the  proceedings  of  the  commis- 
sion at  Philadelphia,  under  Article  YI.  of  the  same  treaty,  by 
the  refusal  of  the  American  commissiouers  further  to  give  their 
attendance  at  the  meetings  of  the  board.  The  details  of  these 
incidents  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  history  of  the  two  commis- 
sions.  On  the  8th  of  January  1802  a  convention  was  con- 
clnded  by  which  the  claims  under  Article  VI.  were  settled  for 
a  lump  sum;  and,  by  an  article  inserted  in  this  convention,  it 
was  agreed  that  the  commissioners  under  Article  VII.  should 
reassemble  and  proceed  in  the  execution  of  their  duties.  After 
the  commissioners  reassembled  a  question  arose  as  to  whether 
interest  should  be  allowed  on  claims  during  the  period  of  the 
board's  suspension. 

The  minutes  of  the  board,  under  date  of 
Opinion  of  Dr.     March  17, 1803,  contain  thefollowiiig  entry : 
Swftboy. 

"Dr.  Swabey,  having  been  requested  by  Mr. 

Gore  and  Mr.  Pinkney  to  assign  his  motives  in  writing  for  hesi- 
tating for  the  present  to  sign  the  several  awards  which  are  pre- 
pared, thought  proper  to  repeat,  at  the  opening  of  the  board  of 
this  day,  that  he  still  feels  diflBculties  in  that  respect  which  give 
him  much  anxiety;  these  are  already  well  known  to  arise  upon 
the  subject  of  interest,  as  calculated  for  the  said  awards  for 
the  time,  inclusively,  during  which  the  proceedings  of  the  com- 
missioners for  executing  the  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of 
amity,  commerce,  and  navigation  concluded  at  London  on  the 
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4th  of  November  1794,  between  His  BritaDnic  Majesty  and 
the  United  States  of  America,  stood  suspended  owing  to  diffi- 
culties which  had  arisen  in  America  in  the  execution  of  the 
sixth  article  of  the  same  treaty,  and  he  declared  that  after 
deliberate  reflection  he  had  not  yet  been  able  to  satisfy  his 
mind  of  the  equity  or  justice  of  adding  to  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  by  the  British  Gk)vemment  the  accruing 
interest  during  such  interval,  and  in  regard  to  an  incident  of 
this  magnitude,  certainly  not  in  contemplation  of  the  said 
seventh  article  of  the  said  treaty,  nor,  so  far  as  he  was  able  to 
decide  for  himself,  of  any  provision  of  the  convention  which 
has  been  subsequently  concluded,  should  strongly  doubt  of  the 
fitness  of  certifying  (did  he  otherwise  at  present  think  himself 
sufficiently  authorized  to  certify)  any  further  award  in  which 
interest  shall  have  been  thus  calculated,  without  some  com- 
munication of  what  may  be  the  understanding  of  the  said 
governments  or  specific  instructions  in  that  behalf." 

March  22,  1803,  the  following  entry  was 
Opinion  of  Mr.     made: 
Axistoy. 

"Mr.  Anstey,  having  been  absent  Irom  in- 
disposition at  the  last  and  seven  preceding  meetings  of  the 
board,  upon  the  opening  of  the  business  of  this  day  requested 
that  the  minute  entered  by  Dr.  Swabey  on  the  journal  of  the 
last  meeting  be  read,  and  the  same  having  been  read  accord- 
ingly, he  declared  that  his  sentiments  upon  the  question  of  in- 
terest as  it  regarded  the  interval  during  which  the  proceedings 
of  the  board  had  been  suspended  coincided  with  those  of  Dr. 
Swabey,  expressed  in  the  said  minute.'' 

Under  date  of  April  16,  1803,  the  minutes 
Opinion  of  Kr.  Gore,  read  as  follows: 

"  Mr.  Gore  requested  that  the  entry  made  on 
the  journals  on  the  17th  of  March  last  by  Dr.  Swabey,  stating 
his  motives  tor  declining  to  certify  several  awards,  might  be 
read;  which  being  done,  he  observed  that  in  consequence 
thereof  the  execution  of  them  had  been  postponed  until  the 
present  time,  beyond  which  a  further  delay  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  public  duty  and  with  the  rights  of  the  claimants, 
the  justice  of  whose  demands  and  the  amount  of  whose  com- 
pensation were  decided  several  months  since,  and  waited  only 
for  a  certificate,  the  evidence  of  what  the  board  had  actually 
determined,  to  which  no  objection  of  the  kind  alluded  to  by  Dr. 
Swabey  appeared  to  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  deciding 
their  several  cases;  he  therefore  declared  he  could  no  longer 
refrain  from  proposing  that  the  awards  should  be  definitely 
acted  upon;  at  the  same  time  he  submitted  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  commissioners  the  following  remarks,  not  without 
the  hope  of  obtaining  their  unanimous  consent  to  the  proposi- 
tion he  was  about  to  offer. 

I*  The  convention  of  the  7th  of  January  1802,  referred  to  in 
said  entry,  authorizes  the  commissioners  to  proceed  in  the 
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execution  of  their  duties  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  7th 
article  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  etc.,  except  only  as  to  the  time 
when  the  awards  shall  be  made  payable.  Thus  the  powers 
and  daties  of  the  board  and  the  rights  of  the  claimants  re- 
main the  same  as  described  in  the  said  article,  and  as  though 
its  sessions  had  been  continued  without  interruption,  except 
only  as  to  the  time  of  rendering  its  awards  payable. 

'<  To  ascertain  the  amount  of  loss  and  damage  sustained  by 
the  capture  has  always  been  considered  as  peculiarly  within 
its  competency,  and  expressly  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the 
majority  of  its  members  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  Vide  Dr. 
Nicholl's  Opinion,  recorded  in  the  case  of  the  Betsey^  Furlong, 
master. 

"  The  rule  whereby  interest  is  calculated  is  the  same  now 
as  was  adopted  in  the  year  1797,  in  the  first  case  decided,  and 
has  been  uniformly  acted  upon  both  before  and  since  the  sus- 
pension. Dr.  Swabey  expressed  some  doubts  on  this  subject 
early  aftiT  the  reassembling  of  the  commissioners,  and  in  August 
last,  when  an  award  was  requested  in  the  case  of  the  PigoUj 
Lewis,  he  declined  certifying  the  same  for  the  reason  now  ad- 
vanced. In  this  state  of  the  business  time  was  afforded  to  the 
British  commissioners  to  consult  with  their  government.  After 
such  consultation  the  board  understood  the  objection  to  be 
removed,  and  more  than  fifty  cases  were  decided  to  be  the  sub- 
ject of  interest,  and  an  award  in  the  case  particularly  excepted 
against  was  applied  for  and  certified  by  all  the  commissioners. 

^<The  rule  of  the  board  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation due  has  been  to  add  to  the  value  of  the  property 
captured  an  interest  from  the  time  the  party  might  be  supposed 
to  have  become  possessed  of  the  proceeds  had  not  the  voyage 
been  interrupted,  or  had  the  property  been  restored  when  the 
court,  in  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners,  ought  to  have 
restored  the  same,  and  not  by  adding  to  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  by  the  British  Government  the  accruing 
interest,  etc.,  as  stated  by  Dr.  Swabey. 

^'The  two  governments  respectively  promised  to  make  full 
and  complete  compensation  for  the  loss  and  damage  complained 
of.  Whether  the  board  was  or  was  not  in  session  at  any  par- 
ticular time  can  not  render  that  a  compensation  in  the  one  case 
which  would  not  be  in  the  other,  and  to  whom  or  to  what  it 
was  owing  that  its  functions  were  suspended  is  a  subject  en- 
tirely foreign  to  its  duty  to  inquire,  much  more  so  to  impute 
the  suspension  as  a  fault  to  one  of  the  high  contracting  parties, 
and  for  that  cause  to  mulct  the  citizens  thereof  and  to  dis- 
charge the  other  from  the  performance  of  their  promise.  An 
order  from  His  Britannic  Majesty  in  July  1799  directed  the 
British  commissioners  to  decline  attending  the  meetings  of  the 
board.  In  consequence  thereof  its  powers  were  suspended 
until  February  1802,  when  an  order  from  the  same  authority, 
directing  them  to  resume  their  functions,  placed  the  board  in 
a  capacity  to  execute  the  office  assigned  to  it  by  the  treaty  of 
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1704 ;  and  by  a  copy  of  the  couveiitiou,  transmitted  at  the  same 
time,  it  appears  tbat  whatever  were  the  pi-ovisions  of  the  sixth 
article,  fall  satisfaction  was  made  by  one  party  and  accepted 
by  the  other  for  everything  that  coald  have  been  claimed  in 
virtue  thereof. 

^<As  the  objection  made  by  Dr.  Swabey  on  the  17th  alto., 
and  concurred  in  by  Mr.  Anstey  on  the  22nd,  is  on  a  subject 
manifestly  within  the  competency  of  the  board  to  decide,  ac- 
cording to  the  letter  of  the  treaty,  and  expressly  so  recognized 
by  its  uniform  practice  both  before  and  since  the  suspension, 
Mr.  Gore  declared  that  considerations  well  known  to  every 
member  of  the  board  to  be  of  a  nature  too  pressing  and  impor- 
tant to  be  any  longer  resisted  obliged  him  to  enter  his  solemn 
protest  against  a  further  delay  in  the  discharge  of  that  trust, 
which  all  had  undertaken  to  execute  with  diligence,  especially 
for  the  avowed  purpose  of  obtaining  opinions  which,  however 
otherwise  entitled  to  respect,  could  have  no  influence  on  the 
minds  of  the  commissioners  in  the  performance  of  a  duty 
clearly  within  their  province,  and  exclusively  committed  to 
them. 

<<  He  therefore  moved  that  the  commissioners  do  now  sub- 
scribe the  awards  ready  for  their  signature." 

Upon  this  motion  being  made,  Mr.  Pinkney 
iK^  read  the  following  opinion,  which  was  entered 

on  the  minutes : 

^<  Mr.  Pinkney  observed  that  the  nature  of  the  motion  and 
the  circumstances  connected  with  it  made  it  proper  that  he 
should  explain  at  some  length  the  view  he  had  taken  of  the 
questions  involved  in  it.    These  questions  are — 

^'  1st.  Whether  the  board  is  competent,  under  the  treaty  and 
convention,  to  include  in  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
awarded  to  claimants,  if  it  shall  appear  to  be  just  and  equita- 
ble to  do  so,  interest  during  the  late  suspension f 

"  2d.  Whether  it  would  be  just  and  equitable  to  do  so  Y 

'^  On  the  first  question — 

^<  It  is  understood  that  no  doubt  is  entertained  as  to  our 
power  on  the  subject  of  interest  generally.  The  actual  doubt 
is  confined  to  interest  from  July  1799,  when  our  proceedings 
were  interrupted  by  the  interference  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment, until  the  resumption  of  our  duties  in  January  or  Febru- 
ary 1802,  after  the  making  of  the  convention.  It  is  not  easy 
to  ascertain  the  exact  foundation  of  this  extraordinary  doubt; 
but,  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  collect  it  from  the  entry  on  the 
journals  of  the  17th  of  last  month,  made  at  the  instance  of 
Dr.  Swabey,  I  understand  it  to  be  that  the  treaty  did  not  con- 
template such  an  incident  as  this  interruption  of  our  proceed- 
ings, and  therefore  could  not  intend  to  authorize  the  allowance 
of  interest  during  that  interruption;  and  moreover  that  such 
interest  is  not  the  subject  of  any  provision  in  the  convention 
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subseqaently  oonclnded.    It  is  of  course  sapposed  to  be  casus 
omissus. 

"In  the  exam  illation  of  this  ground  (which  Dr.  Swabey  now 
admits  to  be  correctly  stated)  I  might  certainly  decline  to  per- 
plex myself  with  an  inquiry  whether  the  framers  of  the  treaty 
did  or  did  not  foresee  that  our  progress  might  be  occasionally 
susx>ended  by  the  occurrence  of  difficulties  growing  out  of  the 
novel  and  complicated  arrangements  contained  in  the  sixth 
and  seventh  articles.  It  would  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
assumption  of  the  fact  that  such  a  suspension  could  not  be  or 
was  not  contemplated  at  the  making  of  the  treaty  is  purely  gra- 
tuitous; but  I  can  not  forbear  to  add  that,  of  all  gratuitous 
assumptions,  it  is  the  least  suited  to  the  use  that  has  been  made 
of  it,  as  it  is  not  only  highly  improbable  in  itself,  but  would 
be  of  no  importance  in  the  argument  if  it  were  true.  It  is, 
undoubtedly,  to  ascribe  to  the  makers  of  the  treaty  a  singular 
and  most  discreditable  want  of  foresight  to  suppose  that  it 
never  occurred  to  them  that  obstacles  against  which  no  human 
wisdom  could  guard  might,  in  the  course  of  this  before  untried 
experiment,  temporarily  arrest  our  proceedings  without  destroy 
ing  our  functions;  and  this  supposition  will  appear  to  be  more 
I)eculiarly  inadmissible  when  it  is  considered  that,  independent 
of  the  difficulties  in  America,  by  which  the  commission  under 
the  sixth  article  was  constantly  embarrassed,  so  as  that  it 
might  almost  be  said  to  be  in  a  perpetual  state  of  suspension, 
we  ourselves  had  scarcely  assembled  in  1796  before  our  pro- 
ceedings in  a  whole  class  of  cases  of  the  greatest  value  and 
extent  were  entirely  suspended^  nor  did  the  interruption  cease 
until  the  British  Government,  in  a  way  which  it  ought  to  be 
confessed  was  highly  honorable  to  it,  thought  proper  to  direct 
its  commissioners  to  go  on.  Soon  afterwards  (early  in  1798)  we 
were  reduced  to  a  similar  predicament  in  another  class  of  cases 
then  comprehending  the  whole,  or  nearly  the  whole,  of  the  com- 
plaints before  us.  So  that  in  truth  the  suspension  now  in  ques- 
tion was  the  third  by  which  the  commission  has  been  retarded 
since  its  first  organization.  Of  such  an  event,  therefore,  which 
this  new  and  delicate  scheme  of  adjustment  was  naturally  to 
be  expected  to  produce  not  once  only,  but  frequently,  and 
which  accordingly  it  did  produce,  from  time  to  time,  as  difficult 
topics  presented  themselves  for  discussion,  it  can  not  be  allow- 
able to  say  that  it  was  an  incident  not  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  treaty^  or  of  those  by  whom  it  was  framed. 

"But,  admitting  it  to  be  true  that  the  exact  case  of  a  sus- 
I)en8ion  was  not,  at  the  making  of  the  treaty,  contemplated  as 
.  a  possible  incident,  does  it  therefore  follow  that,  if  a  suspen- 
sion should  nevertheless  occur,  everything  connected  with  it 
or  arising  out  of  it  should,  upon  our  resuming  our  proceedings, 
be  considered  as  ca^u^  omissus?  One  should  rather  be  dis- 
posed to  think  that,  before  we  could  venture  upon  such  a 
conclusion,  it  would  be  our  indispensable  duty  to  go  a  little 
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farther  and  examine  whether  the  actual  provisions  of  the 
treaty,  reasonably  interpreted  with  a  proper  view  to  th^ir 
spirit  and  object,  were  sufficiently  ample  to  reach  and  embrace 
the  subject  so  connected  with  or  arising  out  of  the  suspension  f 

^^The  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  is  not  an  arrangement  of 
detail.  It  would  not  have  been  made  if  detail  had  been  prac- 
ticable. Accordingly,  after  reciting  complaints  of  loss  and 
damage  sustained  by  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  contracting 
parties,  it  sabmits  these  complaints  without  limit  or  exception 
to  us.  It  makes  us  the  exclusive  arbiters,  not  only  of  the  jus- 
tice of  the  complaints  J  but  also  of  the  amount  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  in  each. 

''  Of  what  the  items  of  compensation  shall  consist,  or  by  what 
process  it  shall  be  ascertained,  it  does  not  profess  to  state.  It 
declares  only  that  the  compensation  shall  he  full  and  complete, 
and  leaves  the  rest  to  this  board,  in  confidence  that  it  will  do 
jnstice;  and  so  far  is  that  confidence  carried  that,  in  the  cases 
submitted  to  us,  our  award  is  declared  to  be  final  and  conclusive. 

"  In  such  a  provision  it  would  be  vain  to  search  for  the  traces 
of  any  anticipation  of  the  incidents,  to  which  its  execution 
might  give  birth,  with  any  view  to  the  modification  of  the  pow- 
ers communicated  by  it.  Such  modification  was  incompatible 
with  itp  genius  and  character.  Its  prominent  feature,  which 
it  would  seem  to  be  impossible  to  mistake,  is  a  clear  intention 
to  authorize  the  tribunal  erected  by  it,  whensoever  and  under 
whatever  circumstances  it  should  be  occupied  with  the  claims 
committed  to  it,  to  deal  with  those  claims  according  to  its  own 
opinion  honestly  formed  of  theii*  title  to  redress,  and  the  proper 
measure  of  that  redress.  Whether  this  commission  should 
endure  three  years  or  eight — whether  it  should  proceed  with- 
out impediment,  or  at  times  be  prevented  from  proceeding  at 
all,  were  points  which  the  treaty  could  not. settle;  but  it  could 
determine,  and  it  hcts  determined,  in  the  most  explicit  manner, 
that,  when  allowed  to  exert  our  powers,  we  should  find  in  them 
no  deficiency  in  regard  to  the  justice  of  any  claim  regularly 
before  us,  or  the  amount  of  the  sum  to  be  awarded.  On  these 
two  points,  therefore,  viz,  the  justice  of  a  claim  within  our  cog- 
nizance and  the  amount  of  the  compensation  so  emphatically  and 
completely  referred  to  us  by  words  of  the  widest  extent  and 
most  comprehensive  import,  evidently  in  unison  with  the  whole 
plan  of  the  provision  itself,  there  can  be  no  casu>s  omissus  in  the 
treaty. 

^*'  Indeed  the  correctness  of  this  conclusion  is  in  effect  ad- 
mitted by  those  who  deny  it.  They  admit  that  we  are  empow- 
ered to  grant  interest  both  before  the  interval  of  the  suspension 
and  since.  Whence  do  we  derive  that  power  f  Certainly  not 
from  any  words  in  the  treaty,  taking  notice  of  interest  eo  nomine^ 
or  giving  a  defined  or  modified  authority  on  the  subject  of  it 
We  derive  it  simply  from  those  words  in  the  treaty,  which  sub- 
mit the  amount  of  the  compensation  to  our  decision, 

"The  conceded  power,  therefore,  to  give  interest  on  either 
side  of  the  susx>ension,  rests  upon  this,  that  such  a  power  is 
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necessary  to  enable  us  to  settle  the  amount  of  coynpensation 
accordiDg  to  oar  Dotions  of  justice  and  equity.  But  is  not  this 
reason,  undoubtedly  the  only  one  that  can  be  assigned  in  favor 
of  the  power  to  grant  interest  before  and  since  the  su-spension^ 
broader  than  the  power  itself;  and  does  it  not  discredit  and 
falsify  the  pretended  exception!  In  other  words,  does  it  not, 
in  all  fair  reasoning,  incontrovertibly  prove  that  we  have  the 
power  to  grant  interest  during  the  suspension  as  well  as  before 
and  afteTj  such  a  power  being  just  as  necessary,  in  the  one  case 
as  in  the  other,  <  to  enable  us  to  settle  the  amount  of  compen- 
sation according  to  our  notions  of  justice  and  equity  f  It  is 
quite  impossible  to  avoid  the  force  of  this  argument  otherwise 
than  by  showing  that  there  is  an  exception  of  some  sort,  either 
in  the  treaty  or  the  convention,  in  regard  to  this  obnoxious 
interest,  an  attempt  which  would  presuppose  an  abandonment 
of  the  ground  of  eorsus  omisstm  in  favor  of  another,  still  less 
capable,  if  that  were  possible,  of  being  defended.  In  the  treaty j 
1  think  I  have  already  shown  that  no  such  exception  exists; 
and  we  shall  soon^  see  that  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  conven- 
tion^ whose  provisions  it  is  now  time  to  examine. 

"  The  convention  directs  us  to  proceed  in  the  execution  of 
our  duties  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  seventh  article  of  the 
treaty^  except  only  that  we  are  to  make  our  awards  payable  in 
three  equal  annual  installments.  Subject  to  this  exception, 
therefore,  our  powers  continue  to  be  at  least  as  ample  as  under 
the  treaty. 

'<  The  convention  may  be  considered  as  recommunicating  in 
1802,  by  reference  to  the  seventh  article  of  the  treaty,  the  pow- 
ers originally  communicated  by  that  article  in  1794,  with  the 
single  modification  above  mentioned.  We  have,  of  course, 
the  same  power  now,  as  formerly,  conclusively  to  fix  the  amount 
of  compensation  in  claims  which  we  have  decided  to  be  just. 
But  we  not  only  have  that  power  (in  which  it  is  admitted  that 
a  power  to  give  interest  is  included)  unimpaired,  we  have  it 
freed  by  the  convention  from  Dr.  Swabey's  objection,  even  if 
that  objection  was  a  sound  one  as  applied  to  the  treaty  only. 
The  objection  as  applied  to  the  treaty  does  not  rely  upon  the 
inadequacy  of  the  language  of  it  to  give  the  power  in  ques- 
tion, but  upon  a  loose  inference  drawn  from  a  loose  speculation 
that  such  an  incident  as  the  suspension  was  not  contemplated 
by  it.  Can  this  objection  be  transferred  from  the  treaty  to  the 
convention!  Manifestly  not.  The  convention  was  posterior 
to  the  suspension,  recites  it,  and  removes  it.  The  suspension 
was  consequently  in  the  contemplation  of  that  instrument. 
To  whatsoever  objection,  therefore,  the  original  communication 
of  the  power  in  question  may  have  been  liable  on  the  supposi- 
tion that  such  an  event  as  the  suspension  was  not  then  in  view, 
the  recommunication  of  this  power  since  the  suspension  and  with 
particular  reference  to  it  must  be  free  from  that  objection.  In 
a  word,  there  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  even  the  appearance  of 
a  reason  for  questioning  the  authority  of  the  board  on  this 
occasion. 


4320        INTBBNATIONAL  ABBITBATIONS. 

"  On  the  second  question : 

<^The  power  of  the  board  to  grant  the  interest  in  qaestion, 
being  thus,  as  I  think,  obvioas,  I  will  now  say  a  very  few 
words  on  the  matter  of  equity.  I  have  not  been  able  to  dis- 
cover upon  what  precise  grounds  it  is  supposed  that  in  this 
view  interest  during  the  suspension  is  distinguishable  from 
interest  before  and  since.  It  can  not  be  upon  the  naked  founda- 
tion of  a  temporary  want  of  capacity  in  this  board,  from  July 
1799  until  1802,  to  relieve  the  claimants;  for,  independently  of 
the  gross  absurdity  of  allowing  to  such  a  ifact,  singly  taken, 
so  important  an  influence  on  the  measure  of  the  relief,  what 
shall  we  say  of  interest  from  1793  to  1796,  when  this  board 
was  not  even  in  existence?  If  the  mere  cessation  for  a  sea- 
son of  onr  capacity  to  act  under  the  treaty  renders  it  unjust 
to  allow  interest  during  the  period  of  that  cessation,  surely 
the  argument  is  infinitely  stronger  against  the  allowance  of 
interest  during  a  period  when  we  had  no  official  capacity  what- 
ever; and  yet  it  never  occurred  to  any  of  us,  or  to  either  of 
the  high  contracting  parties,  that  the  interest  before  1796  was 
inequitable.  A  notion  must  therefore  be  entertained  that,  in 
regard  to  this  suspension,  some  peculiar  considerations  exist 
by  which  interest  during  the  interval  occupied  by  it  ought  to 
be  held  to  be  affected.  What  those  considerations  are  I  am 
left  to  conjecture  since  they  have  not  been  explained. 

^^  It  is  perhaps  imagined  that  if  a  claimant  should  receive 
such  interest  from  the  British  Government,  the  former  would 
be  placed  in  a  better  situation  and  the  latter  in  a  worse  than 
if  the  suspension  had  not  happened.  If  this  should  appear  to 
be  true,  I  agree  that  it  would  be  of  great  weight.  It  is,  how- 
ever, so  totally  erroneous  as  to  be  the  exact  reverse  of  the  truth ; 
the  fact  is,  that  the  claimant  will  be  a  loser  and  the  British 
Government  a  gainer  by  the  suspension,  even  after  this  interest 
shall  have  been  paid  and  received.  A  very  short  examination 
will  make  this  apparent. 

<' As  to  the  claimant.  If  the  suspension  had  not  taken  place, 
his  complaint,  supposing  it  to  be  ready  for  decision,  would 
have  been  decided  by  the  board,  so  as  that  an  award  would 
have  been  made  in  his  favor,  payable  in  the  spring  of  1800, 
for  principal  and  int^est  then  due.  He  loses,  of  course,  by  the 
suspension  the  use,  from  the  spring  of  1800,  not  only  of  his 
principal,  but  of  such  interest  apon  that  principal  as  but  for 
the  suspension  would  at  that  time  have  come  to  his  hands. 
To  put  him,  therefore,  in  anything  like  so  good  a  situation  as 
he  would  have  been  in  if  the  suspension  had  not  occurred,  it 
would  be  necessary  not  only  to  give  him  interest  upon  his  prin- 
cipal during  and  after  the  suspension,  as  we  propose  to  do,  but 
also  to  give  him  interest  from  the  spring  of  1800  upon  the 
amount  of  such  interest  as  the  suspension  prevented  him  from 
then  receiving.  A  claimant  whose  case  was  ready  for  decision 
will  consequently  be  so  far  from  being  a  gainer  by  the  suspen- 
sion, if  the  interest  in  question  be  allowed  him,  that  even  jrfter 
the  receipt  of  that  interest  he  will  still  have  sustained  a  con- 
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siderable  loss,  for  wliich  it  is  not  intended  by  any  member  of 
tliis  board  to  give  him  any  compensation  at  all.  In  addition 
to  this,  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the  claimants,  being  mer- 
chants, are  not  adequately  compensated  for  the  privation  of 
vrhat  ought  to  have  formed  a  part  of  their  capital,  at  a  time 
when  commercial  capital  was  more  than  asaally  active,  by  a 
retribution  granted  with  a  view  to  the  mere  rate  of  interest. 

"The  foregoing  observations,  it  is  to  be  admitted,  apply 
solely  to  claimants  whose  cases,  in  regard  to  the  judicial  rem- 
edy, were  ready  for  our  decision  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suspension,  or  would  have  become  so  in  the  course  of  it;  and 
they  apply  undoubtedly  with  less  or  greater  force,  according 
as  the  time  when  the  case  was  or  would  have  been  ready  shall 
be  taken  to  have  been  late  or  early.  As  to  the  other  claimants 
(not  many  in  number),  they  were  certainly  not  losers  by  the 
suspension,  for  it  produced  no  effect  at  all  upon  their  claims. 
But  it  must  at  the  same  time  be  seen  that,  for  precisely  the 
same  reason,  Great  Britain  could  not  be,  as  to  such  claims,  in 
the  slightest  degree  injured  by  the  suspension ;  and,  indeed,  it  is 
understood  to  be  admitted  that,  on  the  footing  of  equity,  the 
suspension  does  not  affect  these  claims  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  is  supposed  to  affect  the  others. 

"  Let  us  now  see  how  the  account  stands  on  the  part  of  the 
British  Government. 

"  The  gain  of  the  British  Government  may  safely  be  affirmed 
to  be  at  least  co-extensive  with  the  claimants'  loss.  In  cases 
ready  for  decision,  or  that  would  have  become  so  during  the 
suspension,  it  has  already  been  shown  that  it  has  enjoyed  the 
use  of  the  claimants'  principal  by  reason  of  the  siispension  only; 
and  if  this  were  the  whole  benefit  it  would  seem  to  be  obvious 
that  the  suspension  rather  furnishes  an  argument  in  favour  of 
the  payment  of  interest  than  the  contrary.  But  the  suspen- 
sion has  also  given  it  the  use  of  the  claimants'  interest  due  at 
the  time  of  it,  which  interest  must  have  been  paid  in  or  about 
the  year  1800,  and  upon  which,  if  it  had  been  paid,  the  British 
Government  would  now  be  paying,  as  well  as  upon  the  prin- 
cipal, an  annuity  to  some  public  creditor.  The  whole  founda- 
tion of  the  argument,  then,  against  the  equity  of  granting 
against  the  British  Government  interest,  during  the  suspension, 
on  the  claimants'  principal  is,  properly  understood,  neither 
more  nor  less  than  that  during  the  interval  it  has  had  the  use 
of  both  principal  and  interest^  so  far  as  interest  had  then 
jiccrued.  There  can  not  be  a  better  foundation  on  which  to 
grant  this  interest. 

"  To  what  has  been  said  it  ought  to  be  added  that  the  British 
Government  has  been  benefited  by  the  suspension  to  a  con- 
siderable amount  in  another  respect.  Large  sums  have  been 
recovered  by  the  claimants  from  the  captors  during  the  sus- 
pension, which  might  otherwise  have  been  wholly  or  in  a  great 
measure  lost.  The  effect  has  been  greatly  to  lessen  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  sums  awarded.  Upon  the  whole  the  suspension  is 
not  an  event  by  which  the  British  Government  has  suffered. 
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or  can  suffer,  so  as  to  create  an  equity  in  its  favor  on  this 
occasion.  It  has,  on  the  contrary,  been  and  will  continae  to 
be  advantageous  to  it  and  prejudicial  to  the  claimants,  let  this 
question  be  disposed  of  as  it  may. 

^<  In  what  other  view  this  subject  can  be  considered,  I  am 
entirely  at  a  loss  to  conjecture.  We  do  not,  I  take  it  for 
granted,  think  ourselves  at  liberty  to  go  into  an  endless  and 
odious  inquiry  by  whose  fault,  if  by  any  fault,  the  suspension 
was  produced.  Nor  do  we,  I  also  take  it  for  granted,  imagine 
that,  even  if  such  an  inquiry  could  now  lead  to  any  result,  the 
utility  of  that  result,  as  it  might  be  made  to  bear  upon  the 
question  before  us,  would  make  amends  for  the  time  and  atten- 
tion employed  upon  it.  The  convention  is  either  a  dead  letter 
or  it  has  put  such  an  offensive  discussion  forever  at  rest  both 
here  and  elsewhere;  and,  if  it  had  not,  where  are  our  means 
of  agitating  it  with  any  hope  of  arriving  at  a  correct  conclu- 
sion! To  endeavor  at  this  late  hour  to  influence  either  the 
sense  or  the  practical  operation  of  the  convention  by  an  arbi- 
trary and  invidious  imputation  of  an  antecedent  blameavoided, 
and  therefore  rejected,  by  the  convention  itself,  and  which,  if 
not  so  rejected,  it  would  now  be  impossible  to  flx,  would  be  so 
extraordinary  and  monstrous  an  irregularity  that  I  am  entirely 
confident  it  has  not  been  thought  of.  The  convention  has  told 
us  all  that  it  was  intended  we  should  know  on  this  subject, 
and  all  that  either  of  the  contracting  parties  can  at  this  time 
be  free  to  insist  upon,  viz,  that  the  suspension  was  produced  by 
the  immediate  act  of  the  British  Government,  in  consequence 
of  difficulties  having  arisen  in  America,  under  the  sixth  article 
of  the  treaty. 

<^  With  this  character  conclusively  given  to  that  transaction 
by  the  convention,  it  would  be  worse  than  idle  to  attempt  to 
give  it  another,  in  which  the  presumed  misconduct  of  either  of 
the  two  governments  should  be  an  ingredient.  But  give  to  it 
what  character  you  will,  and  ascribe  to  it  what  fault  you  may, 
still,  if  the  situation  of  the  British  Government  in  reference  to 
the  claims  depending  under  the  seventh  article  is  no  worse 
than  it  would  have  been  had  not  the  suspension  happened,  it 
is  inconceivable  in  what  way  or  upon  what  intelligible  princi- 
ples it  can  be  given  an  equity  against  those  to  whom  the  sus- 
pension or  its  consequences  can  not  bo  attributed,  to  whom  it 
has  been  so  far  from  being  advantageous  that  the  most  liberal 
compensation  which  they  are  likely  to  procure  will  not  repair 
the  injury  that  they  have  sustained  by  it. 

"  I  will  make  but  one  observation  more  on  this  subject.  If 
we  should  enter  into  an  inquiry  whether  either  and  which  of 
the  two  governments  was  in  fault  as  to  the  suspension;  if  we 
should  even  be  disposed  to  think,  a«  most  certainly  some  of  us 
would  not,  that  the  American  Government  was  so  in  fault;  if 
we  should  go  on  to  infer  that  therefore  the  British  Government 
was  not  to  pay  interest  during  the  suspension  to  American 
claimants,  there  would  still  remain  a  most  embarrassing  ques- 
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tion  which  we  should  find  it  difficalt  to  settle — 1.  e.,  whether 
the  American  Oovernment  shoald  pay  interest  during  the  sus- 
pension to  British  claimants. 

<^To  give  to  British  claimants  a  larger  measure  of  redress  in 
this  respect  than  we  give  to  American  claimants,  upon  a  vague 
charge  of  misconduct  against  one  of  the  high  contracting 
parties,  for  which  no  countenance  is  found  in  the  contract 
itself,  would  be  to  set  up  a  distinction  which  the  convention 
does  not  acknowledge,  but  disclaims;  which  the  contracting 
party,  outraged  by  the  accusation,  would  hold,  and  justly  hold, 
to  be  invidious  and  arrogant,  and  which,  as  regards  the  inno- 
cent complainants,  would  be  too  iniquitous  for  any  honest  man 
to  lend  himself  to. 

"On  the  other  hand,  if,  withheld  by  these  or  other  considera- 
tions, we  should  forbear  to  make  the  distinction,  what  will  have 
become  of  our  principle,  or  our  title  to  consistency  T  This  is  a 
dilemma  on  which  I  will  not  enlarge,  but  on  which  it  might  be 
well  to  reflect.  It  shows  the  utter  inadmissibility  of  the  objec- 
tion which,  if  listened  to  and  acted  upon,  would  produce  it-" 

Mr.  Pinkney  concluded  by  seconding  the 

Filial i>e€iiion.     motion;  but,  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Trumbull, 

it  was  postponed  for  a  few  days,  and  on  the 

30th  of  April  the  board  proceeded  to  make  awards  on  the 

principle  contended  for  by  Mr.  Gore  and  Mr.  Pinkney. 

Previously  to  the  foregoing  discussion,  the 
^'^L'aII^  '"  ^*^^^  ^^  motion  of  Mr.  Pinkney,  prescribed 
the  following  rules  for  the  assessors: 

**  Instructions  to  the  assessors,  October  S,  1802,  confirmed  by  order  dated  Decern- 

berSJ' 

''  Ordered,  That  Mr.  Cabot,'  assisted  by  the  secretary  of  the  board,  sub- 
join to  snob  of  the  reports  of  Messrs.  Cabot  and  Glennie  as  have  been 
examined  and  approved  an  estimate  of  the  interest,  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent,  to  be  iuclnded  in  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  awarded  accord- 
ing to  the  following  rnles,  viz : 

"  Upon  sams  allowed  in  the  said  reports  for  the  net  value  of  the  cargo 
and  adventures  interest  is  to  commence  from  the  time  when  such  value 
would  probably  have  been  received— i.  e.,  from  the  expiration  of  three 
months  after  the  probable  time  of  arrival  at  the  port  of  destination.  The 
same  rule  is  to  be  applied  to  sums  allowed  for  the  value  of  the  vessel,  for 
freight,  for  demurrage,  and  for  costs  and  expenses  incurred,  or  disburse- 
ments of  whatsoever  kind,  made  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  three 
months. 

'*  Upon  sums  allowed  for  costs  and  expenses  incurred  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  three  months,  and  actually  paid  by  the  parties  or  their 


>  "  This  duty  afterward  assigned  to  Mr.  Petrie,  the  other  assessor.  The 
fifth  commissioner  made  the  calculation  of  interest  in  all  cases  awarded 
prior  to  the  suspension." 
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agents  (not  including  such  as  have  been  paid  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States),  and  generally  for  all  disbursements  of  whatsoever  kind 
actually  made  by  the  said  parties  or  their  agents  after  the  expiration  of 
the  said  three  mouths,  interest  is  to  commence  from  ihe  time  of  the  (ex- 
penditure, except  only  when  the  items  of  expenditure  constituting  one 
general  charge  have  different  dates  not  greatly  distant  from  each  other, 
in  which  cose  the  latest  date  shall  be  taken. 

"  The  sum  in  every  award  being  payable,  according  to  the  late  conven- 
tion, in  three  equal  annual  installments,  the  first  whereof  will  be  due  on 
the  15th  day  of  July  1803,  the  sums  reported  are  to  be  divided  into 
thirds,  and  interest  is  to  be  estimated  on  one  of  these  thirds  to  the  time 
when  the  first  installment  is  payable ;  on  another  of  these  thirds  to  the 
time  when  the  second  installment  is  payable,  and  so  on  of  the  other  third ; 
and  the  results  of  each  estimate  being  added  together  and  to  the  whole 
principal,  the  total  is  again  to  be  divided  into  thirds  aa  the  installments  of 
the  award. 

"Whatever  sums  have  been  received  from  the  captors  or  the  British 
Government  are  to  be  credited  at  the  times  of  payment,  by  deducting 
them  from  the  principal  and  interest  then  due,  and  the  farther  calculation 
of  interest  is  to  be  made  on  the  balance  only. 

"  Where  the  vessel  and  cargo  belong  to  different  claimants,  and  gener- 
ally where  there  are  several  claimants  not  partners  in  trade,  having 
interests  which  it  may  be  perfectly  practicable  and  convenient  to  separ- 
ate, distinct  calculations  are  to  be  made  for  the  share  of  every  such 
claimant. 

"The  estimates  are  to  be  so  reported  that  it  may  be  apparent  that  the 
foregoing  rules  have  been  observed.'' 

'*  Order  reapeoting  awards,  October  14, 1809, 

"  Ordered,  That  in  future  the  awards  shall  not  be  entered  at  large  on  the 
minutes,  but  shall  only  be  so  entered  in  a  book  to  be  kept  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  secretary  is,  however,  to  state  in  the  minutes  the  actnal  mak- 
ing of  all  awards,  the  name  of  the  case,  the  sum  awarded,  and  the  manner 
iu  which  and  the  person  to  whom  the  same  is  payable.'' 

**  Order  respeoiing  assessor 8  reports,  January  24, 1803. 

*  Ordered  J  That  the  reports  and  schedules  of  the  assessors  of  the  board  as 
finally  approved  and  acted  upon,  as  also  their  subsequent  estimates,  ex- 
hibiting the  gross  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  compensation, 
and  the  distribution  of  the  same  into  installments  in  all  cases  in  which 
awards  have  been  or  shall  be  made  since  the  reassembling  of  the  board 
in  February,  1802,  be  recorded  in  a  book." 

A  question  arose  as  to  what  rate  of  interest 

Mexican  commis-   ^YlomX^  be  allowed  on  the  sum  of  $6,600,  which 
Hon,  1839.  '        ' 

the  Mexican  commissioners  had  concurred  in 
awarding  to  an  insurance  company  to  reimburse  it  for  moneys 
paid  on  the  brig  Brazoria,  which  was  seized  by  the  Mexican 
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aathorities  in  1832  and  then  abandoned  by  the  owners  to  the 
company.  The  American  commissioners  proposed  6  per  cent, 
the  Mexican  5.    The  umpire,  Jaly  10, 1841,  allowed  5  per  cent. 

Jackson  Maritime  In$urance  Company  of  New  Yorky.  Mexico:  CommisBion 
nnder  the  oonvention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 
1839. 

The  ship  Louisa^  the  property  of  citizens  of 
Caoeofthe^Loniia.''  the  United  States,  was  seized  at  Acapulco  in 
January  1821,  by  order  of  Iturbide,  for  the  use 
of  the  Mexican  Government;  and  both  the  ship  and  the  cargo 
were  in  like  manner  ordered  to  be  paid  for.  Only  a  part  of  the 
money,  however,  was  paid,  and  for  many  years  the  owners 
fruitlessly  prosecuted  a  claim  for  the  remainder.  Their  claim 
having  been  submitted  to  arbitration,  the  American  and  Mexi- 
can commissioners  agreed  to  award  a  certain  sum  as  damages 
resulting  from  the  taking  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  and  also  to 
award  the  sum  of  $7,750  for  the  expenses  incurred  by  the 
claimants  in  Mexico  in  their  efforts  to  obtain  payment  of  what 
was  due  them.  On  the  former  sum  the  commissioners  allowed 
interest  at  5  per  cent  from  the  time  the  principal  first  became 
due,  but  they  differed  as  to  the  allowance  of  interest  on  the 
award  for  expenses.  The  umpire,  April  9, 1841,  "discharged" 
the  Government  of  Mexico  "  from  the  demand  of  interest  on 
the  said  sum  of  $7,760." 

CommiBsion  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
of  April  11, 1839. 

In  1828  Pardon  C.  Green,  a  citizen  of  the . 
Green'i  CaM.  United  States,  advanced  a  sum  of  money  to 
the  captain  of  the  Mexican  war  brig  ffermon, 
which  had  put  into  Key  West,  Florida,  for  repairs  and  sup- 
plies. The  commissioners  unanimously  allowed  interest  at  6 
per  cent  on  the  sum  advanced,  that  being  the  legal  rate  in 
Florida  at  the  time  of  the  advances. 

Hetty  Greeny  adminietratrix  of  Pardon  C,  Green,  v.  Mexico :  Commission 
nnder  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 
1839. 

A  claim  was  made  for  the  amount  of  customs 

siaenni'i  Case,     duties  overcharged  by  the  Mexican  authorities 

at  Mazatlan  on  the  cargo  of  an  American  brig. 

The  American  commissioners  awarded  the  sum  demanded, 

with  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  January  3,  1835,  when  the 
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excess  was  paid.  The  Mexican  commissioners  concurred  in 
the  award  of  principal,  but  refused  to  allow  interest.  The 
umpire  adopted  the  award  of  the  American  commissioners. 

Jane  Slacum,  ezecutrix  of  William  A.  Slacum,  ▼.  Mexico:  Commission  under 
the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 

William  Richardson,  owner  of  the  brig 
rjZ©  *'  Maryy  presented  a  claim  to  the  mixed  com- 
mission under  the  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  of  April  11, 1839,  for  damages  for 
the  sale  of  the  brig,  under  the  decree  of  a  Mexican  court,  to  pay 
certain  tines  levied  upon  her  for  violation  of  the  Mexican 
custom  laws.  The  claim  for  damages  was  disallowed  by  the 
umpire;  but  it  was  suggested  by  the  American  commissioners 
that  liichardsou  had  a  valid  claim  against  Mexico  for  the  excess 
of  what  the  brig  brought  over  and  above  the  amount  of  the 
fines,  and  that  this  claim  was  not  passed  upon  by  the  mixed 
commission.  It  was  afterward  laid  before  the  commissioners, 
Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  and  Paine,  under  the  act  of  1849,  who 
said: 

^'In  the  progress  of  the  cause  before  the  mixed  commission 
the  Mexican  commissioners,  though  denying  totally  the  justice 
of  the  claim  then  under  consideration,  admitted  that  the  claim- 
ant was  entitled  to  the  amount  for  which  the  brig  was  sold, 
less  the  fines,  to  pay  which  the  court  rendered  the  decree  of 
sale,  and  that  this  sum,  without  interest,  was  all  that  the  claim- 
ant could  properly  demand.  It  is  for  this  sum  that  the  claimant 
now  presents  his  claim  and  demands  interest  thereon  from 
August  1837,  the  date  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel.  Ought  interest 
to  be  allowed!  It  is  a  principle  of  law  well  established  that 
upon  a  deposit  of  money,  either  by  the  owner,  or  for  his  use  by 
another,  and  more  especially  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  or  decree 
of  a  court,  interest  caii  not  be  demanded  unless  by  contract, 
or  unless  it  be  proven  that  the  party  with  whom  the  deposit 
was  made  had  used  it.  It  is  not  pretended  in  this  case  that 
there  was  any  contract  for  interest  or  for  the  use  of  the  money 
out  of  which  a  claim  for  interest  could  arise.  A  demand  on  the 
part  of  the  claimant  for  the  money  admitted  to  belong  to  him, 
and  a  refusal  to  i)ay,  would  have  entitled  hiui  to  interest  irom 
the  date  of  such  demand,  but  it  is  not  alleged  or  proven  that 
any  such  demand  was  ever  made.  On  the  contrary,  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  claimant  and  his  agent  abandoned  such 
demand  and  insisted  on  heavy  damages  for  a  tort  There  is 
not  even  an  allegation  made  by  the  claimant,  nor  is  there  an 
attempt  to  prove,  that  the  money  to  which  he  is  entitled  has 
not  been  at  all  times  ready  in  the  Mexican  court  to  be  paid  over 
to  him  when  applied  for.    From  all  the  evidence  in  the  case 
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tbe  board  is  constrained  to  consider  that  the  claimant  now  for 
the  first  time  has  demanded  payment,  and  consequently  that 
he  is  entitled  to  receive  the  principal  money  as  claimed,  without 
interest" 

Certain  property  belonging  to  citizens  of 
SpaniBh^COTixiiiMlon,  ^^^  United  States  was  seized  and  sold  by  the 

authorities  in  Cuba  as  the  property  of  a 
Spanish  subject  who  was  charged  with  being  a  rebel.  Sub- 
sequently the  Captain-General  of  the  island  ordered  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  to  be  paid  to  the  American  owners,  less  a 
certain  amount  that  had  been  paid  out  on  a  claim  against 
the  property.  The  owners,  who  claimed  what  they  alleged 
to  be  the  value  of  the  property,  refused  to  accept  the  sum  so 
decreed  and  appealed  to  the  commission  under  the  agreement 
between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of  February  12,1871. 
The  arbitrators  differing  in  opinion,  the  umpire  awarded  the 
claimants  the  sum  ordered  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the  Cap- 
tain-General, and  refused  to  allow  interest  on  the  following 
grounds: 

"  As  early  as  March  1872,  by  decree  of  the  Captain-General 
of  Cuba,  the  sum  of  $13,600  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the 
claimants.  This  amount  the  claimants  did  not  accept,  and, 
through  the  United  States  Government,  presented  their  claim 
to  this  commission  for  a  larger  sum. 

*'  It  will  also  be  noted,  as  ^oing  to  the  equities  of  any  claim 
for  interest,  that,  as  asserted  on  behalf  of  Spain,  the  closing 
of  the  case  could  have  been  compelled  before  September  1872, 
according  to  the  rules  of  the  commission.  No  cause  is  shown 
to  explain  or  justify,  as  required  by  the  rules,  the  long  delay 
which  has  been  suttered  to  accrue.  It  is  my  opinion  that  an 
unexplained  delay  of  eight  years  is  far  in  excess  of  the  reason- 
able period  contemplated  by  the  convention,  and  by  the  rules 
for  the  closing  of  claims  before  this  commission.  Such  a  delay 
could  not  be  forced  upon  the  claimants  against  the  will  of  the 
United  States  Government.  This  circumstance,  coupled  with 
the  decree  ordering  in  March  1872  the  payment  of  the  sum 
since  finally  awarded  to  the  claimants,  makes  it  improper  that 
interest  should  be  charged  against  Spain." 

Baron  Blanc,  umpire,  April  16,  1880,  Young,  Smith  ^  Co,  v.  Spain,  No. 
96,  Spanish  Claims  Commission,  agreement  of  February  11-12,  1871. 

The  commission  ordinarily  allowed  interest 
Bzitish  CommiHioiL     .    .■*_  ^  n  n  .■, 

1871  ^  P^^  ^^      ^^  annum  from  the 

date  of  the  injury  to  the  anticipated  date  of 
the  final  award. 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Article 
XII.,  Hale's  Report,  21. 
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MI80ELLASEOUS  CASES. 

Eagene  L.  Didier,  administrator,  et  al.,  as 

c»ie  «f  D'Arey  *  igg^i  representatives  of  the  firm  of  D'Arcy  & 

Kdier.   Date  of  jy^^^^^  ^^^  Thomas  Sheppard,  citizens  of  the 

UOllI]ll6IIIO0IllODt  Oi 

a  State.  United  States,  presented  a  claim  against  Chile 

growing  out  of  two  contracts  made  in  1816  be- 
tween General  Jos^  M.  Carrera,  the  daly  authorized  repre- 
sentative of  the  republican  government  of  Chile,  and  D'Arcy 
&  Didier  and  Thomas  Sheppard.  The  nature  of  the  contracts 
it  is  needless  to  examine,  as  no  question  was  raised  on  that 
subject. 

The  agent  of  Chile  demurred  to  the  memorial  on  the  ground 
that  Chile  was  at  the  time  when  the  contracts  were  made  a 
Spanish  colony,  and  that  consequently  the  commission  had  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  claim.  He  stated  that  the  independence  of 
Chile  was  recognized  by  the  United  States  in  January  1822, 
and  by  Great  Britain  two  years  afterward. 

The  agent  of  the  United  States,  apart  from  technical  argu- 
ments as  to  what  was  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  urged  that 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  independence  of  Chile  by  the 
United  States  in  1822  related  back  to  the  beginning  of  the 
Carrera  government  in  1811. 

A  majority  of  the  commission,  Messrs.  Claparede  and  Gana, 
rendered  the  following  decision  : 

"  Considering : 

"  1st.  That  it  being  judicially  acknowledged  that  the  recog- 
nition of  Chile  by  the  United  States  of  America  took  place  in 
1822;  that  until  that  date  Chile  was  de  jure  under  Spanish 
domination  so  far  as  concerned  the  United  States;  that  it  is 
only  from  such  period  that  legal  international  relations  began 
between  the  two  countries  signing  the  convention  concluded 
in  Santiago,  August  7, 1892; 

"2d.  That  upon  signing  said  convention  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  Kepublic  of  Chile,  animated  by  the  desire 
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to  settle  and  adjust  amicably  the  claims  made  by  the  citizens 
of  either  coantry  against  the  government  of  the  other,  had 
not  in  view  any  claims  arising  out  of  the  period  prior  to  the 
recognition  of  the  Government  of  Chile  by  that  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  before  the  establishment  of  legal  inter- 
national relations  oetween  the  two  nations; 

"  3d.  That  if  their  intention  had  been  to  extend  the  juris- 
diction of  the  convention  of  Santiago  to  a  period  prior  to  the 
recognition  of  the  Republic  of  Chile  by  the  United  States,  such 
intention  would  have  been  expressly  indicated  in  said  conven- 
tion, which  has  not  been  the  case; 

^'4th.  That  the  contracts  upon  which  the  memorialists  base 
their  claim,  according  to  their  own  allegations,  were  signed  on 
October  31  and  November  18, 1816,  by  the  house  of  D'Arcy  & 
Didier  on  the  one  part,  and  General  Carrera  on  the  other 
part — that  is  to  say,  several  years  before  the  recognition  of  the 
Bepublic  of  Chile  by  the  United  States  of  America; 

"Declares: 

"  That  the  demurrer  submitted  to  its  decision  by  the  honor- 
able agent  of  the  Bepublic  of  Chile  is  sustained,  and  the  claim 
is  not  within  its  jurisdiction.'' 

Mr.  Goode  dissented.  Apart  from  the  contention  that  the 
demurrer  admitted  the  allegation  of  fact  in  the  memorial  that 
there  was  a  republican  government  of  Chile  in  1816,  he  said 
that  he  understood  it  to  be  a  sound  principle  of  international 
law  that  when  a  government  was  once  recognized  as  independ- 
ent;  such  recognition  related  back  to  the  beginning  of  its  ex- 
istence, and  that  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  government 
of  the  Republic  oi  Chile  was  the  legitimate  and  responsible 
successor  of  the  republican  government  of  Chile  of  1816  and 
earlier.^ 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  filed,  and  on  this  motion  briefs 
were  submitted  and  oral  arguments  made,  in  which  the  ques- 

1  Mr.  Goode,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said :  **  We  learn  that  although 
no  formal  declaration  of  independence  was  made  at  the  commencement  of 
the  revolutionary  movement,  on  the  18th  of  September  1810,  a  jnnta  was 
formed  on  November  15, 1811,  which  exercised  all  the  functions  of  govern- 
ment; that  it  promulgated  a  constitution  in  the  latter  part  of  1812,  estab- 
lished a  school  system,  organized  an  ai*my,  and  enacted  laws  through  its 
regular  legislative  assembly.  It  appears  that  after  the  disastrous  battle 
of  Rancagua,  on  October  1,  1814,  the  patriots  were  not  able  to  renew  hos- 
tilities until  they  had  organized  "  the  army  of  the  Andes,''  which  was 
formed  in  part  of  the  soldiers  who  had  fought  at  Rancagua;  that  with 
the  army  thus  organized  they  fought  the  battle  of  Chacabuco  on  the  12th 
of  February,  1817,  and  achieved  a  decisive  victory ;  that  the  independence 
of  Chile  ^as  proclaimed  one  year  later,  on  the  12th  of  February  1818,  and 
recognized  by  the  United  States  in  January  1822." 
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tion  of  the  beginning  of  the  Republic  of  Chile  was  fully  dis- 
cussed. Counsel  for  the  United  States,  contending  for  the 
liability  of  Chile,  cited  Williams  y.  Bruffy^  96  U.  S.  176;  United 
States  V.  Trumbull^  48  Fed.  Rep.  94;  United  States  v.  Prioleauy 
35  L.  J.  0.  H.  N.  S.  7;  Kent's  Comm.  I.  25;  Phillimore,  Int. 
Law,  I.  171;  Vattel,  book  2,  ch.  12,  sec.  191;  Grotius,  book  2, 
chap.  9,  sec.  8.  He  argued  that  September  18, 1810,  had  always 
been  celebrated  in  Chile  as  independence  day;  that  Leon  Levy, 
Int.  Law,  72,  says:  "Chile  declared  her  independence  of  Spain 
September  18, 1810;  the  declaration  of  independence  of  Janu- 
ary 1, 1818,  refers  to  the  revolution  of  1810;"  that  O'Higgins's 
manifesto  of  May  15,  1818,  declared:  "Chileans,  the  eighth 
year  of  our  revolution  will  be  forever  memorable;"  that  Theo- 
dorick  Bland,  in  his  report  of  November  2, 1818,  states,  among 
Chile's  exi)en8e8:  "Six  debts  contracted  by  the  state  in  1814, 
$12,700,"  etc. 

The  agent  of  Chile  contended  that  the  debts  contracted  prior 
to  the  organization  of  the  government  and  prior  to  its  recogni- 
tion by  other  countries  were  not  debts  and  liabilities  for  which 
the  new  government  became  responsible,  unless  special  i)ro- 
vision  was  made  therefor,  citing  the  history  of  the  United  States 
in  making  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  Con- 
federation; and  reasserted  that  the  Republic  of  Chile  for  all 
international  purposes  dated  from  its  recognition  as  a  sover- 
eignty by  other  nations,  and,  therefore,  that  the  liability  of 
Chile  under  the  treaty  was  limited  to  acts  committed  by  its 
civil  or  military  authorities  since  its  recognition  by  the  United 
States. 

On  the  motion  for  a  rehearing,  Messrs.  ClaparMe  and  Gana 
rendered  the  following  final  decision : 

"  1.  That  this  commission  is  clothed  by  the  convention  of 
August  7,  1892,  with  judicial  faculties  to  decide  finally  the 
claims  to  which  that  convention  refers. 

"2.  That  as  a  judicial  body  the  exclusive  faculty,  inherent 
in  its  nature,  of  determining  its  competency  and  jurisdiction 
in  the  eases  that  might  be  submitted  to  it  rests  entirely  in  its 
discretion. 

"  3.  That  it  is  not  a  necessary  condition  precedent  to  the 
decision  of  the  tribunal  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction  that 
the  grounds  on  which  the  decision  is  based  should  have  been 
argued  by  the  parties. 

"4.  That  the  convention  of  August  7,  1892,  having  been 
concluded  between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Chile 
to  settle  the  claims  that  under  certain  conditions  the  citizens 
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of  one  cjountry  might  present  against  the  government  of  the 
other,  without  determining  the  period  within  which  the  acts 
giving  birth  to  such  claims  occurred,  it  is  not  possible  to  ex- 
tend the  period  beyond  the  date  at  which,  through  a  formal 
declaration  of  the  United  States  made  in  1822,  Chile  ceased 
to  be,  as  far  as  the  United  States  were  concerned,  a  colony  of 
Spain,  in  order  to  become  from  that  date  an  independent 
state. 

'^  5.  That  were  this  commission  to  extend  its  jurisdiction  to 
a  period  prior  to  the  existence  of  Chile  as  an  independent 
state  it  would  per  force  admit  an  entirely  different  judicial 
])08ition,  since  iu  that  period  Chile  was  not  an  international 
entity,  but  was  de  jure  a  colony  of  another  independent  state. 

*'6.  That  accepting  this  uncertain  situation,  which  is  gov- 
erned by  elements  and  rules  of  another  order,  the  tribunal 
would  not  find  a  fixed  point  for  the  determination  of  its  juris- 
diction. 

«^  7.  That  the  opinions  of  the  authors  cited  by  the  claimants 
have  no  ap])li(!ation  to  this  case,  as  they  tend  to  establish  the 
liabilities  of  a  government  respecting  the  acts  of  its  predeces- 
sors as  independent  states,  while  what  this  commission  has 
established  is  that  the  convention  of  August  7, 1892,  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Chile,  must  not  be  in- 
terpreted in  a  sense  that  would  extend  it  beyond  the  date  of 
the  recognition  of  Chile  as  an  independent  ^tate  capable  of 
contracting  rights  and  obligations  in  conformity  with  interna- 
tional law. 

"  8.  That  it  is  not  a  principle  accepted  by  the  best  recog- 
nized opinions  of  authors  on  international  law,  as  is  alleged, 
that  the  recognition  of  a  new  state  relates  back  to  a  period 
prior  to  such  recognition. 

<^  For  these  reasons,  and  without  considei^ng  for  the  present 
whether  the  terms  of  the  convention  of  August  7, 1892,  and 
the  rules  of  this  commission  admit  of  a  motion  for  a  rehearing, 
such  as  the  one  under  consideration,  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mission decides  to  deny  this  motion  and  declares  that  the 
decision  to  which  it  refers  shall  stand." 

ISIr.  Goode  dissented,  saying  that  he  adhered  to  the  views 
previously  expressed  by  him. 

United  States  and  Chilean  Claims  Commission,  convention  of  Angust  7, 
1892,  Shields's  Report,  41 :    Eugene  L.  Didier,  adm.  et  aL,  v.  ChiUf  No.  5. 

By  section  6  of  the  act  of  June  6,  1882, 
Case  °'^®J*  ^*"  reestablishing  the  Court  of  Commissioners  of 
Territorial  Waters.  ^^<*^«^wia  Claims,  it  was  provided  that  the  tri- 
bunal should  receive  and  examine  certain 
classes  of  claims,  among  which  were  "claims  directly  result- 
ing from  damage  done  on  the  high  seas  by  Confederate  cruis- 
ers during  the  late  rebellion,  including  vessels  and  cargoes 
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attacked  on  the  high  seas,  although  the  loss  or  damage 
occurred  within  four  miles  of  the  shore.^' 

lu  the  case  of  Stetson  v.  The  United  States^  No.  3993,  class  1, 
a  claim  was  made  under  this  clause  for  the  destructiou  of  the 
ship  Alleganean  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  The  question  was 
thus  raised  as  to  whether  the  Chesapeake  Bay  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  part  of  the  ^^high  seas"  in  the  sense  of  the  act, 
or  whether  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  territorial 
waters  of  the  United  States.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
delivered  by  Draper,  J.,  is  given  below: 

^^The facts  upon  which  a  judgmeuttotheamountof  $69,334.80 
is  prayed  for  in  this  case  are  substantially  as  follows: 

*'The  ship  Alleganean  duly  registered  at  the  port  of  New 
York,  and  being  recently  repaired  and  well  equipped  and  en- 
titled to  the  protection  of  the  United  States,  cleared  with  a 
cargo  from  the  port  of  Baltimore  on  the  22d  of  October  1862 
upon  a  voyage  to  London.  Six  days  later,  at  about  10.30 
o'clock  in  the  evening,  being  at  anchor,  in  rough  water  in 
Chesapeake  Bay,  south  of  the  mouth  of  the  Rappahannock 
liiver  and  opposite  Guinn's  Island,  she  was  boarded  by  some 
eighteen  officers  and  men  of  the  Confederate  navy,  commanded 
by  Lieutenants  John  Taylor  Wood  and  S.  Smith  Lee.  These 
leaders  were  commissioned  officers  in  the  Confederate  navy, 
and  in  the  attack  upon  the  Alleganean  they  were  acting  under 
the  special  orders  of  the  secretary  of  the  navy  of  the  Confeder- 
ate States,  and  the  men  accompanying  them  had  been  specially 
detailed  from  the  James  River  squadron  for  the  purpose  of 
preying  upon  United  States  merchant  vessels  in  Chesapeake 
Bay.  They  came  overland  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay  from  tbe 
Patrick  Henry j  an  armed  and  commissioned  Confederate  vessel, 
and  securing  two  or  three  small  vessels — the  largest  being  of 
fifteen  or  twenty  tons  burden — had  been  cruising  about  two 
or  three  nights  before  the  attack.  The  precise  relationship 
which  these  vessels  bore  to  the  Confederate  navy  is  left  by  the 
evidence  in  some  doubt. 

<' Lieutenant  Wood  says  of  the  vessel  in  which  he  operated: 
*  She  was  a  boat  fitted  out  for  this  purpose,  and  attached  to 
the  squadron  as  a  tender.  She  was  about  fifteen  or  twenty 
tons,  armed  as  customary  with  this  class  of  boats.  *  *  * 
The  tender  which  I  commanded  was  one  belonging  to  a  regular 
commissioned  ship  of  the  Confederate  States  navy.' 

"Lieutenant  Lee  says:  *We  had  two  small  boats  that  we 
obtained  on  the  bay  shore,  with  sails,  and  a  sailing  skifi'  we 
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captured  from  two  Union  men.    N'o  boats  were  brought  from 
Richmond  or  from  any  Confederate  cruiser.' 

"  There  is  no  proof,  and  it  was  not  contended  upon  the  ar- 
gument, that  they  were  either  'in  commission'  of  or  that  they 
bore  letters  of  marque  from  the  Confederate  government,  bat 
there  seems  to  be  ample  evidence  that  the  crews  were  a  part 
of  the  naval  forces  of  that  government  attached  to  duly  com- 
missioned, armed  war  vessels,  and  now  only  temporarily  de- 
tached therefrom,  and  coming  directly  from  such  a  vessel  for 
this  special  service  under  orders  of  their  secretary  of  the 
navy.  These  small  boats  seem  to  have  carried  no  armament. 
Lieutenant  Wood  says  'the  vessels  were  armed  as  customary 
with  this  class  of  boats,'  and  that  'the  men  were  armed  and 
equipped  as  man-of  war's  men.'  Lieutenant  Lee  says  'the  ves- 
sel carried  no  guns,  but  the  men  were  armed  with  cutlasses 
and  pistols.' 

"This  force  boarded  the  Alleganean^  as  stated,  speedily  re- 
duced the  crew  of  that  vessel  to  subjection  and  the  state  of 
prisoners  of  war,  and  then  burned  the  ship,  totally  destroying 
her,  except  that  some  few  remnants  were  afterward  picked  up 
and  disposed  of,  the  proceeds  of  which  the  owners  account  for 
in  making  up  tbeir  claim. 

"The  value  of  the  Alleganean  at  the  time  of  loss  is  placed  by 
the  marine  experts  (m  behalf  of  the  government  at  $52,591.03, 
and  by  the  witnesses  for  the  claimants  at  amounts  varying 
from  $60,000  to  $75,000. 

"  The  evidence  seems  to  establish  beyond  question  the  fact 
that  the  vessel  was  more  than  four  miles  irom  any  shore  at  the 
time  of  capture  and  destruction. 

"The  claimant's  counsel,  with  his  case  as  exhaustively  pre- 
pared and  as  fully  and  ably  argued  as  any  which  has  been 
before  this  court,  contends  that  these  facts  establish  a  right 
to  a  judgment,  as  of  the  first  class,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  5  of  the  a<5t  of  June  5, 1882,  being  a  claim  'directly  re- 
sulting from  damage  done  on  the  high  seas  by  Confederate 
cruisers  during  the  iate  rebellion,  including  vessels  and  cargoes 
attacked  on  the  high  seas,  although  the  loss  or  damage  occur- 
red within  four  miles  of  the  shore.' 

"The  learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  insists 
that  the  claimants  ought  not  to  recover — 

"  First.  Because  all  the  waters  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  even 
such  as  are  more  than  a  marine  league  from  shore,  are  terri- 
torial waters  of  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  exclusive 
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coDtrol  and  jurisdiction  thereof,  and  that  in  consequence  the 
Allegaiiean  was  not  attacked  nor  the  damage  done  on  the  <  high 
seas'  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  as  used  in  the  act  under 
which  judgment  is  claimed. 

"Second.  Because  the  persons  who  destroyed  the  ship  and 
the  vessels  employed  by  them  did  not  constitute  a  ^Confederate 
cruiser'  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  the  statute. 

"The  t^rm  'high  seas,' as  used  by  legislative  bodies,  the 
courts,  and  text  writers,  has  been  construed  to  express  a  widely 
diflerent  meaning.  As  used  to  define  the  jurisdiction  of  ad- 
miralty courts,  it  is  held  to  mean  the  waters  of  the  ocean 
exterior  to  low-water  mark.  As  used  in  international  law,  to 
fix  the  limits  of  the  open  ocean.  ui)on  which  all  peoples  possess 
common  rights,  the '  great  highway  of  nations,'  it  has  been  held 
to  mean  only  so  much  of  the  ocean  as  is  exterior  to  a  line  run- 
ning parallel  with  the  shore  and  some  distance  therefrom, 
commonly  such  distance  as  can  be  defended  by  artillery  upon 
the  shore,  and  therefore  a  cannon  shot  or  a  marine  leagae 
(three  nautical  or  four  statute  miles).  This  court,  after  very 
able  argument  by  learned  counsel  and  after  much  deliberation, 
has  held  that  the  term  was  used  in  the  act  of  June  5, 1882,  in 
the  same  sense  in  which  it  is  employed  by  the  international 
law  writers.    (Rich  v.  United  States.) 

"  From  this  it.necessarily  follows  that  such  portions  of  the 
waters  of  Chesapeake  Bay  as  are  within  four  miles  of  either 
shore  form  no  part  of  the  high  seas.  But  much  of  the  bay  is 
more  than  four  miles  from  shore,  and  is  accessible  from  the 
ocean  without  coming  within  that  distance  of  the  land.  The 
distance  between  Cape  Henry  and  Cape  Charles,  at  the  en- 
trance of  the  bay,  is  said  to  be  twelve  miles,  and  it  is  stated 
that  lines  starting  from  points  between  the  capes,  four  miles 
from  each,  and  running  up  the  bay,  that  distance  from  either 
shore,  would  not  intercept  each  other  within  125  miles  from 
the  starting  points.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  Alleganean 
was  anchored  between  such  lines  at  the  time  of  destruction. 
Was  she  upon  the  high  seas  as  the  court  defines  the  statutory 
term! 

"By  common  agreement  all  the  authorities  assert  that  there 
are  arms  or  inlets  of  the  ocean  which  are  within  territorial 
jurisdiction,  and  are  not  high  seas.  Sir  E.  Phillimore  (1  Int. 
Law,  §  200)  says: 

"'Besides  the  rights  of  property  and  jurisdiction  within  the 
limit  of  cannon  shot  from  the  shore,  there  are  certain  portions 
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of  the  sea  which,  though  they  exceed  this  verge,  may  under 
special  circumstances  be  prescribed  for.  Maritime  territorial 
rights  extend,  as  a  general  rule,  over  arms  of  the  sea,  bays, 
gulfs,  estuaries  which  are  inclosed,  but  not  entirely  sar- 
rpnfided,  by  lands  belonging  to  one  and  the  same  state. 
•  •  •  Thus  Great  Britain  has  immemorially  claimed  and 
exercised  exclusive  property  and  jurisdiction  over  the  bays  or 
portions  of  the  sea  cut  off  by  lines  drawn  from  one  promontory 
to  another,  and  called  the  King's  Chambers.' 

*«Grotitts  (bk.  11,  ch.  3,  §§  7,  8)  and  Vattel  (vol.  1,  bk.  1,  ch. 
23,  §  291 )  assert  substantially  the  same  doctrine,  and  the  later 
writers  follow  them.  Wheat.  Int.  Law  (Dana's  8th  ed.  p.  255) 
Baye: 

"<The  maritime  territory  of  every  state  extends  to  the 
ports,  harbors,  bays,  mouths  of  rivers,  and  adjacent  parts  of 
the  sea,  inclosed  by  headlands,  belonging  to  the  same  state. 
The  usage  of  nations  sux)eradds  to  this  extent  of  territorial 
jurisdiction  a  distance  of  a  marine  league,  or  as  far  as  a  cannon 
shot  will  reach  Irom  the  shore,  along  the  coasts  of  the  state. 
Within  these  limits  its  rights  of  property  and  territorial  juris- 
diction are  absolute,  and  exclude  those  of  every  other  nation.' 

^<  Chancellor  Kent  avows  the  general  doctrine  and  makes 
very  much  broader  claims  in  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  over  adjacent  waters,  and  says  (Com.  vol.  1, 
pp.  29,  30): 

<<  ^Considering  the  great  line  of  the  American  coasts,  we  have 
a  right  to  claim  for  liscal  and  defensive  regulations  a  liberal 
extension  of  maritime  jurisdiction;  and  it  would  not  be  unrea- 
sonable, as  I  apprehend,  to  assume  for  domestic  purposes  con- 
nected with  our  safety  and  welfare  the  control  of  waters  on  our 
coasts,  though  included  within  hinds  stretching  from  quite 
distant  headlands,  as,  for  instance,  from  Cape  Ann  to  Cape 
Cod,  and  from  Nantucket  to  Montauk  Point,  and  from  that 
point  to  the  capes  of  the  Delaware,  and  from  the  South  Cape 
of  Florida  to  the  Mississippi.' 

"Dr.  Wolsey  (Int.  Law,  §  60)  upholds  the  general  doctrine, 
but  thinks  the  claims  of  Chancellor  Kent  are  too  broad,  and 
rather  ^out  of  character  for  a  nation  that  has  ever  asserted  the 
freedom  of  doubtful  waters,  as  well  as  contrary  to  the  spirit  of 
more  recent  times,' 

"Dr.  Wharton  (Int.  Law,  §  192)  finishes  the  subject  with  the 
conclusion :  ^That  it  would  seem  more  proper  to  adopt  the  test 
of  cannon  shot,  •  •  *  which  would,  in  case  of  waters 
whose  headlands  belong  to  the  same  sovereign,  exclude  all 
bays  more  than  eighteen  miles  in  diameter,  assuming  the 
range  of  cannon  shot  to  be  nine  miles.    But  this  should  be 
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made  to  yield  to  usage.  If  a  particular  nation  has  exercised 
dominion  over  a  bay,  and  this  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  other 
nations,  then  the  bay  is  to  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  such 
nation.' 

"We  are  quite  certain  that  none  of  the  American  courts 
have  passed  upon  this  subject,  although  decisions  holding 
that  specified  waters  are  within  or  without  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  admiralty  courts  are  numerous.  The  question  has,  how- 
ever, been  before  the  English  courts  upon  two  occasions  at 
least. 

^^Reg,  V.  Cunningham^  Bell  Crown  Cas.  72,  was  the  case  of  a 
crime  committed  upon  an  American  vessel  lying  in  the  Bristol 
Channel,  about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  off  the  shores  of  the 
county  of  Glamorgan,  in  Wales,  but  below  or  exterior  to  low- 
water  mark,  and  perhaps  ten  miles  from  the  shores  of  the 
county  of  Somerset,  in  England.  The  prisoners  were  indicted 
and  tried  in  Glamorgan.  The' question  was  whether  the  crime 
was  committed  within  the  county  of  Glamorgan  or  upon  the 
high  seas.  It  was  held  that  it  was  within  the  county.  The 
crime  was  committ^,  it  is  true,  within  the  marine  league  from 
shore,  but  the  court  did  not  rest  its  conclusion  upon  that 
ground.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockburn,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said : 

"  *  Looking  at  the  local  situation  of  this  sea,  it  must  be  taken 
to  belong  to  the  counties,  respectively,  by  the  shores  of  which 
it  is  bounded.  *  *  •  The  whole  of  this  inland  sea,  between 
the  counties  of  Somerset  and  Glamorgan,  is  to  be  considered 
as  within  the  counties  by  the  shores  of  which  its  several  parts 
are  respectively  bounded.' 

"  But  perhaps  the  most  thoroughly  considered  and  important 
case  is  that  of  Direct  TJ.  8.  Gable  Co.  v.  Anglo-American  Tel.  Co, 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  (2  App.  Cas.  349.)  It  came  up  on  an 
appeal  from  the  supreme  court  of  Newfoundland  against  an 
order  confirming  an  injunction  preventing  the  Direct  Cable 
Company  from  landing  their  wire  upon  the  soil  of  Newfound- 
land, on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  an  inMngement  of  the 
rights  of  the  Anglo-American  Company.  The  cable,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  was  buoyed  in  Conception  Bay,  more  than  a  marine 
league  from  shore,  and  it  nowhere  came  within  that  distance 
from  the  shore,  purposely  to  avoid  coming  within  territorial 
jurisdiction.  But  it  was  asserted  that  the  whole  of  Conception 
Bay  was  within  the  territory  and  jurisdiction  of  Newfound- 
land.   The  supreme  court  of  the  province  so  held,  and  the 
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determination  was  upheld  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  a  some- 
what elaborate  opinion. 

*'Thi8  opinion  states  that  Conception  Bay  is  a  body  of  water 
liaving  an  average  width  of  fifteen  miles,  a  distance  of  forty 
miles  from  the  head  to  one  of  the  capes  at  the  entrance  and 
fifty  miles  to  the  other,  and  a  distance  of  twenty  miles  between 
the  headlands.     Coming  to  the  question,  the  Lords  say  (p.  419)  : 

^^'We  find  a  universal  agreement  that  harbors,  estuaries 
and  bays,  landlocked,  belong  to  the  territory  of  the  nation 
which  possesses  the  shores  round  them,  but  no  agreement  as  to 
what  is  the  rule  to  determine  what  is  a  **  bay"  for  this  purpose. 
It  seems  generally  agreed  that  where  the  configuration  and 
dimensions  of  the  bay  are  such  as  to  show  that  the  nation 
occupying  the  adjoining  coasts  also  occupies  the  bay,  it  is  a 
part  of  tlie  territory ;  and  with  this  idea  most  of  the  writers  on 
the  subject  refer  to  defensibility  from  the  shore  as  the  test 
of  occupation;  some  suggesting,  therefore,  a  width  of  cannon 
shot  from  shore  to  shore;  some  a  cannon  shot  from  each  shore; 
some  an  arbitrary  distance  of  ten  miles.  All  of  these  are  rules 
which,  if  adopted,  would  exclude  Conception  Bay  from  the 
territory  of  Newfoundland,  but  also  would  have  excluded  from 
the  territory  of  Great  Britain  that  part  of  the  Bristol  Channel 
which  in  Keg.  v.  Cunningham  was  held  to  be  in  the  county  of 
Glamoi'gan. 

"  'It  does  not  appear  to  their  lordships  that  jurists  and  text 
writers  are  agreed  what  are  the  rules  as  to  dimensions  and 
configuration,  which,  apart  from  other  considerations,  would 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  a  bay  is  or  is  not  a  part  of  the  ter- 
ritory of  the  state  possessing  the  adjoining  coasts,  and  it  has 
never,  that  they  can  find,  been  made  the  ground  of  any  judicial 
determination.  If  it  were  necessary  in  this  case  to  lay  down 
a  rule,  the  difficulty  of  the  task  would  not  deter  their  lordships 
from  attempting  to  fulfill  it.  But  in  their  opinion  it  is  not 
necessary.  It  seems  to  them  that  in  point  of  fact  the  British 
Government  has  for  a  long  time  exercised  dominion  over  this 
bay,  and  that  their  claim  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  other 
nations.  *  ♦  *  This  would  be  very  strong  in  the  tribunals 
of  any  country  to  show  that  by  prescription  this  bay  is  a  part 
of  the  exclusive  territory  of  Great  Britain.  In  a  British  tri- 
bunal it  is  decisive.' 

"  We  must  now  examine  the  local  circumstance  touching  the 
status  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  and  then  determine  whether  those 
waters  should  be  held  to  be  the  open  ocean  or  jurisdictional 
waters  of  the  United  States  in  the  light  of  these  authorities- 

^^The  headlands  are  about  twelve  miles  apart,  and  the  bay 
is  i)robably  nowhere  more  than  twenty  miles  in  width.  The 
length  may  be  200  miles.     To  call  it  a  bay  is  almost  a  mis 
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nomer.  It  is  more  a  inigbty  river  than  an  arm  or  inlet  of  the 
osean.  It  is  entirely  encompassed  about  by  our  own  territory, 
and  all  of  its  numerous  branches  and  feeders  have  their  rise 
and  their  progress  wholly  in  and  through  our  own  soil.  It  can 
not  become  an  international  commercial  highway;  it  is  not  and 
can  not  be  made  a  roadway  from  one  nation  to  another. 

''The  second  charter  of  King  James  I.  to  the  Virginia  Com- 
pany in  the  year  1009  granted :  *A11  those  lands,  countries,  and 
territories  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  that  part  of  America 
called  Virginia,  from  the  point  of  land  called  Cape  or  Point 
Comfort,  all  along  the  seacoast  to  the  northward  200  miles, 
and  all  along  the  seacoast  to  the  southward  200  miles,  and  all 
that  space  and  circuit  of  land  lying  from  the  seacoast  of  the 
precinct  aforesaid  up  into  the  laud  throughout  from  sea  to 
sea,  west  and  northwest,  together  with  all  the  soils,  grounds, 
havens,  jwrts,    •    •    ♦    rivers,  waters,  fishings,  etc.' 

**  This  language  would  seem  to  place  Chesapeake  Bay  within 
the  boundary  lines  of  Virginia.  A  line  running  north  (as  near 
as  may  be)  from  Point  Comfort  along  the  seacoast  crosses  the 
mouth  of  the  bay  from  Cape  Henry  to  Cape  Charles. 

"By  the  King  James  charter  to  Lord  Baltimore  in  1632, 
erecting  the  territory  of  Maryland,  the  southern  boundary  line 
is  made  to  crosA  Chesapeake  Bay  from  Smiths  Point,  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Potomac  River,  to  Watkin's  Point,  on  the  east- 
ern shore,  which  apparently  places  a  portion  of  this  bay  within 
the  territory  of  Maryland.  Had  this  not  been  intended,  the 
boundary  would  presumably  have  followe<l  the  shore  line 
around  the  bay. 

"It  is  a  part  of  the  common  history  of  the  country  that  the 
States  of  Virginia  and  Maryland  have  from  their  earliest  terri- 
torial existence  claimed  jurisdiction  over  these  waters,  and  it 
is  of  general  knowledge  that  they  still  continue  so  to  do. 

"The  legislation  of  Congress  has  assumed  Chesapeake  Bay 
to  be  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States.  The 
acts  of  July  31, 1789,  ch.  Sj  August  4, 1790,  ch.  35;  and  March 
2, 1799,  ch.  128,  §  11,  establishing  revenue  districts,  provided 
that  '  the  authority  of  the  officers  of  the  district  (Norfolk  to 
Portsmouth)  shall  extend  over  all  the  waters,  shores,  bays, 
harbors,  and  inlets  comprehended  within  a  line  drawn  from 
Cape  Henry  to  the  mouth  of  James  River.'  By  section  549, 
Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  the  eastern  judicial  district  for  Virginia  em- 
braces the  ^residue  of  the  State'  not  included  in  the  western 
6627— VOL.  4 70 
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district.  The  boundaries  of  the  State  include  all  of  Ohesa- 
pe;)ke  Bay  south  of  a  line  running  from  Smiths  Point  to 
Watkins  Point,  and  hence  the  eastern  district  must  embrace 
so  much  of  the  bay. 

"The  position  taken  by  this  government  and  by  England 
and  France  in  the  matter  of  the  British  brig  Orange,  ca])tured 
in  Delaware  Bay  in  1793  by  the -French  steamer  VEmbuscade 
(1  Am.  State  Papers,  147, 149)  ha«,  it  seems  to  ns,  an  impor- 
tant bearing  upon  the  question  under  discussion.  The  brig 
was  seized  and  the  crew  made  prisoners,  the  two  foreign  gov- 
ernments being  at  war.  The  British  Government  must  have 
demanded  that  the  United  States  compel  France  to  release 
the  captured  vessel  on  the  ground  that  the  seizure  was  unlaw- 
ful as  having  been  made  in  our  territorial  and  neutral  waters. 
The  State  Papers  do  not  show  this  demand,  but  it  is  not  ma- 
terial. The  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  was  asked,  and 
was  given  somewhat  elaborately  by  Mr  Randolph.  (1  Op. 
Att'ys-Geii'l,  32.)  It  quotes  the  text  writers,  and  concludes 
that  the  whole  of  Delaware  Bay  is  within  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States,  regardless  of  the  marine  league 
or  cannon  shot  limit  from  the  shore.  The  learned  Attorney- 
General  says :  '  In  like  manner  is  excluded  every  consideration 
of  how  far  the  spot  of  seizure  was  capable  of  being  defended 
by  the  United  States;  for  although  it  will  not  be  conceded 
that  this  could  not  be  done,  yet  will  it  rather  appear  that  the 
mutual  rights  of  the  States  of  New  Jersey  and  Delaware  up 
to  the  middle  of  the  river  supersede  the  necessity  of  such  an 
investigation.  No.  The  corner  stone  of  our  claim  is  that  the 
United  Statues  are  proprietors  of  the  lands  on  both  sides  of 
the  Delaware  from  its  head  to  its  entrance  into  the  sea.' 

"Acting  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  Mr.  Jefferson,  demanded  that  France  should 
make  restitution  of  the  Orange,  and  set  the  prisoners  taken 
upon  her  at  liberty,  which  demand  was  promptly  and  cheer- 
fully complied  with  by  the  French  Government. 

"  If  it  be  said  that  the  mere  claims  of  a  nation  to  jurisdiction 
over  adjacent  waters  are  to  be  accepted  with  some  degree  of 
hesitation,  then  the  action  in  reference  to  the  Chrange  is  of 
much  weight,  for  there  the  claim  made  by  the  United  States 
was  promptly  acquiesced  in  by  two  great  foreign  x)ower8,  when 
passions  were  excited,  and  when  such  acquiescence  was  greatly 
against  the  immediate  interest  of  one  of  the  combatants,  as 
well  as  against  the  general  interest  of  both. 
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^<  It  will  hardly  be  said  that  Delaware  Bay  is  any  the  less 
an  inland  sea  than  Chesapeake  Bay.  Its  configuration  is  not 
such  as  to  make  it  so,  and  the  distance  ftom  Gape  May  to  Gape 
Henlopen  is  apparently  as  great  as  that  between  Cape  Henry 
and  Gape  Charles. 

<<  Befiection  upon  the  subject  has  caused  the  court  to  con- 
sider this  question  of  very  considerable  national  importance. 
Contingencies  might  arise  which  would  make  it  of  very  grave 
import.  The  *high  sea'  belongs  to  all  alke.  It  is  the  great 
highway  of  nations.  One  can  not  lawfully  do  anything  upon 
it  which  any  other  has  not  the  right  to  do.  One  can  not  exer- 
cise sovereignty  over  it.  Can  an  American  court  concede  so 
much  as  to  Chesapeake  Bay  t  Other  nations,  by  common  con- 
sent of  all,  have  well- recognized  peaceable  rights  even  in  our 
territorial  waters.  Ought  we  to  admit  that  they  have  any 
rights  hostile  to  the  United  States,  or  can  we  permit  belliger- 
ent operations  between  foreign  nations  within  the  shores  of 
this  bayt  What  injustice  can  be  done  to  any  other  nation 
by  the  United  States  exercising  sovereign  control  over  these 
waters  t  What  annoyance  and  what  injury  may  not  come  to 
the  United  States  through  a  failure  to  do  so? 

**  Considering,  therefore,  the  importance  of  the  question,  the 
configuration  of  Chesax)eake  Bay,  the  fact  that  its  headlands 
are  well  marked,  and  but  twelve  miles  apart,  that  it  and  its 
tributaries  are  wholly  within  our  own  territory,  that  the  bound- 
ary lines  of  adjacent  States  encompass  it ;  that  from  the  earliest 
history  of  the  country  it  has  been  claimed  to  be  territorial 
waters,  and  that  the  claim  has  never  been  questioned;  that  it 
can  not  become  the  pathway  from  one  nation  to  another;  and 
remembering  the  doctrines  of  the  recognized  authorities  upon 
international  law,  as  well  as  the  holdings  of  the  English  courts 
as  to  the  Bristol  Channel  and  Conception  Bay,  and  bearing  in 
mind  the  matter  of  the  brig  Orange  and  the  position  taken  by 
the  government  as  to  Delaware  Bay,  we  are  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion that  Chesapeake  Bay  must  be  held  to  be  wholly  within 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  and  no  part  of  the  'high  seas'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  as  used  in  section  5  of  the  act  of  June 
5, 1872." 

Stetson  V.  United  States,  No.  3993,  class  1,  Second  Coart  of  Commissioners 
of  AUtbama  Claims. 
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The  American  Bchooner  Washington^  while 
^^w7i^!l^^  engaged  in  fishing  in  the  Bay  of  Pnndy,  ten 
miles  distant  from  the  shore,  was  seized  by 
one  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  cruisers  and  taken  to  Yar- 
mouth, in  Nova  Scotia,  and  condemned,  on  the  ground  that  she 
was  engaged  in  fishiug  in  British  waters  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  convention  Relative  to  the  fisheries,  entered 
into  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  on  Oc 
tober  20,  1818.  A  claim  for  damages  was  made  before  the 
commission  under  the  claims  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853,  on  the  ground 
that  the  seizure  was  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
vention of  1818  and  of  the  law  of  nations. 

Hornby,  British  commissioner,  maintained  that  the  seizure 
was  justified,  both  on  the  ground  that  the  Bay  of  Fundy  was 
an  indentation  of  the  sea,  over  which  Great  Britain  might  by 
virtue  of  the  law  of  nations  claim  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and 
also  on  the  ground  that,  by  a  fair  construction  of  the  conven- 
tion of  1818,  the  Bay  of  Fundy  was  one  of  the  "  bays  "  in  which, 
by  that  convention,  the  United  States  had  renounced  the  right 
to  take  fish. 

Upham,  the  American  commissioner,  denied  both  these  oour 
tentions,  citing  Yattel,  I.  ch.  20,  ss.  282,  283;  Grotius,  II.  ch. 
2,  sec.  3;  1  Kent's  Oomm.  462;  Sabine's  Report  on  the  Fish- 
eries, 282,  294. 

The  umpire  rendered  the  following  decision: 

"The  schooner  Washington  was  seized  by  the  revenue 
schooner  Julia^  Captain  Darby,  while  fishing  in  the  Bay  of 
Fundy  ten  miles  from  the  shore,  on  the  10th  of  May  1843,  on 
the  charge  of  violating  the  treaty  of  1818.  She  was  carried 
to  Yarmouth,  Nova  Scotia,  and  there  decreed  to  be  forfeited 
to  the  Crown  by  the  judge  of  the  vice  admiralty  court,  and 
with  her  stores  ordered  to  be  sold.  The  owners  of  the  Wash- 
ington claim  for  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  appurtenances, 
outfits,  and  damages,  $2,483,  and  for  eleven  years'  interest, 
$1,638,  amounting  together  to  $4,121.  By  the  recent  reci- 
procity treaty,  happily  concluded  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain,  there  seems  no  chance  for  any  future  dis 
putes  in  regard  to  the  fisheries.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  in 
that  treaty  provision  was  not  made  for  settling  a  few  small 
claims,  of  no  importance  in  a  pecuniary  s^ense,  which  were  then 
existing,  but  as  they  have  not  been  settled  they  are  now 
brought  before  this  commission. 

**The  T^^cw/ttn^fon,  fishing  schooner,  was  seized,  as  before 
stated,  in  the  Bay  of  Fundy,  ten  miles  from  the  shore,  off 
Annapolis,  Nova  Scotia. 
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"  It  will  be  seen  by  the  treaty  of  1783,  between  Great  Britain 
and  the  United  States,  that  the  citizens  of  the  latter,  in  com- 
mon with  the  subjects  of  the  former,  enjoyed  the  right  to  take 
and  care  fish  on  the  shores  of  all  parts  of  Her  Msyesty's  do- 
minions in  America  used  by  British  fishermen;  but  not  to  dry 
fish  on  the  island  of  Newfoundland,  which  latter  privilege  was 
confined  to  the  shores  of  Nova  Scotia*  in  the  following  words: 
'And  American  fishermen  shall  have  liberty  to  dry  and  cure 
fish  on  any  of  the  unsettled  bays,  harbours,  and  creeks  of  Nova 
Scotia,  but  so  soon  as  said  shores  shall  become  settled  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  to  dry  or  cure  fish  at  such  settlements  without  a 
previous  agreement  for  that  purpose  with  the  inhabitants, 
proprietors,  or  possessors  of  the  ground.' 

"  The  treaty  of  1818  contains  the  following  stipulations  in 
relation  to  the  fishery:  ^Whereas  diflferences  have  arisen  re- 
specting the  liberty  claimed  by  the  United  States  to  take,  dry, 
and  cure  fish  on  certain  coasts,  bays,  harbors,  and  creeks  of 
His  Britannic  Majesty's  dominions  in  America,  it  is  agreed  that 
the  inhabitants  of  the  United  States  shall  have,  in  common 
with  the  subjects  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  the  liberty  to  fish 
on  certain  x>ortions  of  the  southern,  western,  and  northern  coast 
of  Newfoundland,  and  also  on  the  coasts,  bays,  harbors,  and 
creeks  from  Mount  Joly,  on  the  southern  coast  of  Labrador,  to 
and  through  the  Straits  of  Belle  Isle,  and  thence  northwardly 
indefinitely  along  the  coast,  and  that  American  fishermen  shall 
have  liberty  to  dry  and  cure  fish  in  any  of  the  unsettled  bays, 
harbors,  and  creeks  of  said  described  coasts  until  the  same 
become  settled  and  the  United  States  renounce  the  liberty 
heretofore  enjoyed  or  claimed  by  the  inhabitants  thereof  to 
take,  dry,  or  cure  fish  on  or  within  three  marine  miles  of  any 
of  the  coasts,  bays,  creeks,  or  harbors  of  His  Britannic  Maj- 
esty's dominions  in  America  not  included  in  the  above-men- 
tioned limits:  Providedyhoioever,  That  the  American  fivShermen 
shall  be  admitted  to  enter  such  bays  or  harbors  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shelter  and  of  repairing  damages  therein,  of  purchasing 
wood,  and  of  obtaining  water,  and  for  no  other  purpose  what- 
ever. But  they  shall  be  under  such  restrictions  as  may  be 
necessary  to  prevent  their  taking,  drying,  or  curing  fish  therein, 
or  in  any  other  manner  whatever  abusing  the  privileges  hereby 
reservetl  to  them.' 

"  The  question  turns,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  treaty  stipula- 
tions, on  the  meaning  given  to  the  word  *  bays'  in  the  treaty 
of  1783.  By  that  treaty  the  Americans  had  no  right  to  dry 
and  cure  fish  on  the  shores  and  bays  of  Newfoundland,  but 
they  had  that  right  on  the  coasts,  bays,  harbors,  and  creeks  of 
Nova  Scotia;  and  as  they  must  land  to  cure  fish  on  the  shores, 
bays,  and  creeks,  they  were  evidently  admitted  to  the  shores 
of  the  bays,  etc.    By  the  treaty  of  1818  the  same  right  is^an  ted 


>  The  privilege  also  extended  to  the  Magdalen  Islands  and  Labrador. 
The  quotation  Mr.  Bates  gives  from  the  treaty  is  in  fact  a  summary  of  its 
terms.    See  the  ehapter,  supra,  on  the  history  of  the  Halifax  Commission. 
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to  cure  fish  on  tbe  coasts,  bays,  et'C.,  of  Newfoundland,  but  the 
Americans  relinquished  that  right  and  the  right  to  fish  within 
three  miles  of  the  coasts,  bays,  etc.,  of  Nova  Scotia.  Taking 
it  for  granted  that  the  framers  of  the  treaty  intended  that  the 
word  ^  bsiy '  or  <  bays '  should  have  the  same  meaning  in  all 
cases,  and  no  mention  being  made  of  headlands,  there  appears 
no  doubt  that  the  WcLshington^  in  fishing  ten  miles  from  the 
shore,  violated  no  stipulations  of  the  treaty. 

"It  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  British  Government  that 
by  coasts,  bays,  etc.,  is  understood  an  imaginary  line,  drawn 
along  the  coast  from  headland  to  headland,  and  that  the  juris- 
diction of  Her  Majesty  extends  three  marine  miles  outside  of 
this  line;  thus  closing  all  the  bays  on  the  coast  or  shore,  and 
that  great  body  of  water  called  thc^  Bay  of  Fundy  against 
Americans  and  others,  making  the  latter  a  British  bay.  This 
doctrine  of  headlands  is  new,  and  has  received  a  proper  limit 
in  the  convention  between  France  and  Great  Britain  of  2d 
August  18<'{9,  in  which  Mt  is  agreed  that  the  distance  of  three 
miles  fixed  as  tbe  general  limit  for  the  exclusive  right  of  fish- 
ery upon  the  coasts  of  the  two  countries  sball,  with  respect  to 
bays  the  mouths  of  which  do  not  exceed  ten  miles  in  width, 
be  measured  from  a  straight  line  drawn  from  headland  to 
headland.' 

"  The  Bay  of  Fundy  is  from  65  to  75  miles  wide  and  130  to  1 40 
miles  long.  It  has  several  bays  on  its  coasts.  Thus  the  word 
bay,  as  applied  to  this  great  body  of  water,  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  that  applied  to  the  Bay  of  Biscay,  the  Bay  of  Bengal, 
over  which  no  nation  can  have  the  right  to  assume  the  sover- 
eignty. One  of  tbe  headlands  of  the  Bay  of  Fundy  is  in  the 
United  States,  and  ships  bound  to  Passamaquoddy  must  sail 
through  a  large  space  of  it.  The  island  of  Grand  Menan 
(British)  and  Little  Menan  (American)  are  situated  nearly  on 
a  line  irom  headland  to  headland.  These  islands,  as  repre- 
sented in  all  geographies,  are  situate  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
The  conclusion  is,  therefore,  in  my  mind  irresistible  that  the 
Bay  of  Fundy  is  not  a  British  bay,  nor  a  bay  within  the  mean- 
ing of  tbe  word  as  used  in  the  treaties  of  1783  and  1818. 

"Tbe  owners  of  tlie  Washington^  or  their  legal  representa- 
tives, are  therefore  entitled  to  compensation,  and  are  hereby 
awarded  not  the  amount  of  their  claim,  which  is  excessive,  but 
tbe  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  due  on  tbe  15th  January 
1855." 

Bale's,  nmpire,  case  of  the  Wnaihington,  convention  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853.  (8,  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong. 
1  BOSS.,  pp.  184.) 

'^Tbe  umpire,  appointed  agreeably  to  the 

Case  of  tb^^Axgiis."  provisions   of  tbe   convention    entered   into 

between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 

on  the  8th  of  February  1853  for  tbe  adjustment  of  claims  by 
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a  mixed  commission,  haviug  been  duly  notified  by  the  commis- 
sioners under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  unable 
to  agree  upon  the  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
claim  of  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Argusy  of  Portland,  United 
States,  Doughty,  master,  against  the  British  Government;  and 
having  carefully  examined  and  considere<l  the  papers  and  evi- 
dence produced  on  the  hearing  of  the  said  claim  and  having 
conferred  with  the  said  commissioners  thereon,  hereby  reports 
that  the  schooner  Argus^  55  tons  burden,  was  captured  on  the 
4th  August  1844,  while  fishing  on  St.  Ann's  Bank,  by  the  reve- 
nue cruiser  Sylph,  of  Lunenburg,  Nova  Scotia,  commanded  by 
William  Cart — Phillip  Dod,. seizing  master — carried  to  Syd- 
ney, where  she  was  stripped  and  everything  belonging  to  her 
sold  at  auction.  At  the  time  of  the  capture  the  Argus  was 
stated  on  oath  to  have  been  28  miles  from  the  nearest  laud — 
Gape  Smoke.  There  was  therefore  in  this  case  no  violation 
of  the  treaty  of  1818.  I  therefore  award  to  the  owners  of  the 
Argusj  or  their  legal  representatives,  for  the  loss  of  their 
vessel,  outfits,  stores,  and  fish,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars 
on  the  15th  January  1855.'^ 

Bates,  umpire,  case  of  the  Jrgua,  December  23, 1854,  oommUsion  under 
the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February 
8, 1853.     (MSS.  Dept.  of  State.) 

"  The  umpire,  appointed  agreeably  to  the 
Oaaeofthe'^FaUas.''  provisions  of  the  convention  entered  into  be- 
tween Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  on 
the  8th  of  February  1853  for  the  adjustment  of  claims  by  a 
ipixed  commission,  having  been  duly  notified  by  the  commis- 
sioners under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  unable 
to  agree  upon  the  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
claim  of  the  owners  of  the  fishing  schooner  Pallas,  of  Kock- 
port,  United  States,  Harkall,  master,  against  the  British  Gov- 
ernment; and  having  carefully  examined  and  considered  the 
papers  and  evidence  produced  on  the  hearing  of  the  said  claim 
and  having  conferred  with  the  said  commissioners  thereon, 
hereby  reports  that  it  is  stated  the  Pallas  was  chased  by  a 
revenue  cruiser  from  off  Ghittican  Bay  on  the  4th  August 
1840  for  forty  or  fifty  miles,  captured,  and  sent  to  Sydney,  de- 
tained six  weeks,  and  when  released  it  was  found  that  some  of 
the  rigging  had  been  taken  away,  the  cable  damaged,  and 
stores  missing,  part  of  the  crew  had  left,  and  the  voyage  was 
broken  up.    There  being  no  evidence  of  these  facts  beyond 
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the  depositions  of  the  president  and  directors  of  the  insurance 
company  at  Rockport  (Maine),  I  reject  the  claim  A>r  want  of 
evidence.'' 

Bates,  ampire,  January  15,  1855,  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853.     (MSS.  Dept.  of  State.) 

The  American  brig  Ann  sailed  from  Gibral- 
^i!iS2l^^^of  ^^  March  21, 1829,  for  New  Orleans  with  a 
the  ^knnv  .  cargo  of  Naples  brandy.  Having  encountered 
boisteroas  weather  in  the  Golf  of  Mexico,  and 
being  in  need  of  provisions,  she  put  into  the  port  of  Vera  Gruz 
on  the  17th  of  May  to  obtain  supplies.  Immediately  on  arriv- 
ing the  captain  declared  this  object.  Forty-eight  hoars  after- 
ward he  prepared  to  depart,  as  authorized  by  article  6,  chapter 
1,  of  the  Mexican  tariff^  but  clearance  was  refused  and  pay- 
ment of  duties  demanded,  and  when  this  demand  was  re- 
sisted  the  vessel  was  libeled  on  allegations  that  the  brandy 
was  Spanish  and  that  the  captain  had  been  guilty  of  fraudu- 
lent acts.  On  the  trial  before  the  district  judge  these  allega- 
tions were  held  to  be  untrue,  and  it  was  decreed  that  the  vessel 
should  be  allowed  to  proceed  at  once  to  New  Orleans,  as  she 
had  touched  at  Vera  Cruz  only  for  repairs  and  supplies.  The 
custom-house  took  an  appeal  to  the  circuit  court,  which  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  district  court,  directing  the  vessel  to  be  re- 
leased. Meanwhile,  the  cargo  had  been  landed  and  taken  to 
thecustom-house,  and,  notwithstanding  the  decree  of  the  court, 
the  captain  of  the  brig  was  unable  to  obtain  its  restoration,  and 
after  many  fruitless  efforts  he  was  obliged  to  pay  the  duties  and 
sell  the  cargo  at  Vera  Gruz  at  a  great  sacrifice.  The  money 
exacted  as  duties  was  placed  in  the  public  treasury,  which  wa^ 
then  in  great  need  of  funds.  Even  after  this  an  embargo  was 
laid  on  the  vessel,  and  the  master  did  not  get  away  till  the 
16th  of  August  The  amount  of  duties  paid  into  the  treasury 
was  $21,425.12  and  the  loss  by  demurrage  $1,500.  Had  the 
cargo  been  taken  to  New  Orleans,  it  was  estimated  that  it 
would  have  sold  for  $23,227.50,  after  payment  of  duties.  The 
actual  net  produce  of  the  cargo  at  Vera  Gruz  was  $4,820.25. 
An  award  was  made  by  the  umpire  for  $37,558.98. 

Charles  Callaghan  v.  Mexico:  Commission  noder the  conyention  between 
the  United  States  and  Mezioo  of  April  11, 1839. 

The  American   schooner  AugusUiy  Bobert 

"*^^„*   ^'   Perry,  owner,  sailed  from  New  Orleans  June  6, 

1833,  for  Belize,  British  Honduras.  After  being 

four  days  at  sea  the  master  became  ill.    On  June  15  he  made 
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land  about  30  miles  soath  of  Bio  Grande  del  Norte,  and  with 
the  snpercAgo  and  two  of  the  men  went  on  shore.  Soon  after- 
ward a  gale  sprang  np  which  prevented  the  party  from  return- 
ing, and  cansed  considerable  damage  to  the  vessel.  Her  cables 
were  parted  and  her  anchors  lost.  The  master  immediately 
proceeded  to  Brazos  de  Santiago,  and  there  learned  that  the 
schooner  was  off  that  port  in  distress.  The  gale  had  not  en- 
tirely abated,  and  she  was  in  a  perilons  position ;  and  the  mas- 
ter, at  extraordinary  expense,  procured  a  pilot  to  go  with  him 
beyond  the  bar  and  bring  the  vessel  into  port.  She  was  brought 
in  on  June  18,  and  the  master,  immediately  on  her  arrival, 
exhibited  to  the  custom-house  her  clearance,  bills  of  lading,  and 
other  papery.  A  permit  was  granted  to  unlade  the  cargo,  for 
the  purpose  of  repairing  the  vessel  and  fitting  her  to  resume 
her  voyage.  She  had  sprung  aleak,  and  part  of  the  cargo  was 
materially  damaged.  But,  wben  the  repairs  were  completed, 
permission  to  reload  the  cargo  was  refused;  and  the  vessel  and 
cargo  were  both  detained  by  the  authorities  on  a  suspicion  that 
she  had  come  on  the  coast  with  an  intention  to  introduce  mer- 
chandise into  the  country  contrary  to  law.  The  master  refuted 
this  charge  by  all  the  proof  that  could  be  afforded.  On  the 
other  hand,  no  fact  was  proved  to  sustain  the  suspicion  enter- 
tained by  the  authorities,  beyond  the  landing  of  the  master  on 
the  coast,  which  was  explained  by  his  illness  and  the  necessity 
of  securing  medicine.  Every  effort  was  made  to  effect  the 
immediate  release  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  but  particularly  of 
the  vessel,  since,  if  she  remained,  she  would  be  ruined  by  the 
worms.  These  efforts  were  ineffectual.  The  vessel  was  held 
and  the  proceedings  protracted,  so  that  before  their  conclusion, 
which  resulted  in  an  acquittal,  the  vessel  was  so  much  injured 
that  she  was  formally  abandoned  and  became  a  total  loss  to 
the  owner. 

The  American  commissioners  allowed  the  claimant  $4,500 
for  the  vessel,  with  interest  from  January  20, 1833,  and  the 
expenses  of  translation.  The  umpire  on  October  27, 1841,  ren- 
dered a  decision  sustaining  the  award  of  the  American  com- 
missioners. He  also  made  an  award  in  favor  of  Charles  Still- 
man,  assignee  of  S.  S.  Hurlbut,  owner  of  the  cargo,  for  ex- 
I)enses  and  losses  caused  by  its  detention. 

Boheri  Perry  v.  Mexico,  aud  Charles  SHllnMn,  Msigneeof  S,  S.  Hurlhut,  v. 
Mexico :  Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  of  April  11,  1839. 
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The  American  schooner  8u4fannah,  James  H. 

cweof  the»8iiBan-  ^j^^^  master,  cleared  at  New  Orl^ns,  in  No- 

vember  1845  with  a  cargo  for  Gorpns  Christi, 
Texas.  Having  arrived  at  Aransas  Pass  and  taken  a  pilot, 
she  was  driven  to  sea  by  violent  winds  and  finally  compelled 
to  enter  the  month  of  the  Bio  Grande,  which  she  made  in 
December  following,  in  great  distress,  having  lost  her  anchors 
and  cables,  leaking  badly,  and  being  ont  of  provisions  and 
water.  Her  master,  after  rejwrting  her  condition,  sought  from 
the  Mexican  authorities  permission  to  remain  and  refit  his 
vessel.  This  permission  was,  however,  refused,  and  the  vessel 
and  cargo  were  seized  and  libeled  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue 
laws  of  Mexico.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  court  at  Mata- 
moras,  and  the  vessel  and  cargo  condemned  and  confiscated, 
and  the  master  adjudged  to  pay  a  heavy  fine,  on  failure  to  pay 
which  he  was  imprisoned  for  about  five  months.  He  brought 
a  claim  for  his  imprisonment  before  the  commissioners  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1849,  who  said : 

"  The  only  grounds  assumed  by  the  court  for  the  judgment 
and  sentence  were  that  the  vessel  had  sailed  tor  Corpus 
Christi,  the  same  being  a  port  of  Mexico  and  closed  to  foreign 
commerce,  and  that  part  of  her  cargo  consisted  of  goods 
declared  contraband  by  the  laws  of  Mexico.  Upon  these 
grounds  such  judgment  and  sentence  were  palpably  erroneous, 
since  Corpus  Christi  was  a  port  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  and 
entirely  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  Mexico,  the  former  having 
continued  to  exercise  and  maintain  exclusive  sovereignty  there 
for  nearly  ten  years.  Nor  ought  any  goods  which  the  vessel 
might  have  carried  been  considered  contraband,  since  her 
entry  into  a  Mexican  port  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  commerce, 
but  from  necessity,. and  to  escape  destruction. 

"  This  right  of  entry,  under  such  circumstances,  was  a  per- 
fect right  under  the  treaty  then  existing  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico.  The  duty  of  the  Mexican  authorities  was 
to  I  ender  assistance  to  the  master,  instead  of  augmenting  his 
misfortunes.  The  imprisonment  of  the  master,  James  H.  Clay, 
was  not  only  unjust,  but  his  wrongs  were  heightened  by  treat- 
ment degrading  and  inhuman,  and  he  was  only  released  from 
imprisonment  by  order  of  General  Tayior,  upon  the  entry  of 
the  Army  of  the  United  States  into  the  territory  of  Mexico. 
*  ♦  •  The  board  decides  the  said  claim  to  be  a  good  and 
valid  one." 

Memorial  of  James  H.  Clay:  Opinion  of  Messrs.  Evans,  Smith,  iind 
Paine,  commissioners,  December  6,  1850,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1S49.  The  award  in  this  case  was  for  unlawful  imprisonment 
and  personal  ill  usage,  and  a  half  interest  m  the  yessel.  An  award  was 
made  on  tbe  memorial  of  George  X,  Downs  for  Owen  j'  Downs,  owners,  for 
the  cargo.  ^ 
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From  1835  to  lcS41,  inclusive,  three  American 
Oaae  o  e  **  ter-  y^g^^ig^  ^jj^  Enterprue^  the  Hemiotia,  and  the 
Creole,  having  large  nam bersof  slaves  on  board, 
were,  as  it  was  claimed,  forced,  by  or  as  the  result  of  stress 
of  weather  or  other  overruling  necessity,  to  enter  the  British 
jurisdiction  in  the  West  Indies,  where  in  each  instance  the 
slaves  were  released,  under  circumstances  which  appear  below. 

The  brig  Enterprise  sailed  from  Alexandria,  then  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  on  January  22,  1835,  for  Charleston, 
South  Carolina,  having  on  board  73  slaves.  Encountering 
severe  weather  she  was  driven,  after  being  three  weeks  at  sea, 
to  put  into  Port  Hamilton,  in  Bermuda,  to  refit.  While  the 
vessel  was  in  port  she  was  entered  by  persons  in  authority 
under  the  government,  and  the  slaves  were  liberated. 

Hannen,  the  agent  of  Great  Britain,  resisted 

Aigoment  of  the    ^i,^  (j^^im  on  the  following  grounds : 
Britiflh  Agent. 

"1.  That  laws  have  no  force  in  thems^elves 
beyond  the  territory  of  thecountry  by  which  they  are  mad(\ 

"2.  That,  while,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  the  laws  of  one 
country  are,  in  some  cases,  allowed  by  another  to  have  opera- 
tion within  its  territory,  when  it  is  so  permitted  the  foreign 
law  has  its  authority  in  the  other  country  from  the  sanction 
given  to  it  there,  and  not  from  its  original  institution. 

"3.  That  every  nation  is  the  sole  Judge  of  the  extent  and 
the  occasions  on  which  it  will  permit  such  operation,  and  is 
not  bound  to  give  such  ])ermis8ion  when  the  foreign  law  is  con- 
trary to  its  interests  or  its  moral  seniiments. 

"4.  That  England  does  not  admit  within  its  territory  the 
application  of  any  foreifi:n  law  establishing  slavery,  having 
abolished  the  status  of  slavery  throughout  her  dominions. 

\'6.  That  the  condition  of  apprenticeship,  as  permitted  to 
remain  in  the  West  India  islands,  formed  no  exception  to  the 
abolition  of  slavery  throughout  the  British  dominions,  as  it 
was  a  system  entirely  different  from  slavery,  and  would  not 
justify  sustaining  any  other  description  of  slavery. 

"6.  That  the  liberty  of  any  individual  in  British  territory 
could  not  be  restrained  without  some  law  to  justify  such  re- 
straint, and  that  neither  the  apprentice  law  nor  any  otiier  law 
could  be  appealed  to  to  justify  the  detention  of  these  negroes. 

"  7.  That  slavery  was  not  a  relation  which  the  British  Gov- 
ernment, by  the  comity  of  nations,  was  bound  to  respect." 

Thomas,  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  ad- 
Aisrumeiit  o       e  y^p^^^j  ^  ^iie  fact  that  the  slaves  on  board 
American  A^e&t. 

the    Comet,  in    1830,  and    the  Encomium,  in 

1834,^  were  liberated  by  the  British  colonial  authorities  under 


'  8ee  the  history  of  the  commisHion  under  the  coDvention  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853. 
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similar  circainstances,  and  that  the  British  Government  had 
made  compensation  in  both  those  cases,  on  the  ground  that 
they  occurred  while  slavery  existed  by  British  law;  but  that 
it  had  refused  compeasation  in  the  case  of  the  Enterprise^  for 
the  alleged  reason  that  at  the  time  this  vessel  arrived  at 
Bermuda  slavery  had,  by  the  emancipation  aet  of  1833,  been 
abolished  throughout  the  British  P^mpire.  But  he  maintained 
that  the  principle  which  required  compensation  in  the  cases  of 
the  Comet  and  t\\^  Encomium  equally  applied  to  the  case  of  the 
Enterprise,  By  the  act  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  113  (1824),  it  was  made 
a  felony  for  any  person  to  bring  slaves  or  other  persons  into 
the  British  possessions  with  a  view  to  their  being  dealt  with  as 
slaves.  This  act,  he  maintained,  abolished  slavery  in  regard 
to  all  persons  brought  into  Bermuda  as  effectually  as  did  the 
act  of  3  and  4  Wm.  IV.  c.  73  (August  28, 1833),  in  regard  to 
persons  already  there.  It  was  evident,  therefore,  that  in  the 
cases  of  the  Comet  and  the  Encomium  effect  was  allowed  to 
the  United  States  law,  by  which  the  vessel  was  governed,  for 
the  reason  that  when  vessels  are  driven  by  necessity  into  a 
foreign  jurisdiction  they  are  under  the  protection  of  the  law  of 
nations  and  "  shielded  from  any  control  of  the  local  authorities." 

Mr.  Thomas  also  argued  that  when  the  Enterprise  arrived 
at  Bermuda  slavery  had  not  been  abolished  "  throughout  the 
British  Empire."  By  section  44  of  the  act  of  1833  territories 
in  the  possession  of  the  East  India  Company,  the  Island  of 
Ceylon,  and  the  Island  of  St.  Helena  were  excepted  from  its 
operation,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  reestablish  slavery  in 
those  places,  if  section  12  had  abolished  it,  and  to  permit  its 
continuance  there,  as  it  actually  did.  He  also  argued  that 
from  1834  to  1840,  when  the  act  took  complete  effect,  the  con- 
dition of  slavery  in  the  West  India  colonies  was  merely  changed 
to  that  of  apprenticeship,  in  which  the  negroes  virtually  con- 
tinued to  be  bondsmen. 

Proceeding  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  Mr.  Thomas  main- 
tained that  '^  international  law  isolates  the  vessel  driven  by 
necessity  into  a  foreign  port,  and  preserves  in  force  the  laws 
of  her  own  country."  On  this  point  he  cited  Madrazzo  v. 
Willes,  3  Barn,  and  Aid.  353;  Le  Louis,  2  Dod.  Adm.  210. 

Upham,  the  American   commissioner,  ex- 
f^^CoiSww .'  pressed,  in  the  case  of  the  Enterprise,  the  fol- 
lowing views : 

"  In  March,  1840,  resolutions  were  submitted  to  the  United 
States  Senate  relative  to  this  claim,  by  Mr.  Calhoun,  which 


MISCELLANEOUS  CASES.  4351 

were  adopted  by  that  body,  and  which  briefly  set  forth  the 
priDciples  ou  which  the  claim  is  based. 

'^ These  principles  are:  ^That  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  in 
time  of  peace,  engaged  in  a  lawful  voyage,  is,  according  to  the 
law  of  nations,  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
to  which  she  belongs;  and  that,  if  such  vessel  is  forced,  by 
stress  of  weather  or  other  unavoidable  circumstance,  into  the 
port  of  a  friendly  power,  her  country,  in  such  case,  loses  none 
of  the  rights  appertaining  to  her  on  the  high  seas,  either  over 
the  vessel  or  the  personal  relations  of  those  on  board.' 

^*It  was  contended  that  the  JEnterprise  came  within  these 
principles,  and  that  the  seizure  and  liberation  of  the  negroes 
on  board  of  her,  by  the  authorities  of  Bermuda,  was  a  viola- 
tion of  these  principles  and  of  the  law  of  nations.    *    *    • 

^'I  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  what  this  law  is.  Before 
proceeding,  however,  to  give  my  views  fully  on  this  subject, 
I  shall  advert  briefly  to  the  various  points  taken  in  the  argu- 
ment addressed  to  us  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  British 
Government. 

^< These  points  are: 

"1.  'That  laws  have  no  force,  in  themselves,  beyond  the 
territory  of  the  country  by  which  they  are  made.' 

^^  My  reply  is  that  this  is  usually  the  case;  but  it  is  subject 
to  the  importiint  addition  that  the  laws  of  a  country  are  uni- 
formly in  force,  beyond  the  limits  of  its  territory,  over  its  ves- 
sels on  the  high  seas,  and  continue  in  force  in  various  respects 
within  foreign  ports,  as  we  shall  hereafter  show. 

"2.  It  is  contended  Hhat  by  the  comity  of  nations  the  laws 
of  one  country  are,  in  some  cases,  allowed  by  another  to  have 
operation  within  its  territory;  but,  when  it  is  so  permitted,  the 
foreign  law  has  its  authority  in  the  other  country  from  the 
.sanction  given  to  it  there  and  not  from  its  original  institution.' 

"3.  *Tliat  every  nation  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  extent  and 
the  occasions  on  which  it  will  permit  such  operation,  and  it  is 
not  bound  to  give  such  permission  where  the  foreign  law  is 
contrary  to  its  interests  or  its  moral  sentiments.' 

^^As  to  these  points,  I  concede  that  there  are  many  laws  of 
a  foreign  country,  in  reference  to  its  own  citizens  or  their  obli 
gations,  that  another  nation  may  enforce  or  not,  where  the  citi- 
zens of  such  a  country  voluntarily  corae  within  its  borders  in 
order  to  place  themselves  uuder  its  jurisdiction.  But  there  are 
cases  where  persons  are  forced  by  the  disasters  of  the  sea  upon 
a  foreign  coast,  where,  as  I  contend,  a  nation  has  fundamental 
and  essential  rights  within  the  ordinary  local  limits  of  another 
country,  of  which  it  can  not  be  deprived,  and  that  are  opera- 
tive and  binding  by  a  sanction  that  is  wholly  above  and  beyond 
the  mere  assent  of  any  such  state  or  community. 

**8uch  rights  are  defined  by  jurists  as  the  absolute  interna- 
tional rights  of  states.  I  might  also  add,  it  is  not  now  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  doctrines  of  international  law  shall  prevail 
either  in  England  or  America. 
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^^<  International  law,'  says  Blackstone,  ^has  been  adopted 
in  its  fall  extent  by  the  common  law  of  England;  and  when- 
ever any  question  arises  which  is  properly  the  sabject  of  its 
jarisdiction,  it  is  held  to  be  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land.' 
(Black.  Com.  vol.  4,  p.  67.) 

'^  International  law  is  also  recognized  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  it  is  made  the  daty  of  Congress  to  pon- 
ish  offenses  against  it. 

<^  4.  It  is  contended  *•  that  England  does  not  admit  within  its 
territory  the  application  of  any  foreign  laws  establishing 
slavery,  having  abolished  the  status  of  slavery  thronghoot  its 
dominions.' 

^^This  position  is  open  to  the  exception  taken  to  the  sec- 
ond and  third  propositions,  and  is  subject  to  the  same  reply. 

<^  5.  It  is  contended  ^that  the  condition  of  apprenticeship,  as 
permitted  to  remain  in  the  West  India  Islands  by  the  act  of 
3  and  4  Wm.  IV.  ch  .73,  is  no  exception  to  the  abolition  of  slav- 
ery throughout  the  British  dominions;'  because,  it  is  said,  the 
system  is  entirely  different  from  slavery  in  point  of  fact,  and 
because,  however  near  a  resemblance  it  may  bear  to  it,  it  could 
afford  no  justification  for  an  English  court  to  hold  tiiat  another 
sort  of  slavery  was  valid. 

"  Our  reply  to  this  is,  that  slavery  does  not  necessarily  de- 
pend on  the  length  of  time  the  bondage  exists,  but  on  its 
character. 

*'The  apprenticeship  system  continued,  as  to  a  portion  of 
those  to  whom  it  was  applicable,  for  twenty-one  years;  and 
few  persons  can  calculate  on  a  lease  of  life  for  a  longer  time. 

''Apprentices  also  were  liable  to  be  bought  and  sold  or 
attached  for  debt.  The  system  therefore  had  all  the  worst 
characteristics  of  slavery. 

'<  Further,  the  act  abolishing  slavery  acknowledged  the  legal- 
ity and  validity  of  slavery  as  an  institution,  as  it  rendered 
compensation  for  the  liberation  of  slaves  according  to  their 
respective  valuations,  and  also  gave  to  the  owners  of  slaves 
the  benefit  of  a  term  of  intermediate  service.  If  it  was  not 
considered  right  to  liberate  British  slaves  except  on  these  con- 
ditions, how  can  it  be  right  to  compel  the  liberation  of  Ameri- 
can slaves,  casually  thrown  within  tlie  country,  when  no  such 
compensation  has  been  made  or  term  of  service  secured  to 
their  owners? 

''  This  forced  liberation  of  the  slaves  of  another  government 
without  compensation  is  placed  on  the  ground  of  the  universal 
*  abolition  of  slavery  throughout  the  British  dominions.'  Such 
abolition,  however,  was  not  effected  by  this  act,  as  the  sixty- 
fourth  section  provides  ^  that  nothing  in  the  act  contained  doth 
or  shall  extend  to  any  of  the  territories  in  the  possession  of  the 
East  India  Company,  or  to  the  Island  of  Ceylon,  or  to  the  Island 
of  St.  Helena.'  It  was  merely  enjoined  on  the  East  India 
Company  by  Parliament  at  the  same  session  ^  that  they  should 
forthwith  take  into  consideration  the  means  of  mitigating 
slavery  in  their  possessions,  and  of  extinguishing  it  as  soon  as 
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it  should  be  practicable  and  safe,'  and  slavery  was  not  abolished 
in  those  provinces  tor  some  years  subsequent  to  that  period. 

'^  It  is  also  said  ^  that  the  provincial  government  of  Bermuda, 
after  the  passap^e  of  the  general  act  abolishing  slavery,  abol- 
ished the  apprenticeship  system  prior  to  the  liberation  of  the 
slaves  on  board  tbe  Enterprise^''  but  such  abolition  was  not 
made  till,  under  the  general  law,  they  had  received  compensa- 
tion for  their  slaves. 

'*6.  'The  principle  on  which  the  right  of  every  man  to  personal 
liberty  within  British  territory  is  attached  is  thnt  some  law 
must  be  appealed  to  to  justify  the  restraint  of  liberty;  and 
that  neither  the  apprentice  law  nor  any  other  law  can  be  ap- 
pealed to  to  justify  the  restraint  of  these  negroes.' 

"To  this  we  reply  that  the  law  of  the  country  from  which 
the  vessel  comes,  as  sustained  and  enforced  by  the  law  of 
nations,  can  as  well  be  appealed  to  on  this  subject  as  on  any 
other.  It  is  expressly  admitted  in  the  argument  that  the  law 
of  nations  may  be  appealed  to,  as  exempting  property,  other 
than  slaves,  in  cases  of  shipwreck  and  disaster,  and  exempting 
vessels  of  war  from  ordinary  municipal  Jurisdiction;  and  this 
is  done  by  giving  to  the  law  of  nations,  in  such  case,  the  force 
and  effect  of  municipal  law,  which  is  all  that  is  asked  to  be 
done  in  this  case. 

"  7.  It  is  contended  '  that  slavery  is  not  a  relation  which  the 
British  Government,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  is  bound  to 
respect.' 

"  But  such  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  British  courts.  They 
hold  themselves  bound,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  to  respect 
both  slavery  and  the  slave  trade;  and  they  uphold  and  sustain 
it  in  their  decisions,  where  the  rights  of  other  nations  are  con- 
cerned. 

"  In  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  353,  Maddrazzo  v.  WilleSy  Chief  Justice 
Abbott  says  '  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  slave  trade  is 
contrary  to  the  law  of  nations;'  and  Lord  Stowell  says,  in 
Le  Louis,  2  Dodson's  Admiralty  Reports,  210,  <  that  the  slave 
trade  is  not  piracy  or  crime  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  is 
therefore  not  a  criminal  traflficby  such  law;  and  every  nation, 
independent  of  treaty  relations,  retains  a  legal  right  to  carry 
it  on.'    •    •    * 

"  I  shall  now  proceed,  as  I  proposed,  to  state  my  views  as  to 
the  principles  of  international  law  applicable  to  cases  of  thi^ 
description.    They  are    •    •     * : 

"  I.  That  each  country  is  entitled  to  the  free  and  absolute 
right  to  navigate  the  ocean  as  the  common  highway  of  nations, 
and  while  in  tbe  enjoyment  of  this  right  retains  over  its  ves- 
sels the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  its  own  laws. 

"The  Emperor  Antoninus  said  'though  he  was  the  lord  of 
the  world,  the  law  only  was  the  ruler  of  the  sea.' 

"Grotius  says  '  that  the  sea,  whether  taken  as  a  whole  or  as 
to  its  principal  parts,  can  not  become  property.  For  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  sea  is  so  great  it  is  sufficient  for  all  peoples'  use. 
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There  is  a  nataral  reason  which  prevents  the  sea  from  being 
made  property,  merely  because  occupation  can  only  be  applied 
to  a  thing  which  is  bounded.  'Sow,  fluids  are  unbounded  and 
can  not  be  occupied  except  as  they  are  contained  in  something 
else,  as  lakes  and  ponds  are  occupied,  and  rivers  as  far  as  their 
banks;  but  the  sea  is  not  contained  by  the  land,  being  equal 
to  the  land,  or  greater,  so  that  the  ancients  say  the  land  is 
bounded  by  the  sea.'    (Grotius,  book  2,  ch.  2,  sec.  3.) 

<'  Vattel  says  ^  that  the  right  of  navigating  the  open  sea  is 
a  right  common  to  all  men;  and  the  nation  that  attempts  to 
exclude  another  from  that  advantage  does  her  an  injury,  and 
furnishes  her  with  sufficient  grounds  for  commencing  hostili- 
ties.' And  '  that  nation  which  arrogates  to  itself  an  exclusive 
right  to  the  sea  does  an  injury  to  all  nations,  and  they  are 
justified  in  forming  a  general  combination  against  it,  in  order 
to  repress  such  an  attempt.'  (Yattel,  book  1,  ch.  23,  sees. 
282, 283.) 

''  Indeed,  the  free  right  of  each  nation  to  navigate  the  ocean 
is  now  nowhere  contested,  and  it  carries  with  it,  as  a  neces- 
sary result,  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  on  the  high  seas  of  the 
laws  of  each  country  over  its  own  vessels. 

"  Phillimore,  in  his  recent  work  on  International  Law,  Vol. 
I.  p.  352,  says  that  <all  authorities  combine,  with  the  reason 
of  the  thing,  in  declaring  that  for  all  offenses  on  the  high  seas 
the  territory  of  the  country  to  which  the  vessel  belongs  is  to  be 
considered  as  the  locality  of  the  offence,  and  that  the  offender 
must  be  tried  by  the  tribunals  of  his  country;'  and  'it  matters 
not,'  he  says,  ^  whether  the  injured  person,  or  the  offender,  be- 
longs to  a  country  other  than  that  of  the  vessel.'  The  rule  is 
applicable  to  all  on  board.  It  is  further  well  declared  that  this 
right  to  navigate  the  ocean  is  a  national  one,  and  can  not  be 
exercised  by  an  individual  except  under  the  patronage  and 
protection  of  his  government.  Thus  it  is  holden  *that  every 
ship  is  bound  to  carry  a  flag,  and  to  have  on  board  ship's 
papers  indicating  to  what  nation  it  belongs,  whence  ic  sailed, 
and  whither  it  is  bound,  under  the  penalty  of  being  treated  as 
a  pirate.'    (I.  Phill.  Internat.  Law,  216.) 

'^  A  vessel,  wherever  she  is  borne  on  the  high  seas,  is  bound, 
therefore,  to  have  a  national  character,  and  is  part  and  parcel 
of  a  recognized  government. 

"  It  is  contended — 

"  II.  That  a  vessel  impelled  by  stress  of  weather,  or  other 
unavoidable  necessity,  has  a  right  to  seek  shelter  in  any  har- 
bor, ds  incident  to  her  right  to  navigate  the  ocean,  until  the  danger 
is  past  and  she  can  proceed  again  in  safety. 

"This  position  I  propose  to  sustain  on  three  grounds:  By 
authority ;  by  the  concession  of  the  British  Government  in  sim- 
ilar cases;  and  by  its  evident  necessity  as  parcel  of  the  free 
right  to  navigate  the  ocean,  and  therefore  a  necessary  incident 
of  such  right. 

"  1.  The  effect  of  stress  of  weather  in  exempting  vessels  from 
liabilities  to  local  law,  when  they  are  driven  by  it  within  the 
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ordinary  jarisdictiou  of  auother  country,  is  well  settled  by 
authority  in  various  classes  of  cases,  viz,  iu  reference  to  the 
blockade  of  harbors  and  coasts;  of  prohibited  intercourse  of 
vessels  between  certain  ports  that  are  subject  to  quarantine 
regulations;  intercourse  between  certain  countries,  or  sections 
of  countries,  which  is  interdicted  from  motives  of  mercantile 
policy,  and  iu  cases  of  liability  to  general  customs  duties. 
(Authorities  on  these  points  will  be  found  in  the  Frederick 
Molke,  1  Bob.  Rep.  87;  the  Golambia^  id.  156;  the  Juffroio  Ma- 
ria Schroeder,  3  Bob.  153;  the  Hoffnung,  6  id.  116;  the  Mary^ 
1  Gall.  206;  PHnce  v.  U.  «.,  2  Gall.  1^04;  Peisch  v.  Ware^  4 
Granch,  347;  Lord  Eaymond,  388,  501;  Reeves's  Law  of  Ship- 
ping, 203;  the  Francis  and  Eliza^  8  Wheaton,  398;  Sea  Laws, 
arts.  29,  30,  and  31,  and  the  Gertrude^  3  Story's  Rep.  ^.) 

<<  In  the  last-named  case  the  learned  Judge  remarks  <  that  it 
can  only  be  a  people  who  have  made  but  little  progress  in  civ- 
ilization that  would  not  permit  foreign  vessels  to  seek  safety 
in  their  ports,  when  driven  there  by  stress  of  weather,  except 
uuder  the  charge  of  paying  impost  duties  on  their  cargoes,  or 
on  penalty  of  couflscatiou  where  the  cargo  consisted  of  prohib- 
ited goods.'  (See  also  Kent's  Commentaries,  145,  and  author- 
ities there  cited.) 

^^  The  authority  of  writers  on  international  law  is  also  di- 
rectly in  point.  Vattel  holds  to  the  free  right  of  all  nations  to 
the  use  of  the  ocean,  with  the  exception  that  a  portion  of  the 
ocean,  immediately  contiguous  to  the  land,  is  subject  to  each 
government  for  the  purposes  essential  to  its  protection.  Even 
here,  however,  he  says:  ^ Other  nations  have  a  right  of  passage 
through  such  portions  of  the  sea  when  not  liable  to  suspicion, 
and  in  cases  of  necessity  the  entire  right  of  the  government 
ceases,  as,  for  instance,  where  a  vessel  is  obliged  to  enter  a  road 
in  order  to  shelter  herself  from  a  tempest.  In  such  case  she 
may  enter  wherever  she  can,  provided  she  cause  no  damage,  or 
repair  any  damage  done.  This  is  a  remnant  of  his  primitive 
freedom  of  which  no  man  can  be  supposed  to  have  divested 
himself;  and  the  vessel  may  lawfully  enter,  in  spite  of  such 
foreign  government,  if  she  is  unjustly  refused  admission.'  ( Yat- 
tel,  book  1,  ch.  23,  sec.  288.) 

"Again,  he  says  in  another  section,  ^a  vessel  driven  by 
stress  of  weather  has  a  right  to  enter,  even  by  force,  into  a 
foreign  porV  (Vattel,  book  2,  ch.  9,  sec.  123;  Puffendorf,  book 
3,  ch.  3,  sec.  8.) 

^^  Vattel  thus  considers  this  an  absolute  right  that  may  be 
asserted  at  any  hazard,  and  not  a  right  resting  in  comity  or 
dependent  on  a  license  that  may  be  modified  or  revoked.  In 
the  resort  to  force  for  the  preservation  of  such  rights  he  is 
sustained  by  Phillimore  and  other  modern  writers  on  interna- 
tional law  who  hold  that  the  violation  of  rights  stricti  juris j  or 
the  absolute  rights  of  nations,  <  may  be  redressed  by  forcible 
means.'  (Phill.  International  Liiw,  sec.  143.)  Grotius,  Puffen- 
dorf, and  other  writers  lay  down  as  a  general  principle  the 
5627— VOL.  4 71 
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rale  which  is  applicable  to  this  case:  ^  That,  in  extreme  neces- 
sity, the  primitive  right  of  usin^  things  revives,  as  if  they  had 
remained  in  common,  and  that  sach  necessity  in  all  laws  is 
excepted.'  (Grotins,  book  2,  ch.  2,  sec  6;  Pnffendorf,  book 
2,  ch.  6,  sees.  5  and  6^  Vattel,  book  2,  ch.  9,  sees.  119  and  120; 
Bowyer's  Oommentanes  on  Public  Law,  p.  357.) 

^^2.  The  principles  of  law  laid  down  by  these  various  writers 
are  also  sustained  by  admissions  of  the  British  Government, 
and  by  the  allowance  and  adjustmentof  claims  of  precisely  the 
same  character  as  the  one  befoie  us. 

'<In  the  correspondence  between  the  two  governments  in 
reference  to  this  claim,  it  is  admitted  by  Lord  Palmerston, 
^  that  where  a  ship,  containing  irrational  animals  or  things,  is 
driven  by  stress  of  weather  into  a  foreign  port,  it  would  be 
highly  ui^just  that  the  owner  should  l^  stripped  of  what 
belongs  to  him,  through  the  application  of  the  municipal  law 
of  the  state  to  which  he  had  not  voluntarily  submitted  him- 
self.' 

^^This  is  an  admission  of  the  high  injustice  of  seizing  all 
property,  except  in  slaves;  but  the  British  Government  have 
in  other  cases  conceded  the  application  of  the  same  principle 
to  slaves. 

^^  This  was  done  in  the  case  of  the  Oomety  to  which  I  have 
before  alluded,  which  was  similar,  in  all  essential  particulars, 
to  this  case.  The  Comet  sailed  from  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  1830,  for  New  Orleans,  having  a  number  of  slaves  on  board ; 
she  was  stranded  on  one  of  the  talse  keys  of  bue  Bahamas,  and. 
the  crew  and  persons  on  board  were  taken  by  the  wreckers 
into  the  port  of  Nassau,  where  the  slaves  were  seized  by  the 
authorities  of  the  island  and  liberated. 

^^  The  case  of  the  Encomium  is  of  the  same  description.  She 
sailed  from  Charleston  in  1834,  with  slaves  on  board;  was 
stranded  in  the  same  place,  and  the  crew  and  persons  on  board 
were  taken  into  the  same  port,  where  the  slaves  were  seized 
and  liberated  by  the  authorities. 

'^  Claim  was  presented  for  redress  for  these  injuries,  and 
after  full  discussion  of  the  subject,  compensation  was  made  by 
the  British  Government  for  the  slaves  tibus  liberated;  and  this 
compensation  was  rendered  solely  on  the  principle  now  con- 
tended for,  that  where  a  vessel  is  forced  by  stress  of  weather 
into  a  foreign  port,  she  carries  with  her  her  rights  existing  on 
the  high  seas  as  to  the  vessel,  property,  and  personal  relations 
of  those  on  board,  as  sustained  by  the  laws  of  her  own  country. 

"That  such  was  the  ground  on  which  these  claims  were 
allowed  and  paid  is  manifest,  because  they  were  slaves  of  a 
foreign  country,  brought  within  the  limits  of  the  British  Gov- 
ernment, but  not  held  there  in  bondage  by  any  British  law. 

"  So  far  was  this  from  being  the  case,  that  the  statute  of  5 
Geo.  lY.  ch.  113,  then  in  force,  expressly  prohibited  bringing 
slaves  from  other  countries  into  places  within  British  jurisdic- 
tion,  or  retaining  them  there,  under  heavy  p^ialties;  and  all 
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persons  offending  against  this  law  were  declared  to  be  felons, 
and  were  liable  to  be  transported  beyond  sea,  or  to  be  confined 
and  kept  at  hard  labor  for  a  term  of  not  less  than  three,  nor 
more  than  five  years. 

^<  There  was,  then,  no  British  law  in  existence  by  which  these 
slaves  could  be  holden;  and  the  claim  to  compensation  rested 
solely  on  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  which  were  holden  to 
be  rightl'uUy  operative,  and  in  force  against  the  persons  claimed 
as  slaves,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  the  vessel  was 
driven  into  port. 

^'This  result  it  is  impossible  to  avoid,  and  the  principle 
asserted  is  fully  sustained  by  these  cases.  I  am  aware  that 
the  claim  of  the  Enterprise^  which  was  pending  at  the  same 
time,  was  disallowed,  on  the  ground  of  a  subsequent  change 
in  the  local  law  in  reference  to  slavery.  The  slaves  of  the 
Comet  and  the  Encomium^  however,  were  not  holden  by  any  of 
the  local  laws  of  the  island,  but  were  there  in  violation  of 
them.  The  repeal  of  such  local  law,  therefore,  can  in  no  manner 
affect  the  principle  of  the  decisicm. 

^^3.  A  further  reason  assigned  for  the  point  now  under  con- 
sideration is  its  evident  necessity  as  a  part  of  the  free  right  of 
each  nation  to  navigate  the  ocean,  and  as  a  necessary  incident 
of  such  right. 

"Writers  on  public  law,  we  have  seen,  assert  a  right  to  enter 
a  foreign  port,  when  driven  there  by  stress  of  weather,  on  the 
ground  of  necessity.  This  necessity  arises  from  perils  on  the 
deep,  to  which  all  navigation  on  the  ocean  is  subject;  and  if 
such  perils  from  this  cause  give  the  right  of  refuge,  it  becomes 
necessarily  what  I  claim  for  it — an  incidental  right  to  the  navi- 
gation of  the  ocean. 

"It  is  a  necessity  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  clear  and 
undeniable  right;  and  whatever  is  essential  to  the  enjoyment 
of  a  right,  or  is  a  necessary  means  of  its  use,  is,  ex  vi  termini, 
a  necessary  incident  of  such  right. 

"This  connection  I  have  not  seen  adverted  to;  and  it  is  not 
laid  down  by  the  writers  cited,  as  it  was  not  essential  to  their 
purpose  to  follow  out  the  origin  or  causes  from  which  the  neces- 
sity arose.  It  is  clearly  embraced,  however,  in  their  proposi- 
tions, and  is  important  in  this  case,  as  it  determines  the  true 
character  of  the  rights  arising  from  this  necessity  in  a  manner 
that  admits  of  no  question  or  controversy. 

"The  claim  is  thus  an  incident  to  an  absolute  and  essential 
right  of  nations,  and  is  not  a  claim  to  the  mere  favor  of  any 
people,  which  they  may  give  or  deny  at  pleasure,  out  of  any 
supposed  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  their  own. 

"AH  incidental  rights  are  based  on  necessities  arising  from 
the  prior  and  original  right.  A  right  to  the  end  uniformly 
carries  with  it  a  right  to  the  means  requisite  to  attain  that 
end,  or,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Wheaton,  *  draws  after  it  the  inci- 
dental right  of  using  all  the  means  which  are  necessary  to  the 
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secure  enjoyment  of  the  thing  itself.'  (Wheat,  part  2,  ch.  4, 
sees.  13  and  18.) 

^^  Farther,  incidental  rights,  of  a  similar  character  and  at- 
tended with  precisely  the  same  resnlt  as  to  entry  within  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  another  government,  have  been  as- 
serted in  connection  with  the  right  to  navigate  the  ocean, 
and  are  holden  as  undonbted  law.  Thus  the  right  to  navigate 
the  ocean  is  holden  to  give  the  right,  as  incidental  to  it^  to  ]>er 
sons  inhabiting  the  apper  sections  of  navigable  rivers  to  pass 
by  such  rivers  throngh  the  territory  of  other  governments  in 
order  to  reach  the  ocean,  and  thus  participate  in  the  commerce 
of  the  world. 

^* Great  Britain  claimed  and  exercised  this  right  with  all  its 
incidents  against  Spain  in  the  navigation  of  the  Mississippi; 
and  wlien  a  Spanish  governor  undertook  at  one  time  to  forbid 
it,  and  cut  loose  vessels  fastened  to  the  shores,  it  is  asserted 
by  Mr.  Wheaton  that  a  British  vessel  moored  itself  opposite 
New  Orleans,  and  set  out  guards,  with  orders  to  fire  on  persons 
who  disturbed  her  moorings.  The  governor  acquiesced  in  the 
right  claimed,  and  it  was  afterwards  exercised  without  inter- 
ruption. (Wheaton,  part  2,  ch.  4,  sec.  18;  Grotius,  book  2,  ch. 
2,  sees.  12  and  13;  ch.  3,  sees.  7-12;  Vattel,  book  2,  ch.  9,  sees. 
126-130;  ch.  10,  sees.  132-134;  Puflfendorf,  book  3,  ch.  3,  sees. 
3-6.) 

^'  The  right  to  the  use  of  navigable  rivers,  further,  is  holden 
to  draw  after  it,  as  a  means  necessary  to  its  enjoyment,  the 
right  to  moor  vessels  to  the  banks  of  such  rivers  within  another 
country,  and  the  very  right  we  here  contend  for — *to  land  in 
case  of  distress,'  and,  where  a  vessel  is  damaged,  to  dei)Osit 
her  cargo  on  the  shore  until  the  vessel  can  be  repaired  and  it 
can  proceed  In  safety.  ( Wheaton's  Internat.  Law,  Part  2,  ch. 
4,  sees.  13-18;  Grotius,  Book  2,  ch.  2,  sees.  11-15;  Puftendorf, 
Book  3,  ch.  3,  sees.  3-8;  Vattel,  Book  1,  ch.  9,  sec.  104;  Book 
2,  ch.  9,  sees.  123-139.) 

^^It  is  holden  aLso  in  civil  law  that  the  use  of  the  shores  of 
navigable  rivers  and  of  the  ocean  is  incident  to  the  use  of  the 
water.    (Inst.  Book  2,  title  1,  sees.  1-5.) 

"For  the  convenient  use  of  ^navigable  rivers  by  nations 
bordering  upon  them,  treaties  have  been  usually  made,  speci- 
fying rules  and  regulations  in  reference  to  their  use;  but  it  is 
well  settled  that  such  treaties  recognize  and  sustain  the  right 
of  use,  and  do  not  originate  it. 

"  It  may  be  said  that  the  right  of  shelter  from  the  land,  which 
is  claimed  as  an  incident  to  the  use  of  the  ocean,  can  not  be  set 
up  at  the  same  time  with  the  right  over  the  ocean,  which  is 
admitted  to  a  certain  extent  as  incident  to  the  land.  But 
these  rights  do  not  conflict  with  each  other.  The  right  of  a 
state  bordering  on  the  ocean  to  a  given  extent  over  the  waters 
immediately  adjoining  attaches  for  certain  fiscal  purposes  and 
purposes  of  protection.    But  the  jurisdiction  thus  obtained  is 
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by  no  means  exdosive.  Sovereignty  does  not  necessarily  imply 
sill  power^  or  that  there  can  not  coexist  with  it,  within  its  own 
dominions,  other  independent  and  coeqaal  rights. 

^'Indeed,  the  exception  taken  furnishes  a  strong  argument 
in  favor  of  the  principle  we  contend  for,  because  the  same  rule 
of  justice  that  gives  for  certain  purposes  jurisdiction  over  the 
waters,  as  incident  to  the  use  of  the  land,  extends,  for  like 
reasons,  a  right  over  the  land  for  temporary  use  and  shelter, 
as  incident  to  the  use  of  the  ocean.  The  rule  operates  with 
equal  validity  and  justice  both  ways,  and  its  application  in 
the  one  case  sustains  and  justifies  it  in  the  other.  If  either 
right  must  give  way  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  the 
older  and  better  right  of  the  nations  to  the  free  navigation  of 
the  ocean,  with  its  incidents,  should  be  surrendered  to  the  ex- 
clusive claims  of  any  single  nation  on  its  borders.  But  this  is 
not  necessary,  as  both  rights  in  their  full  perfection  may  exist 
together. 

^^I  now  come  to  the  third  proposition. 

<<III.  That  as  the  right  of  shelter,  by  a  vessel,  from  storm 
and  inevitable  accident,  is  incident  to  her  right  to  navigate 
the  ocean,  it  necessarily  carries  with  it  her  rights  on  the  ocean, 
so  far  as  lo  retain  over  the  vessel,  cargo,  and  persons  on  board 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  laws  of  her  country. 

"This  is  clearly  the  necessary  result  of  the  prior  position. 
It  is  laid  down,  as  an  elementary  proposition,  by  Vattel.  Hhat 
where  an  obligation  gives  a  right  to  things  without  wnich  it 
can  not  be  fulfilled,  each  absolute,  necessary,  and  indispensable 
obligation  produces,  in  this  manner,  rights  equally  absolute, 
necessary,  and  indefeasible.'    (Vattel,  Book  2,  ch.  9,  sec.  116.) 

"  Wherever  the  use  of  a  minor  sheet  of  water  may  be  claimed 
as  incident  to  that  of  a  larger,  it  is,  while  in  use,  a  substitute 
for  it,  and  draws  after  it,  as  of  course,  all  the  rights  and 
privileges  connected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  principal  right 
itself. 

^^The  entrance  of  a  vessel  into  a  foreign  harbor,  when  com- 
pelle<l  by  stress  of  weather,  is  a  matter  of  right.  She  goes 
there  on  a  highway  which,  for  the  time  being,  is  her  own.  She 
is,  as  when  on  the  ocean,  part  and  parcel  of  the  government  of 
her  own  country,  tem[)orarily  forced,  by  causes  beyond  her 
control,  within  a  foreign  jurisdiction.  Her  presence  there 
under  such  circumstances  need  not  excite  any  more  feeling 
than  when  on  the  ocean.  It  is  a  part  of  her  voyage,  tempo- 
rarily interrupted  by  the  vicissitudes  of  the  sea,  but  carrying 
with  it  the  protection  of  the  sea,  and  the  property  and  rela- 
tions of  the  persons  on  board  can  not,  in  such  case,  be  inter- 
fered with  by  the  local  law,  so  as  to  obstruct  her  voyage  or 
change  such  relations,  so  long  as  they  do  not  conflict  with  the 
law  of  nations. 

"These  positions  do  not  seem  to  be  contested,  as  a  general 
rule;  but  it  is  said  that,  sihce  the  abrogation  of  daveryin 
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Eugland,  the  principles  tbas  laid  down  will  not  apply  to  slave 
property.  And  this  brings  me  to  the  fourth  point  to  be  con- 
flidei^d 

'*  IV.  That  the  act  of  3  and  4  Wm.  IV,  ch.  73,  abolishing  slav- 
ery in  Great  Britain  and  her  dependencies,  could  not  have  the 
efiect  to  overrule  the  rights  laid  down  in  the  foregoing  propo- 
sitions. 

"It  has  been  contended  that  the  law  abolishing  slavery  over- 
ruled the  law  of  nations,  on  the  ground  that  slavery  is  contrary 
to  natural  right,  and  is,  in  fact,  beyond  the  protection  of  all 
law.  Authorities  have  been  cited  as  tending  to  sustain  this 
doctrine,  going  back  to  the  earliest  adjudged  case  in  France, 
where  the  question  was  elaborately  examined,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  institution  of  slavery,  in  the  absence  of  specific  law, 
could  not  be  sustained  under  any  subsisting  usage  or  custom 
of  that  country,  as  it  was  contrary  to  the  laws  of  nature  and 
humanity,  and  slaves  could  not  breathe  in  France. 

"  Long  after  this,  the  Somerset  case,  sustaining  the  same  prin- 
ciple, came  up  in  England,  and  from  that  time  this  has  been 
considered  the  leading  case  on  the  subject;  and  the  declara- 
tion founded  upon  it,  Hhat  slaves  can  not  breathe  in  England,' 
has  been  usually  regarded  as  a  sentiment  peculiarly  applica- 
ble to  British  soil  and  institutions. 

"The  doctrine  of  the  Somerset  case,  and  the  expressions  of 
numerous  distinguished  English  and  American  jurists  sustain- 
ing it,  including  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  Mr.  Justice  Story,  and 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  have  been  fully  cited  in  this  case,  'that 
slavery  is  against  the  law  of  nature;'  ^has  no  foundation  in 
natural  or  moral  right;'  'is  odious,'  etc.    •    *    • 

"I  see  no  occasion  to  dissent  from  the  full  effect  of  the  ad- 
judications cited  or  the  sentiments  expressed;  but  they  do  not 
settle  any  question  of  international  right  arising  in  this  case, 
or  define  any  line  of  limitation  betwixt  conflicting  jurisdictions, 
or  sustain  at  all  the  point  to  which  they  are  cited — ^that  slavery 
can  not  subsist  by  valid  law. 

"What  is  law  is  a  question  of  fact;  and  though  its  original 
institution  may  have  been  of  doubtful  morality  or  justice,  it  is 
still  law.  It  is  a  dangerous  doctidne  that  all  law,  not  originally 
conceived  and  promulgated  in  abstract  rights  is  invalid,  or  is 
to  be  instantly  overthrown. 

"  This  is  readily  shown  by  extending  the  inquiry  to  other  sub- 
jects. By  what  abstract  or  natural  right,  I  might  ask,  is  one 
man  born  to  rule  over  another  or  one  set  or  class  of  men  by 
birth  to  become  legislators  for  others?  There  is  no  such  nat 
ural  inequality.  There  is  no  principle  of  abstract  right  to  sus- 
tain such  an  order  of  things.  But  we  must  deal  with  institu- 
tions as  they  are  and  relations  as  they  subsist.  Reforms  must 
advance  gradually.  The  time  will  doubtless  come  when  all 
things  not  founded  in  right  will  cease;  when  there  will  be  no 
privileged  classes  by  birth ;  no  compulsory  support  of  one  relig- 
ious sect  by  another  to  which  it  is  conscientiously  opposed;  no 
sales  of  religious  presentations;  no  slavery. 
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^^Bat  these  Gordian  knots  that  have  been  compacted  for 
centuries  and  are  intertwined  and  bound  up  in  all  the  relations 
of  men  are  not  to  be  severed  at  a  blow.  Each  nation  must  deal 
with  them  in  its  own  time  and  manner.  Snch  measures  of 
reform  can  not  be  promoted  by  the  illegal  interference  of  one 
]iation  with  another  or  by  forcing  upon  shipwrecked  individ- 
uals temporarily  thrown  within  the  limits  of  another  land  laws 
in  conflict  with  their  own  right  of  self-government  and  the 
established  relations  of  their  country. 

"These  views  are  sustained  by  the  concurrence  of  some  of 
the  ablest  English  jurists  and  the  settled  adjudications  of  Eng- 
lish law.  Thus  it  has  been  holden,  though  the  slave  trade  is 
declared  to  be  contrary  to  the  principles  of  justice  and  human- 
ity,  that  no  state  has  a  right  to  control  the  action  of  any  other 
government  on  the  subject,  (The  Afnedie,  1  Dod.  84  n;  the 
Fortunaj  1  Dod.  81 ;  the  IHanaj  1  Dod.  101),  and  that  no  nation 
can  add  to  the  law  of  nations  by  its  own  arbitrary  ordinances 
{Pollard  V.  Bellj  8  Term  Rep.  434;  2  Park  on  Insurance,  731), 
or  privilege  itself  to  commit  a  crime  against  the  law  of  nations 
by  municipal  regulations  of  its  own  (Le  Louis,  2  Dod.  351). 

"It  is  also  holden  that  a  foreigner,  in  a  British  court  of  jus- 
tice, may  recover  damages  in  respect  of  a  wrongful  seizure  of 
slaves.  (Maddrazzo  v.  Willes,  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  353;  the  Diana, 
1  Dod.  95.)  And  in  the  case  of  Le  Louis^  2  Dod.  238,  above 
cited,  Sir  Willam  Scott  (Lord  Stowell)  says,  though  the  slave 
trade  is  unjust  and  condemned  by  the  laws  of  England,  it  is 
not,  therefore,  a  criminal  traffic  by  the  laws  of  nations;  and 
every  nation,  independent  of  its  relinquishment  by  treaty,  has 
a  legal  right  to  carry  it  on.  'No  one  nation,'  he  says,  'has  a 
right  to  force  the  way  to  the  liberation  of  Africa  by  trampling 
on  the  independence  of  other  states,  or  to  procure  an  eminent 
good  by  means  that  are  unlawful,  or  to  press  forward  to  a 
great  principle  by  breaking  through  other  great  principles 
that  stand  m  the  way.' 

"And  when  pressed  in  the  same  case  with  the  inquiry, '  What 
would  be  done  if  a  French  ship  laden  with  slaves  should  be 
brought  into  England! '  he  says, '  I  answer  without  hesitation, 
restore  the  possession  which  has  been  unlawfully  divested; 
rescind  the  illegal  act  done  by  your  own  subject^  ana  leave 
the  foreigner  to  the  justice  of  his  own  country.' 

"The  doctrine  that  slavery  can  not  be  sustained  by  valid  law 
must  be  set  at  rest  by  these  antliorities. 

"  There  is  but  one  other  ground  on  which  it  can  be  contended 
that  the  act  of  3  and  4  Will.  IV.  ch.  73,  overrules  the  princi- 
ples I  have  laid  down,  and  that  is  that  the  municipal  law  of 
England  is  paramount  to  the  absolute  rights  of  other  govern- 
ments when  they  come  in  conflict  with  each  other.  Such  a 
position  virtually  abolishes  the  entire  code  of  international 
law.  If  one  state  can  at  pleasure  revoke  such  a  law  any  other 
state  may  do  the  same  thing,  and  the  whole  system  of  inter- 
national intercourse  becomes  a  mere  matter  of  arbitrary  will 
and  of  universal  violence. 
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^^It  apx)ear8  to  me,  from  a  fall  examinatioD  of  the  law  a|v 
plicable  to  the  case,  that  the  Enterprise  was  entitled,  under  the 
immediate  perils  of  her  condition,  to  refuge  in  the  Bermudas ; 
that  she  had  a  right  to  remain  there  a  sufficient  time  to  accom- 
plish the  purpose  of  her  entry  and  to  depart  as  she  came; 
that  the  local  authorities  could  not  legally  enter  on  board  of 
her  for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with  the  condition  of  i)ersons 
or  things  as  established  by  the  laws  of  her  country,  and  that 
such  an  exercise  of  authority  over  the  commerce  and  institu- 
tions of  a  friendly  state  is  not  warranted  by  the  laws  of  nations. 

^<For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  claim  before  the 
commission  is  sustained  and  that  the  owners  of  slaves  on 
board  the  JSnterprise  are  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  illegal 
interference  with  them  by  the  authorities  of  Bermuda.'' 

Hornby,  the  British  commissioner,  delivered 
OpIiiicBiaftheBtitiriithe  following  opinion: 


<^The  facts  in  this  case  are,  shortly,  as  fol- 
lows: During  the  early  part  of  the  year  1835,  the  American 
brig  Enterprise^  haying  on  board  a  large  number  of  slaves, 
whSe  on  her  voyage  from  Alexandria,  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  Charleston,  in  South  Carolina,  was  driven  from  her 
course  by  prevailing  contrary  winds,  and  heing^  by  the  delay  thus 
occasionedj  in  want  of  provisions  ^  put  into  the  port  of  Hamilton^ 
in  the  Bermudas.  On  her  arrival  she  was  boarded  by  the  colo- 
nial authorities  and  taken  possession  of  on  the  ground  of  hav- 
ing slaves  on  board.  Possession,  however,  was  given  up  on  the 
authorities  being  informed  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  vessel  had  put  in. 

"  Before,  however,  the  ship  could  leave  the  harbor  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  was  obtained  at  the  instance  of  an  association 
of  free  blacks  in  the  island  and  served  upon  the  captain,  re- 
quiring his  appearance  before  the  court  and  the  production 
of  the  slaves  still  remaining  on  board.  Upon  the  argument  of 
the  case  the  court  declared  that  there  was  no  law  authorizing 
the  detention  of  the  slaves,  and  they  were  accordingly  set  at 
liberty. 

"  Under  these  circumstances  the  United  States  Government 
claim  compensation  at  the  hands  of  the  British  Gk)vernmentiu 
respect  of  the  loss  sustained  by  the  owners  of  the  slaves  by 
their  release,  basing  their  demand  on  the  following  proposi- 
tions: ^That  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  in  time  of  peace, 
engaged  on  a  lawfdl  voyage,  is,  according  to  the  law  of  nations, 
under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  state  to  which  she  be- 
longs; and  that  if  such  vessel  is  forced^  by  stress  of  weather  or 
unavoidable  circumstance,  into  the  port  of  a  friendly  power,  her 
country  in  such  case  loses  none  of  the  rights  apx)eTl;aining  to 
her  on  the  high  seas,  either  over  the  vessel  or  the  i>er8onal 
relations  of  those  on  board.' ^ 

1  United  States  Senate  resolntions.  March.  1840. 
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"Mr.  Webster,  in  his  letter  to  Lord  Ashborton  on  the  Ist 
of  Aagust  1842  states  the  second  of  these  propositions  in 
somewhat  different  lau^nage.  He  says :  ^  If  a  vessel  be  driven 
by  stress  of  weather  into  the  port  of  another  nation  it  would 
hardly  be  alleged  by  anyone  that  by  the  mere  force  of  such 
arrival  withiu  the  waters  of  the  state  the  law  of  that  state  would 
so  attach  to  the  vessel  as  to  affect  existing  rights  of  property 
between  persons  on  board,  whether  arising  from  contract  or 
otherwise.  The  local  law  would  not  operate  to  make  the  goods 
of  oue  man  to  become  the  goods  of  another  man;  nor  ought  it 
to  affect  their  personal  obligations  or  existing  relations  between 
themselves.' 

"  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  a 
vessel  driven  by  a. stress  of  weather  into  a  foreign  port  is  not 
subject  to^the  application  of  the  local  laws,  so  as  to  render  the 
vessel  liable  to  penalties  which  would  be  incurred  by  having 
voluntarily  come  within  the  local  jurisdiction.  The  reason  of 
this'rule  is  obvious.  It  would  be  a  manifest  injustice  to  pun- 
ish foreigners  for  a  breach  of  certain  local  laws  unintentionally 
committed  by  them,  and  by  reason  of  circumstances  over 
which  they  had  no  control. 

"  ThuR,  to  cite  one  of  the  most  ordinary  instancies  in  which 
the  rule  is  applied :  A  storm  drives  a  vessel,  having  a  perfectly 
legal  cargo  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  from  which  it 
sailed,  or  to  which  it  is  bound,  into  the  jwrt  of  a  country  where 
such  a  cargo  is  illegal  and  contraband.  To  subject  this  cargo 
to  the  same  penalty  as  if  it  were  clandestinely  smuggled  would 
be  unjust.  Our  law,  therefore,  says:  *  The  laws  of  the  country 
which  gives  you  a  national  character  shall  be  considered  as 
protecting  you,  and  if  it  is  not  an  illegal  cargo  in  your  own 
country  it  shall  not  be  so  considered  in  the  country  into  which 
you  have  been  involuntarily  brought.'  And  this  is  precisdy 
what  was  done  in  the  case  of  the  Enterprise.  The  cargo  was 
legal  according  to  the  laws  of  America,  illegal  according  to. 
the  laws  of  England,  and  if  brought  within  British  jurisdic- 
tion it  rendered  the  vessel  liable  to  confiscation.  It  was 
brought  within  that  jurisdiction,  but  under  circumstances 
which  exempted  it  from  the  penalty,  and  accordingly  so  far 
the  rule  of  international  law  was  admitted  and  allowed  to  pre- 
vail. But  more  is  demanded,  for  the  claim  is  for  indemnity, 
because  the  cargo  had,  by  mere  act  and  operation  of  natural 
law  and  of  English  law,  resumed  a  character  denied  it  by 
Ameri(!an  law.  While  the  vessel  is  to  the  extent  alluded  to 
free  from  the  operation  of  local  laws,  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  it  is  entitled  to  absolute  exemption  from  the  local  juris- 
diction; as,  for  example,  it  can  scarcely  be  contended  that 
persons  on  board  the  vessel  would  not  be  subject  to  the  local 
jurisdiction  for  crimes  committed  within  it.  If  acts  of  vio- 
lence were  committed  on  board  against  subjects  of  the  country 
to  which  the  port  belonged,  or  if  a  subject  should  be  wrong- 
fully  det-ained  on  board,  the  local  tribunals  would  be  entitl^ 
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to  ioteifere  to  preserve  the  peace  or  protect  the  iiynred  person. 
This  position  may  be  illustrated  by  the  law  applicable  to  the 
case  of  vessels  of  war  entering  a  foreign  port.  It  is  admitted 
by  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  writers  on  international  law  that 
national  vessels  are  exempt  from  the  local  law.  (2See  the  case 
of  the  8antissima  Trinidad^  7  Wheaton,352;  Wheaton's  Inter- 
national Law,  VoL  I.  p.  116:  Phillimore's  Oomm.  on  Interna- 
tional Law,  pp.  368,  373.)  They  are,  as  it  were,  entitled  to  a 
species  of  extraterritoriality;  yet  it  has  been  held  by  the  Ex- 
ecutive of  the  United  States,  on  the  authority  of  two  Attorneys- 
General,  that  a  foreign  vessel  of  war  entering  its  harbor  is  not 
entitled  to  absolute  exemption  from  its  jurisdiction.^  •  •  • 
^^This  explanation  of  the  law  of  nations  shows  that  when  a 
vessel  is  in  a  foreign  port  under  such  circumstances  as  entitle 
it  to  exemption  from  the  application  of  the  local  law,  the  ex- 
emption can  not  be  put  on  the  same  ground  as  the  immunity 
from  interference  of  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  for  there  in 
time  of  peace  it  is  absolute.  There  is  no  right  on  the  part  of 
a  foreign  court  even  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  anything 
occurring  in  the  vessel  of  another  country  while  at  sea;  but 
within  the  territories  of  a  country  the  local  tribunals  are  par- 
amount, and  have  the  right  to  summon  all  within  the  limits  of 
their  jurisdiction,  and  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  their  arts 
and  determine  upon  them  according  to  the  law  which  may  be 
applicable  to  the  particular  case.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that  it  can  not  with  correctness  be  said  ^  that  a  vessel  fonted 
by  stress  of  weather  into  a  friendly  port  is  under  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  to  which  she  belongs  in  the  same  way 
as  if  she  were  at  sea.'  She  has  been  brought  within  another 
jurisdiction  against  her  will,  it  is  true,  but  equally  against  the 
will  and  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  foreign  power;  she 
brings  with  her  (by  the  law  of  nations)  immuni^  from  the  op- 
eration of  the  local  laws  for  some  purposes,  but  not  for  aU, 

'Here  Mr.  Hornby  quotes  from  the  opinions  of  Bradford,  Attorney- 
General,  1794,  I.  Op.  47,  and  Leo,  Attorney-General,  1799, 1.  Op.  87.  In 
the  former  opinion  it  was  held  that  a  writ  of  habeas  corpns  might  be 
awarded  to  bring  np  an  ''American  sabject''  nnlawfnily  detained  on 
board  a  foreign  man-of-war,  the  eommander  being  amenable  to  the  nsoal 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  where  he  happened  to  be,  and  not  entitled  to 
claim  the  extraterritoriaUty  which  is  annexed  to  a  foreign  minister  and 
his  domicil.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  opinion  is  not  in  all  respects 
well  argued.  In  the  second  case  Attorney-General  Lee  advised  that  crim- 
inal and  civil  process  might  be  served  on  board  a  British  man-of-war  lying 
within  the  waters  of  the  United  States,  basing  his  opinion  on  the  provi- 
sion in  Article  XXIIL  of  the  Jay  Treaty  of  1794,  <<  that  the  ships  of  war  of 
each  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  at  all  times  be  hospitably  received 
in  the  ports  of  the  other,  their  officers  and  crews  paying  due  respect  to  die 
laws  and  government  of  the  country.''  But  in  1855  and  1856  Attorney- 
General  Gushing  asflerted  the  exemption  of  foreign  ships  of  war  ftom  the 
local  Jurisdietion.     (7  Op.  122;  8  Op.  73.) 
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and  the  extent  of  that  immunity  is  the  proper  snbject  of  in- 
vestigation and  adjudication  by  the  local  tribunals.  Let  as 
consider,  then,  the  principles  which  ought  to  guide  the  local 
courts  in  this  investigation. 

'^It  is  true  that  by  what  is  termed  the  ^  comity  of  nations' 
the  laws  of  one  country  are,  in  some  cases,  allowed  by  another 
to  have  operation;  but  in  those  cases  the  foreign  law  has  its 
authority  in  the  other  country  from  the  sanction,  and  to  the 
extent  only  of  the  sanction,  given  to  it  there,  and  not  from  its 
original  institution.  On  this  subject  Vattel  observes:  'It 
belongs  exclusively  to  each  nation  to  form  its  own  judgment 
of  what  its  conscience  prescribes  to  it — of  what  it  can  or  can 
not  do,  of  what  is  proper  or  improper  for  it  to  do ;  and  of  course 
it  rests  solely  with  it  to  examine  and  determine  whether  it  can 
perform  any  office  for  another  nation  without  neglecting  the 
duty  which  it  owes  to  itself;  and  for  any  other  state  to  inter- 
fere, to  compel  her  to  act  in  a  different  manner,  would  be  an 
infringement  of  the  liberty  of  nations.'  (Story's  Conflict  of 
Laws,  chap.  2,  sec.  37,  citing  Vattel,  Prelim.  Diss.  pp.  61, 62,  sec. 
14, 16;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  chap.  2,  sec.  25;  and  see  also 
sec.  24.) 

^^From  these  principles  it  results  that  no  nation  can  be  called 
upon,  or  ought,  to  permit  the  operation  of  foreign  laws  within 
its  territory  when  tbose  laws  are  contrary  to  its  interests  or  its 
moral  sentiments.^    ♦    #    • 

<*The  question  then  resolves  itself  into  this:  In  what  cases 
and  to  what  extent  does  the  law  of  nations  require  that  the 
local  law  shall  admit  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  foreign 
law  instead  of  its  own?  It  is  conceded  that  the  foreign  law 
must  be  admitted  to  regulate  the  rights  of  property  (properly 
so  called)  c(»ncerning  chattels  on  board  the  vessel,  and  for  some 
other  purposes;  but  tlie  question  we  have  now  to  determine  is 
whether  the  law  of  nations  requires  that  the  local  law,  which 
ignores  and  forbids  slavery,  shall  admit  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  foreign,  which  maintains  slavery. 

"  Now,  the  two  fallacies  which  appear  to  me  to  pervade  the 
whole  of  the  argument  in  support  of  the  claim  and  deprive  it 
of  its  whole  force  are  these:  First,  that  slaves  are  property  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word;  and,  secondly,  that  inter- 
national law  requires  that  the  right  of  the  master  to  the  per- 
son of  his  slave,  derived  from  local  law,  shall  be  recognized 
everywhere. 

<<  It  is  true  that  by  the  municipal  law  of  particular  countries 
slaves  may  be  treated  as,  and  may  even  be  declared  to  be,  prop- 
erty, and  this  has,  in  past  times,  been  the  case  in  some  portions 
of  the  English  dominions;  but  there  is  an  essential  difference 

'  On  this  question  Mr.  Hornby  cites  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
PHggy,  Commonwealth  of  PennMylrania,  16  Peters,  593;  2  Kent's  Comm. 
4th  ed.  p.  457;  Saul  v.  Hia  Creditore,  5  Mart.  (La.)  N.  S.  569. 
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between  the  rights  of  owners  in  their  slaves  and  ordinary  prop- 
erty. This  difference  is  clearly  laid  down  by  a  ii  eminent  Ameri- 
can jndge  in  the  case  of  the  Commonwealth  v.  Aves^  18  Picker- 
ing^s  Keports,  216.  Chief  Justice  Shaw  there  says,  ^That  it  is 
not  speaking  with  strict  accnracy  to  say  that  a  property  can 
be  acquired  in  human  beings  by  local  laws.  Each  State  may, 
for  its  own  convenience,  declare  that  slaves  shall  be  deemed 
property,  and  that  the  relations  and  laws  of  personal  chattels 
shall  be  deemed  to  apply  to  them ;  but  it  would  be  a  perversion 
of  terms  to  say  that  such  local  laws  do  in  fact  make  them  per- 
sonal property  generally;  they  can  only  deternnne  that  the 
same  rules  of  law  shall  apply  to  them  as  are  applicable  to  prop- 
erty, and  this  effect  will  follow  only  as  far  as  such  laws|W"oprto 
vigore  can  operate.' 

"  Mr.  Webster,  however,  does  not  hesitate  to  place  the  rela- 
tion of  slavery  on  the  same  footing  with  that  of  marriage  and 
parental  authority;  but  the  answer  to  this  attempted  compari- 
son consists  in  this,  that  all  nations  and  societies  acknowledge 
marriage  and  parental  authority.  They  are,  indeed,  the  very 
foundation  of  society;  they  may  vary  in  form,  but  the  essence 
remains  the  same;  they  can  not  so  much  be  said  to  be  in  con- 
formity with  the  law  of  nature  as  to  be  themselves  natural 
laws.  This  is  not  the  case  with  slavery,  which  is  contrary  to 
the  law  of  nature,  and,  so  far  from  being  acknowledged  by  all 
nations,  is  now  repudiated  by  almost  all.  Property  in  things, 
however,  being  recognized  in  all  countries,  it  follows  that  in 
case  of  shipwreck  '  the  local  law  would  not  operate  to  make  the 
goods  of  one  man  to  become  the  goods  of  another.'  But  to 
make  this  dictum  an  authority  for  the  principle  contended  for, 
it  must  first  be  established  that  there  is  no  distinction  between 
property  in  man  and  property  in  beasts  and  things. 

'*  In  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Vanzandt  (2  McLean,  596)  it  was 
held  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  at  common  law  for 
assisting  a  slave  to  escape,  or  harboring  him  after  his  escape 
into  a  free  State,  and  that  damages  were  only  recoverable  in 
such  a  case  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
In  giving  judgment  in  that  case  Mr.  Justice  McLean  observed: 
^  The  traffic  in  slaves  does  not  come  under  the  constitutional 
power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States.  In  this  view  the  Constitution  does  not  consider  slaves 
as  merchandise.  This  was  held  in  the  case  of  Grooves  and 
Slaughter.  (18  Peters.)  The  Constitution  nowhere  speaks  of 
slaves  as  property.  *  •  *  The  Constitution  treats  of  slaves 
as  persons.'  '  The  view  of  Mr.  Madison,  who  thought  it  wrong 
to  admit  in  the  Constitution  the  idea  tliat  there  could  be  prop- 
erty in  man,  seems  to  have  been  carried  out  in  this  most  im- 
portant instrument.  Whether  slaves  are  referred  to  in  it  as 
the  basis  of  representation,  as  migrating,  or  being  imported, 
or  as  lugitives  from  labor,  they  are  spoken  of  as  persons.' 
^  What  have  we  to  do  with  slavery  m  the  abstract!  It  is  ad- 
mitted by  almost  all  who  have  examined  inte  the  subject  to  be 
founded  in  wrong,  in  opi)ression,  in  power  agsiinst  right.' 
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^  There  is  yet  another  case  which  affords  a  farther  striking 
illustration  of  the factthat  American  law  recognizes  an  essential 
difference  between  property  in  slaves  and  property  in  things, 
so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  owner  independently  of  hia  will. 
The  second  section  of  the  foarth  article  of  the  Constitution 
protects  every  slave  owner  from  loss  of  his  slaves  by  means  of 
their  flying  into  a  free  State;  it  gives  him  aright  to  follow  the 
slave  and  seize  him  wherever  he  may  find  him.  Tet,  in  the  case 
of  The  Commonwealth  v.  UoUoicay  (2  Sergt.  and  Bawle,  304),  it 
was  held  that  where  a  female  slave  tied  into  Pennsylvania, 
and  there  gave  birth  to  a  child,  though  she  herself  might  be 
reclaimed  by  the  owner,  her  child  could  not  bnt  remain  &ee  by 
virtue  of  the  law  of  the  State,  which  declared  that  ^no  man  or 
woman  of  any  nation  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be  deemed,  ad- 
judged, or  holden  within  the  territories  of  this  commonwealth, 
as  slaves  or  servants  for  life,  but  as  free  men  and  women.'  Now, 
it  is  obvious  that  if  the  property  in  the  female  slave  were  re- 
garded in  the  same  light  as  property  in  an  animal,  the  ordinary 
rule  of  law,  ^partus  nequitur  ventrem,^  referred  to  by  the  learned 
agent  of  the  British  Government,  would  have  been  applicable. 
In  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  the  slaveowner  might  have  said 
as  he  now  says:  ^It  was  not  by  my  consent  that  that  which  by 
the  laws  of  my  country  I  am  entitled  to  claim  as  my  property 
has  been  brought  within  the  operation  of  your  laws.  My  slave 
and  her  increase  are  mine;  am  I  to  be  deprived  of  that  increase 
because  it  has  been  by  misadventure  cast  away  upon  your  soil  9' 
But  the  American  law,  in  the  case  before  me,  as  the  English 
law,  answers:  *It  may  be  that  in  your  owu  State  you  would 
have  had  the  right  you  claim ;  but  we  do  not  acknowledge 
that  you  have  a  right  of  property  in  this  human  being  as  you 
could  have  in  a  horse  or  dog;  if  you  had,  your  consent  alone 
would  be  considered  in  the  matter;  but  as  it  is,  here  is  an  in- 
telligent being  who  is  entitled  to  be  dealt  with  by  our  law, 
which  we  sit  here  to  administer,  and  not  yours,  as  a  man,  and 
by  that  law  it  is'declared  that  no  man  shall  be  a  slave.'  In 
the  case  also  of  Prigg  v.  The  Commonwealth  of  Fenmylvania  (16 
Peters,  608),  it  was  again  held  that  the  offspring  of  a  fugitive 
slave  could  not  be  reclaimed  by  the  owner.  On  the  authority, 
then,  of  these  cases,  it  may  be  considered  as  settled  that  by  the 
law  of  the  United  States  the  presence  or  absence  of  consent  or 
voluntariness  on  the  ])ai't  of  the  owner  has  nothing  whatever 
tc>  do  with  the  question  of  whether  his  slave,  when  withiji  the 
territory  of  a  State,  no  matter  how  brought,  which  does  not 
acknowledge  slavery,  shall  be  free  or  not.  The  answer  that 
must  be  given  by  the  local  tribunals,  when  called  upon,  must 
depend  upon  the  positive  hiwof  the  place.  In  the  United  States, 
the  Constitution  has  provided  an  answer  in  the  fourth  article; 
but  when  the  circumstances  are  such  that  the  letter  of  that  en- 
actment or  some  other  is  not  applicable,  the  American  law  de- 
clares, like  the  English  law,  that  it  does  not  recognize  property 
in  man,  but  regards  them  all  alike,  whether  black  or  white,  as 
entitled  to  be  free. 
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<'Mr.  Justice  Story  thus  distinctly  explains  the  general  prin 
ciple  of  public  law  on  this  subject,  aud  the  modifications  which 
have  been  introduced  by  the  United  States  Constitution:  *By 
the  general  law  of  nations  no  nation  is  bound  to  recognize  the 
state  of  slavery  as  to  foreign  slaves  found  within  its  territorial 
dominions,  when  it  is  in  opposition  to  its  own  policy  and  insti- 
tutions, in  favor  of  the  subject  of  other  nations  where  slavery 
is  recognized.  If  it  does,  it  is  a  matter  of  comity  and  not  a 
matter  of  international  right.  The  state  of  slavery  is  deemed 
to  be  a  municipal  regulation,  founded  upon  and  limited  to  the 
range  of  territorial  laws.  This  was  fully  recognized  in  Somer- 
set's case.  It  is  manifest,  then,  from  this  consideration  of  the 
law  that  if  the  Constitution  had  not  contained  this  clause, 
every  nonslaveholding  State  in  the  Union  would  have  been  at 
liberty  to  have  declared  free  all  slaves  coming  within  its  limits 
and  to  have  given  them  entire  immunity  and  protection  against 
the  claims  of  their  masters.^  And  again  he  says:  'The  duty  to 
deliver  up  fiigitive  slaves,  in  whatever  State  of  the  Union  they 
may  be  found,  and  of  course  the  corresponding  power  in  Con- 
gress to  use  the  appropriate  means  to  enforce  the  duty,  derive 
their  «o^  validity  and  obligation  exclusively  from  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  are  there  for  the  first  time  rec- 
ognized and  established  in  that  peculiar  character.'  (See  also, 
id.  ch.  iv.  sec.  96,  pp.  165-6,  of  3d  edit.) 

"That  foreign  nations,  then,  are  not  bound  by  any  rule  of 
international  law  to  recognize  slaves  as  property,  and  award  to 
their  owners  the  immunity  which  by  the  comity  of  nations  is 
usually  granted  in  respect  of  ordinary  chattels,  is  clear  from 
the  course  of  legislation  pursued  by  the  United  States;  for,  if 
they  could  be  so  bound,  no  law  or  action  of  the  United  States 
would  have  been  necessary  to  compel  one  State  denying  the 
right  and  existence  of  property  in  a  slave  to  deliver  up  a  iiigi- 
tive  to  another  State  admitting  and  maintaining  the  right,  aud 
for  this  reason  that  the  law  of  nations,  being  as  binding  between 
State  and  State  as  between  the  United  States  and  foreign  conn- 
tries,  would  have  been  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  and  no  special 
law  would  have  been  necessary.  By  what  right,  then,  or  by 
force  of  what  argument,  can  the  United  States  insist  that  Great 
Britain  is  to  be  bound  by  the  law  of  nations  to  do  that  which, 
by  its  own  legislation,  it  has  proved  beyond  all  question  the 
separate  States  were  not  and  could  not  be  bound  to  do! 

''It  is  evident,  therefore,  from  a  view  of  the  American 
authorities  alone,  that  the  institution  of  slavery  depends  solely 
upon  the  laws  of  each  individual  State  in  which  it  is  allowed, 
and  that  from  its  very  nature  it  is  only  coextensive  with  the 
territorial  limits  of  such  laws.  An  American  writer  thus  de- 
scribes it:  'It  is  an  institution,'  says  he,  'in  which  the  slave 
has  no  voice.  It  operates  in  inritum.  The  slave  is  no  party, 
either  practically  or  theoretically,  to  the  law  under  which  he 
lives  in  servitude.  It  is,  moreover,  an  exceptional  law;  one 
which  depends  solely  for  its  observance  on  the  continuance  of 
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the  power  who  made  it.  The  moment  that  power  ceases^  the 
objects  of  it  are  free  to  exercise  their  nuturai  rights,  which  revive 
to  them,  because  they  were  held  only  in  subjection  or  abeyance  by 
superior  force^  bat  which  could  not  be  disturbed,  alienated,  or 
forfeited,  except  for  some  crime,  springing  as  they  do  from  the 
immutable  and  eternal  principles  of  nature  and  justice.' 

<'  It  appears  to  me  then  to  be  clearly  established  by  all  the 
authorities  on  the  subject,  that  nations  or  states  are  not  bound 
to  recognize  the  relation  of  master  and  slave  which  may  be 
enacted  by  foreign  law. 

<<  In  the  case  of  Forbes  y.  Cochrane  (2  B.  and  0.  448)  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd  says :  ^ A  man  can  not  found  his  claim  to  slaves 
upon  any  general  right,  because  by  the  English  law  such  right 
can  not  t^  considered  as  warranted  by  the  general  law  of 
nations;  and  if  he  can  claim  at  all,  it  must  l^  by  virtue  of 
some  right  which  he  had  acquired  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  he  was  domiciled;  that  when  such  rights  are  recognized 
by  law,  they  must  be  considered  as  foundeil  not  upon  the  law 
of  nature,  but  upon  the  particular  law  of  that  country,  and 
must  be  coextensive,  and  only  and  strictly  coextensive,  with 
the  territories  of  that  state;  but  when  the  party  gets  out  of 
the  territory  where  it  prevails,  no  matter  under  what  circum- 
stances, and  under  theprotectionof  another  power j  without  any 
wrongful  act  done  by  the  party  giving  the  protection,  the  right 
of  the  master,  which  is  founded  on  the  municipal  law  of  the 
place  only,  does  not  continue  J 

<^The  f^laoy  contained  in  the  argument  in  opposition  to  this 
view  of  the  law  consists  in  ignoring  the  slave  as  a  man,  and 
in  supposing  him  to  be  possessed  of  no  rights,  as  agaiust  the 
individual  endeavoring  to  keep  him  in  slavery,  which  a  foreign 
nat^'on  is  justified  in  taking  into  consideration. 

<^  As  a  man,  the  slave  is  as  much  entitled  to  appeal  to  the 
protection  of  our  laws  as  his  owner,  and  his  claim  must  be 
adjudicated  upon  in  conformity  with  the  same  principles.  In 
the  country  whence  he  came,  his  voice  could  not  be  heard  in 
the  local  courts,  to  aswsert  the  rights  which  he  derived  from 
nature,  as  against  the  municipal  laws  of  the  place  where  he 
was  doDL'ciled.  When  he  is  driven,  together  with  his  so-called 
owner,  to  the  shores  of  this  country  or  its  colonies,  those  rights 
of  his  master  which  are  founded  on  natural  law,  such  as  prop- 
erty, marriage,  etc.,  etc.,  are  respected.  Why  then  are  we  to 
be  deaf  to  the  appeal  of  the  slave,  when  he  also  asks  to  have 
his  rights,  which  are  equally  foubded  on  natural  law,  respected  ? 
We  have  to  choose  between  the  natural  law,  supported  by  our 
own  law,  and  foreign  municipal  law  in  direct  opposition  to  both. 

<'The  choice  is  none  of  our  seeking,  it  is  cast  upon  us  by 
chance.  It  would  be  to  make  international  law  a  partial  tyrant 
rather  than  an  equal  arbitrator  between  nations — to  hold  that 
one  country  can  be  bound  under  any  circumstances,  without 
faidt  of  its  own,  to  reject  the  law  of  nature  and  its  own  law,  in 
&vor  of  a  foreign  local  law  in  opposition  to  both.    •    •    • 
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^^Lord  Palmerston,  in  effect,  states  the  principle  thus 
announced  when,  with  the  concarreiiee  of  those  eminent  men 
who  now  fill  the  highest  judicial  seats  in  the  country,  viz,  the 
present  lord  chancellor,  the  lord  chief  justice  of  England,  and 
the  judge  of  the  admiralty  court,  he  declares  that  a  distinction 
exists  l^tween  laws  bearing  upon  the  personal  liberty  of  man 
and  laws  bearing  upon  the  i)roperty  which  man  may  claim  in 
irrational  animals  or  in  inanimate  things. 

<'  ^If  a  ship,'  says  his  lordship  in  a  dispatch  upon  this  sub- 
ject, 'containing  such  animals  or  things,  were  driven  by  stress 
of  weather  into  a  foreign  port,  the  owner  of  the  cargo  would 
not  be  justly  deprived  of  his  ]>roperty  by  the  operation  of  any 
particular  law  which  might  be  in  existence  in  that  port,  because 
in  such  a  case  there  would  be  but  two  parties  interested  in  the 
transaction — ^the  foreign  owner  and  the  local  authority;  and 
it  would  be  highly  unjust  that  the  former  should  be  stripped 
of  what  belongs  to  him  through  the  forcible  application  of  the 
municipal  law  of  a  state  to  which  he  had  not  voluntarily  sub- 
mitted himself. 

'* '  But  in  a  case  in  which  a  ship  so  driven  into  a  foreign  port 
by  stress  of  weather  contains  men  over  whose  personal  liberty- 
another  man  claims  to  have  an  acquired  right,  there  are  three 
parties  to  the  transaction — the  owner  of  the  cargo,  the  local 
authority,  and  the  alleged  slave;  andi;he  third  party  is  no  less 
entitled  than  the  first  to  appeal  to  the  local  authority  for  such 
protection  as  the  law  of  the  land  may  afford  him.  But  if  men 
who  have  been  held  in  slavery  are  brought  into  a  country  where 
the  condition  of  slavery  is  unknown  and  ibrbidden,  they  are 
necessarily,  and  by  the  very  nature  of  things,  placed  at  once 
in  the  situation  of  aliens  who  have  at  all  times  irom  their  birth 
been  free. 

'< '  Such  persons  can  in  no  shape  be  restrained  of  their  liberty 
by  their  former  master  any  more  than  by  any  other  person. 

"  *If  they  were  given  up  to  such  iormer  master  they  would 
be  aggrieved,  and  would  be  entitled  to  sue  for  damages.  But 
it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  when  a  state  has  prohibited 
slavery  within  its  territoi  y,  this  condition  of  thing  must  arise, 
namely,  that  as  often  as  a  slave  ship  shall  take  refuge  in  one  of 
the  ports  of  that  state,  liability  must  necessarily  be  incurred, 
either  to  the  former  owner  of  the  slaves,  if  the  slaves  be  liber- 
ated, or  to  the  slaves  themselves,  if  they  are  delivered  up  to 
the  former  owner. 

'^ 'If,  indeed,  a  municipal  law  be  made  which  violates  the 
law  of  nations,  a  question  of  another  kind  may  arise.  But  the 
municipal  law  which  forbids  slavery  is  no  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations.  It  is,  (m  the  contrary,  in  strict  harmony  with  the 
law  of  nature;  and  therefore,  when  slaves  are  liberated  ac 
cording  to  such  municipal  law,  there  is  no  wrong  done  and 
there  can  be  no  compensation  granted.' 

''  I  have  hitherto  considered  this  case  \i\yon  general  princi- 
ples, because^  as  other  cases  may  occur,  it  is  important  to  lay 
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down  general  rnles;  bat  the  special  circamstanoes  of  the  case 
would  disentitle  the  claimants  to  compensation. 

^<One  grouud,  if  indeed  it  be  not  the  chief  groond,  npon 
which  this  claim  has  been  rested  is  that  the  Enterprize  was 
compelled  by  necessity  to  put  into  the  port  of  Bermuda,  and 
that  on  this  account  the  owners  of  the  slaves  were  entitled  to 
claim  exemption  from  the  operation  of  English  law.  I  do  not 
think,  however,  that  any  such  case  of  necessity  has  been  made 
out  as  would  give  rise  to  the  exemption  contended  for,  if  under 
any  circumstances  it  could  arise.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
Enter  prize  was  forced  by  storm  into  Bermuda.  All  that  is 
asserted  is  that  her  provisions  ran  short  by  reason  of  her 
having  been  driven  out  of  her  course.  No  case  of  pressing, 
overwhelming^need  is  shown  to  have  existed;  but,  to  avoid  the 
inconvenience  of  short  rations  (and,  considering  the  nature  of 
the  cargo,  it  was  an  inconvenience  which  a  very  slight  delay 
was  likely  to  occasion),  the  master  put  into  an  English  harbor 
to  procure  supplies.  These  facts  do  not  certainly  disclose  that 
paramount  case  of  necessity  which  has  been  insisted  on 
throughout  the  argument,  and  which  alone  (if  any  circum- 
stances could  give  rise  to  the  exemption  upon  which  this  claim 
is  supported)  could  form  the  basis  of  such  an  appeal  as  the 
present.  If  a  mere  scarcity  of  provisions,  which  might  arise 
from  so  many  causes,  is  to  be  considered  not  only  as  a  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  the  entrance  of  a  vessel  into  a  British  port 
with  a  prohibited  cargo  but  is  also  to  entitle  it  to  an  exemption 
from  the  operation  of  the  English  law,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
to  what  the  admission  of  such  a  principle  might  lead,  or  what 
frauds  on  the  part  of  slave  speculators  it  might  induce. 

''  With  respect  to  the  cases  of  the  Comet  and  Encomium  it 
has  been  insisted  that  they  are  not  distinguishable  in  principle 
from  that  of  the  Enterprize^  and  that,  as  the  English  Govern- 
ment granted  compensation  in  these  cases,  we  are  bound  by 
the  precedent  thus  made.  Those  vessels,  however,  were  driven 
into  English  ports,  and  the  slaves  on  board  were  set  free  before 
the  passing  of  the  act  abolishing  slavery.  There  was,  there- 
fore, no  importation  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  (5  Geo.  IV. 
ch.  113)  which  declared  it  illegal  to  import  slaves  and  made  it 
a  felony  to  do  so,  and  consequently  there  was  no  breach  of  the 
English  law.  Being  then  in  an  English  port,  the  only  question 
was  whether  there  was  any  law  which  prevented  their  owners 
retaining  possession  of  them.  At  that  time  there  was  not. 
Slavery  was  then  in  full  force  in  the  Bahamas,  and  of  the 
same  kind  as  that  to  which  the  American  slaves  were  subject. 
The  i)ossession  of  the  slaves  was  not  therefore  unlawful,  nor 
was  the  relation  between  tbeni  and  their  masters  liable  to  be 
dissolved  by  the  mere  accidental  arrival  of  both  in  the  colony. 
But  at  the  time  when  the  Enterprize  was  brought  into  the 
port  of  Hamilton,  Great  Britain  had  utterly  and  forever  abol- 
ished the  status  of  slavery  throughout  the  British  colonies  and 
plantations  abroad  (see  act  of  3  and  4  Wm.  lY.  ch.  73^  sec.  9), 
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and  by  the  act  of  the  colonial  legislature  the  apprenticeBhip 
system,  created  by  the  act  of  William  IV.  was  dispensed  with. 
Slavery,  therefore,  in  no  form  whatever,  was  known  in  the 
Bermudas  at  the  time  the  Enterprize  entered  the  port.  It  was 
impossible,  therefore,  that  any  judge  called  upon  to  administer 
the  law  within  these  islands  could,  for  any  purpose  or  under 
any  circumstances,  recognize  the  relation  of  master  and  slave 
as  subsisting  within  the  reach  of  his  authority. 

<<  Under  these  circumstances  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  claim  of  the  owners  of  the  slaves  on  board  the  Enterprize 
at  the  time  she  put  into  Port  Hamilton  can  not  be  sustained, 
and  that  it  ought,  upon  every  principle  of  law,  to  be  rejected." 

The  umpire  delivered  the  following  decision : 

Daoiiloa  of  tliA 

UmpiTe.  ^^  "^^^^  claim  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the 

Charleston  Marine'  Insurance  Company  of 
South  Carolina,  and  of  the  Augusta  Insurance  Company  in 
Georgia,  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  seventy-two  slaves, 
forcibly  taken  irom  the  brig  Enterprize^  Elliot  Smith,  master, 
on  the  20th  of  February,  1835,  in  the  harbor  of  Hamilton,  Ber- 
muda. The  following  are  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case:  The  American  brig  Enterprize^  Smith,  master,  sailed 
from  Alexandria,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  the  United 
States,  on  the  22<1  of  January,  1835,  bound  for  Charleston, 
South  Carolina.  After  encountering  head  winds  and  gales, 
and  finding  their  provisions  and  water  running  short,  it  was 
deemed  be^t  by  the  master  to  put  into  Hamilton,  in  the  island 
of  Bermuda,  for  supplies.  She  arrived  there  on  the  11th  of 
February.  Having  taken  in  the  supplies  required,  and  having 
completed  the  repair  of  the  sails,  she  was  ready  for  sea  on  the 
19th  with  the  pilot  on  board.  During  the  repairs  no  one  from 
the  shore  was  allowed  to  communicate  with  the  slaves.  The 
vessel  was  kept  at  anchor  in  the  harbor,  and  was  not  brought 
to  the  wharf.  Being  thus  ready  for  sea.  Captain  Smith  pro- 
ceeded, with  his  agent,  to  the  custom-house  to  clear  his  vessel 
outward.  The  collector  stated  that  he  had  received  a  verbal 
order  from  the  council  to  detain  the  brig's  papers  until  the 
governor's  pleasure  could  be  known. 

<<  The  comptroller  and  a  Mr.  Tucker  then  went  to  the  other 
public  offices,  and  on  their  return  to  the  custom  house  the 
comptroller,  after  consulting  for  a  few  minutes  with  the  col- 
lector, declared  that  he  would  not  give  up  the  papers  that 
evening,  but  would  report  the  vessel  out  the  next  morning  as 
early  as  the  captain  might  choose  to  call  for  the  papers. 

^<  In  consequence  of  this  decision,  the  captain  immediately 
noted  his  protest  in  the  secretary's  office  against  the  collector 
and  comptroller  for  the  detention  of  his  ship's  papers,  and  in- 
formed the  officer  of  the  customs  he  should  hold  them  responsi- 
ble; that  he  (the  captain)  feared  the  colored  people  of  Hamilton 
would  come  on  board  his  vessel  at  night  and  rescue  the  slaves, 
as  th^  had  threatened  to  do. 
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"The  collector  then  replied  there  was  no  danger  to  be  appre- 
hended, that  the  colored  people  would  not  do  anything  without 
the  advice  of  the  whites^  and  they  knew  the  laws  too  well  to 
distnrb  Captain  Smith.  At  20  minutes  to  6  o'clock  p.  m.,  the 
chief  justice  sent  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  on  board,  and  after- 
wards a  file  of  black  soldiers  armed,  ordering  the  captain  to 
bring  all  the  slaves  before  him,  the  chief  justice,  which  Cap- 
tain Smith  was  obhged  to  do.  On  the  slaves  being  informed 
by  the  chief  justice  that  they  were  free  persons,  seventy-two 
of  them  declared  they  wonld  remain  on  shore,  which  they  did, 
and  only  six  of  them  returned  on  board  to  proceed  on  the 
voyage. 

"This  is  believed  to  be  a  faithful  sketch  of  the  case,  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  American  brig  Enterprize  was  bound 
on  a  voyage  from  one  port  in  the  United  States  to  another 
port  of  the  same  country,  which  was  lawful  according  to  the 
laws  of  her  country  and  the  law  of  nations.  She  entered  the 
port  of  Hamilton  in  distress  for  provisions  and  water.  Ko 
offence  was  permitted  against  the  municipal  laws  of  Oreat 
Britain  or  her  colonies,  and  there  was  no  attempt  to  land  or  to 
establish  slavery  in  Bermuda  in  violation  of  the  laws. 

"It  was  well  known  that  slavery  had  been  conditionally 
abolished  in  nearly  all  the  British  dominions  about  six  months 
before,  and  that  the  owners  of  slaves  had  received  compensa- 
tion, and  that  six  years'  apprenticeship  was  to  precede  the 
complete  emancipation,  during  which  time  apprentices  were  to 
be  bonght  and  sold  as  property,  and  were  to  be  liable  to  attach- 
ment tor  debt. 

"  Ko  one  can  deny  that  slavery  is  contrary  to  the  principles 
of  justice  and  humanity,  and  can  only  be  established  in  any 
country  by  law.  At  the  time  of  the  transaction  on  which  this 
claim  is  founded,  slavery  existed  by  law  in  several  countries, 
and  was  not  wholly  abolished  in  the  British  dominions.  It  could 
not,  then,  be  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  Enterprize 
was  as  much  entitled  to  protection  as  though  her  cargo  con- 
sisted of  any  other  description  of  property.  The  conduct  of 
the  authorities  at  Bermuda  was  a  violation  of  the  laws  of 
nations,  and  of  those  laws  of  hospitality  which  should  prompt 
every  nation  to  afford  protection  and  succor  to  the  vessels  of  a 
friendly  neighbor  that  may  enter  their  ports  in  distress. 

"  The  owners  of  the  slaves  on  board  the  Enterprize  ^ve  there- 
foreentitled  to  compensation,  and  I  award  to  the  Augusta  Insur- 
ance and  Banking  Company  or  their  le^al  representatives  the 
sum  of  sixteen  thousand  dollars,  and  to  the  Charleston  Marine 
Insurance  Company,  or  their  legal  representatives,  the  sum  of 
thirty-three  thousand  dollars,  on  the  fifteenth  of  January  1855." 

Bates,  umpire,  case  of  the  Enterprise^  conventioa  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853.  (8.  Ex.  Doc.  103, 34  Cong.  1 
sees.  187-237.) 
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Two  other  cases,  the  Rermosa  and  the  GreoUj 
Cue  of  the  "Her-  jny^iyj^g  gubstantially  the  same  priuciples  as 


the  case  of  the  Enterprize^  were  sabmitted  by 
the  commissioners  to  the  umpire  on  the  opinions  delivered  by 
them  in  the  latter  case. 
The  umpire  rendered  the  following  decisions: 

"  The  umpire  appointed  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the 
convention  entered  into  betweeu  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  on  the  8th  of  February  1853,  for  the  adjustment  of 
claims  by  a  mixed  commission,  having  been  duly  notified  by 
the  commissiouers  under  the  said  convention  that  they  had 
been  unable  to  agree  upon  the  decision  to  be  giVen  with  refer- 
ence to  the  claim  of  H.  N.  Templeman  against  the  Government 
of  Great  Britain ;  and  having  carefully  examined  and  consid- 
ered the  papers  and  evidence  produced  on  the  hearing  of  the 
said  claim;  and  having  conferred  with  the  said  commissioners 
thereon,  hereby  reports  that  the  schooner  Hermosa^  Ohattin, 
master,  bound  from  Kichmond,  in  Virginia,  to  New  Orleans, 
having  thirty -eight  slaves  on  board  belonging  to  H.  N.  Temple- 
man,  was  wrecked  on  tbe  19th  October  1840  on  the  Spanish 
key  Abaco. 

«  Wreckers  came  alongside  and  took  oflF  the  captain  and  crew 
and  the  thirty -eight  slaves,  and,  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the 
master  of  the  Hermosa,  who  urged  the  captain  of  the  wrecker 
to  conduct  the  crew,  passengers,  and  slaves  to  a  port  in  the 
United  States,  they  were  taken  to  Nassau,  New  Providence, 
where  Captain  Ghattin  carefully  abstained  from  causing  or 
permitting  said  slaves  to  be  landed,  or  to  be  put  in  commani- 
cation  with  any  person  on  shore,  while  he  proceeded  to  consult 
with  the  American  consul,  and  to  make  arrangements  for  pro- 
curing a  vessel  to  take  the  crew  and  passengers  and  the  slaves 
to  some  ])ort  in  the  United  States. 

'^  While  the  vessel  in  which  they  were  brought  to  Nassau 
was  lying  at  a  distance  from  the  wharves  in  the  harbor,  cer- 
tain magistrates  wearing  uniform,  who  stated  themselves  to  be 
officers  of  the  British  Government,  and  acting  under  the  orders 
of  the  civil  and  military  authorities  of  the  island,  supported  by 
soldiery  wearing  the  British  uniform,  and  carrying  maskets  and 
bayonets,  took  forcible  x)ossession  of  said  vessel,  and  the  slaves 
were  transported  in  boats  from  said  vessel  to  the  shore,  and 
thence,  under  guard  of  a  file  of  soldiers,  marched  to  the  office 
of  said  magistrates,  where  after  some  judicial  proceedings, 
they  were  set  free,  against  the  urgent  remonstrances  of  the 
master  of  the  Rermosa  and  of  the  American  consul. 

^^  In  this  case  there  was  no  attempt  to  violate  the  municipal 
laws  of  the  British  colonies.  All  that  the  master  of  the  Rer- 
mosa required  was  that  aid  and  assistance  which  was  due  from 
one  friendly  nation  to  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  another 
friendly  nation,  engaged  in  a  business  lawftd  in  their  own 
country,  and  not  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations. 
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<^  Making  allowauce.  therefore,  for  a  reasonable  salvage  to 
the  wreckers,  had  a  proper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  author- 
ities at  Nassau  been  observed,  I  award  to  the  Louisiana  State 
Marine  and  Fire  Insurance  Company,  and  the  New  Orleans 
Insurance  Company  (to  which  institutions  this  claim  has  been 
transferred  by  H.  N.  Templemau),  or  their  legal  representa- 
tives, the  sum  of  sixteen  thousand  dollars,  on  the  fifteenth 
January  1885,  viz,  eight  thousand  dollars  to  each  company.'' 

Rates,  umpire,  case  of  the  Hermo^a,  convention  between  the  United 
Slates  and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong. 
1  sees.  pp.  239-240.) 

<^This  case  having  been  submitted  to  the 
Case  of  the  "Creole.''  umpire  for  his  decision,  he  hereby  reports  that 
the  claim  has  grown  out  of  the  following 
circumstances: 

"The  American  brig  Creole^  Captain  Ensor,  sailed  from 
Hampton  Roads,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  on  the  27th  October 
1841,  having  on  board  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  slaves, 
bound  for  New  Orleans.  On  the  7th  of  November,  at  9  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  a  portion  of  the  slaves  rose  against  the  officers, 
crew,  and  passengers,  wounding  severely  the  captain,  the  chief 
mate,  and  two  of  the  crew,  and  murdering  one  of  the  passen- 
gers. The  mutineers,  having  got  complete  possession  of  the 
vessel,  ordered  the  mate,  under  threat  of  instant  death  should 
he  disobey  or  deceive  them,  to  steer  for  Nassau,  in  the  island 
of  New  Providence,  where  the  brig  arrived  on  the  9th  of 
November  1841. 

"  The  American  consul  was  apprised  of  the  situation  of  the 
vessel  and  requested  the  governor  to  take  measures  to  prevent 
the  escape  of  the  slaves  and  to  have  the  murderers  secured. 
The  consul  received  reply  from  the  governor  stating  that  under 
the  circumstances  he  would  comply  with  the  request. 

"  The  consul  went  on  board  the  brig,  placed  the  mate  in 
command  in  place  of  the  disabled  master,  and  found  the  slaves 
all  quiet. 

"About  noon  twenty  African  soldiers,  with  an  African  ser- 
geant and  corporal,  commanded  by  a  white  officer,  came  on 
board.  The  officer  was  introduced  by  the  consul  to  the  mate 
as  commanding  officer  of  the  vessel. 

"The  consul  on  returning  to  the  shore  was  summoned  to 
attend  the  governor  and  council,  who  were  in  session,  and  who 
informed  the  consul  that  they  had  come  to  the  following  de- 
cision : 

"Ust.  That  the  courts  of  law  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
alleged  offenses. 
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'^  *  2d.  That  as  an  iDfonnation  bad  been  lodged  before  the  gov- 
ernor charging  that  tbe  crime  of  murder  had  been  committed 
on  board  said  vesHcl  while  on  the  high  seas;  it  was  expedient 
that  tbe  parties  implicated  in  so  grave  a  charge  shonld  not  be 
allowed  to  go  at  large,  and  that  an  investigation  ought  there 
fore  to  be  made  into  the  charges,  and  examination  taken  on 
oath;  when,  if  it  should  appear  that  the  original  information 
was  correct,  and  that  a  murder  had  actually  been  committed, 
that  all  parties  implicated  in  such  crime  or  other  acts  of  vio- 
lence should  be  detained  here  until  reference  could  be  made  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  ascertain  whether  the  parties  should 
be  delivered  over  to  the  United  States  Government;  if  not, 
how  otherwise  to  dispose  of  them. 

*'  ^  3d.  That  as  soon  as  such  examinations  should  be  taken, 
all  persons  on  board  the  Creole  not  implicated  in  any  of  the 
offences  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  board  that  vessel 
must  be  released  from  further  restraint.' 

"  Then  two  magistrates  were  sent  on  board.  The  American 
consul  went  also.  The  examination  was  commenced  on  Tues- 
day the  9th,  and  wsus  continued  on  Wednesday  the  10th,  and 
then  postponed  until  Friday  on  account  of  the  illness  of  Cap- 
tain Ensor.;  On  Friday  morning  it  was  abruptly,  and  without 
any  explanation,  terminated. 

<<On  the  same  day  a  large  number  of  boats  assembled  near 
the  Creole,  filled  with  colored  persons  arme^  with  bludgeons. 
They  were  under  the  immediate  command  of  the  pilot  who  took 
the  vessel  into  the  port,  who  was  an  officer  of  the  government, 
and  a  colored  man.  A  sloop  or  larger  launch  was  also  towed 
from  the  shore  and  anchored  near  the  brig.  The  sloop  was 
filled  with  men  armed  with  clubs,  and  clubs  were  passed  from 
her  to  the  persons  in  the  boats.  A  vast  concourse  of  people 
were  collected  on  shore  opposite  the  brig. 

"  During  the  whole  time  the  officers  of  the  government  were 
on  board  they  encouraged  the  insubordination  of  the  slaves. 

^'The  Americans  in  port  determined  to  unite  and  furnish 
the  necessary  aid  to  forward  the  vessel  and  negroes  to  New 
Orleans.  The  consul  and  the  officers  and  crews  of  two  other 
American  vessels  had,  in  fact,  united  with  the  officers,  men, 
and  passengers  of  the  Creole  to  effect  this.  They  were  to  con- 
duct her  first  to  Indian  Key,  Florida,  where  there  was  a  ves- 
sel of  war  of  the  United  States. 

<^  On  Friday  morning  the  consul  was  informed  that  attempts 
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would  be  made  to  liberate  tbe  slaves  by  force,  and  from  the 
mate  he  received  information  of  the  threatening  state  qf  things. 
The  result  was  that  the  attorney- general  and  other  officers  went 
on  board  the  Creole.  The  slaves  identified  as  on  board  the  vessel 
concerned  in  the  mntiny  were  sent  on  shore,  and  the  residue 
of  the  slaves  were  called  on  deck  by  direction  of  the  attorney- 
general,  who  addressed  them  in  the  following  terms:  'My 
friends,'  or  'my  men,  you  have  been  detained  a  short  time  on 
board  the  Creole  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  individ- 
uals were  concerned  in  the  murder.  They  have  been  identified 
and  will  be  detained.  The  rest  of  you  are  free  and  at  liberty 
to  go  on  shore  and  wherever  you  please.' 

*'The  liberated  slaves,  assisted  by  the  magistrates,  were 
then  taken  on  board  the  boats,  and  when  landed  were  con- 
ducted by  a  vast  assemblage  to  the  superintendent,  of  police, 
by  whom  their  names  were  registered.  They  were  thus  forci- 
bly taken  from  the  custody  of  the  master  of  the  Creole  and  lost 
to  the  claimants. 

''I  need  not  refer  to  ahthorities  to  show  that  slavery,  how- 
ever odious  and  contrary  to  the  principles  of  justice  and  human- 
ity, may  be  established  by  law  in  any  country;  and,  having 
been  so  established  in  many  countries,  it  can  not  be  contrary 
to  the  law  of  nations. 

"  The  Creole  was  on  a  voyage,  sanctioned  and  protected  by 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  by  the  law  of  nations.  Her 
right  to  navigate  the  ocean  could  not  be  questioned,  and  as 
growing  out  of  that  right,  the  right  to  seek  shelter  or  enter  the 
ports  of  a  friendly  power  in  case  of  distress  or  any  unavoidable 
necessity. 

"A  vessel  navigating  the  ocean  carries  with  her  the  laws  of 
her  own  country,  so  far  as.  relates  to  the  persons  and  property 
on  board,  and  to  a  certain  extent  retains  those  rights  even  in 
the  ports  of  the  foreign  nations  she  may  visit.  Now,  this  be- 
ing the  state  of  the  law  of  nations,  what  were  the  duties  of 
the  authorities  at  Nassau  in  regard  to  the  Creole?  It  is  sub- 
mitted the  mutineers  could  not  be  tried  by  the  courts  of  that 
island,  the  crime  having  been  committed  on  the  high  seas. 
All  that  the  authorities  could  lawfully  do  was  to  comply  with 
the  request  of  the  American  consul,  and  keep  the  mutineers  in 
custody  until  a  conveyance  could  be  found  for  sending  them  to 
the  United  States. 

"  The  other  slaves  being  perfectly  quiet,  and  under  the  com- 
mand of  the  captaiu  and  owners,  and  on  board  an  American 
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ship,  the  authorities  shoald  have  seen  that  they  were  protected 
by  the  law  of  uatious,  their  rights  ander  which  can  not  be 
abrogated  or  varied,  either  by  the  enuuicsipation  act  or  any 
other  act  of  the  British  Parliament. 

^^  Blackstone,  4th  volume,  speaking  of  the  law  of  nations, 
states:  '  Whenever  any  question  arises  which  is  properly  the 
object  of  its  jurisdiction,  such  law  is  here  adopted  in  its  full 
extent  by  the  common  law.' 

<^  The  municipal  law  of  England  can  not  authorize  a  magis- 
trate to  violate  the  law  of  nations  by  invading  with  an  armed 
force  the  vessel  of  a  friendly  nation  that  has  committed  no 
offense,  and  forcibly  dissolving  the  relations  which  by  the  laws 
of  this  country  the  captain  is  bound  to  preserve  and  enforce  on 
board. 

<^  These  rights,  sanctioned  by  the  law  of  nations — viz,  the 
right  to  navigate  the  ocean  and  to  seek  shelter  in  case  of  dis- 
tress or  other  unavoidable  circumstances,  and  to  retain  over 
the  ship,  her  cargo,  and  passengers  the  laws  of  her  own  coun- 
try— must  be  respected  by  all  nations,  for  no  independent 
nation  would  submit  to  their  violation. 

^^  Having  read  all  the  authorities  referred  to  in  the  argu- 
ments on  both  sides,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
conduct  of  the  authorities  at  Nassau  was  in  violation  of  the 
established  law  of  nations,  and  that  the  claimants  are  justly 
entitled  to  compensation  for  their  losses.  I  therefore  award 
to  the  undermentioned  parties,  their  assigns  or  legal  repre- 
sentativt^s,  the  sums  set  opposite  their  names,  due  on  the  15th 
of  January  1856." 

Bates,  umpire,  case  of  the  Creole,  oonvention  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain  of  February  8, 1853.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  seas, 
pp.  242-245.)    The  total  amount  awarded  was  $110,390. 

The  British  ship  Torkj  while  stranded  on  the 
Case  of  the  ^Tork.**  coast  of  North  Carolina,  having  been  driven 
ashore  by  stress  of  weather  while  proceeding 
in  ballast  from  Valencia,  Spain,  to  Lewes,  Delaware,  was  de- 
stroyed by  two  United  States  cruisers  to  prevent  her  from 
falling  into  the  possession  of  the  enemy.  An  award  was 
unanimously  made  of  $11,935  in  gold,  based  on  the  value  of 
the  wreck  at  the  time  of  its  destruction. 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8, 1871,  Article 
XIL  Hale's  Report,  51.    See  also  Howard's  Report  148. 
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.In  1854  claimant,  by  his  agents,  purchased  a 
tLon  em-  j^^^g^  |q^  ^f  mares,  mules,  jacks,  etc.,  and  some 
saddle  horses  in  the  States  of  Goahaila  and 
Nueva  Leon  and  ran  them  across  the  Bio  Grande  into  Texas  in 
violation  both  of  the  laws  df  Mexico  and  of  the  United  States. 
When  they  were  some  9  miles  on  the  Mexican  side  of  the  river, 
in  camp,  an  armed  party  of  Mexican  soldiers  came  up  and  cap- 
tured all  the  stock,  removed  it  to  the  other  side  of  the  river, 
and  delivered  it  to  tbe  Mexican  authorities,  by  whom  it  was 
sold.  The  commissioners,  Mr.  Wadsworth  delivering  the  opin- 
ion, held  that  the  seizure  of  the  property  on  the  soil  of  the 
United  States  and  its  removal  to  and  sale  in  Mexico  by  officials 
of  that  country  was  an  injury  to  claimant  for  which  he  was  enti- 
tled to  indemnity  under  the  treaty,  notwithstanding  his  own 
bad  conduct  in  evading  the  laws  of  Mexico. 

George  H.  Giddinga  v.  Mexico,  No.  61,  convention  of  July  4,  1868,  MS. 
Op.  II.  330. 

By  a  royal  proclamation  of  November  30, 
Bight  of  Seif-Defenie:  ig^l,  occasioned  by  the  case  of  the  Trent,  Her 

CasM.  '  Britannic  Majesty,  referring  to  **  tbe  customs 

consolidation  act,  1853,"  prohibited  the  expor- 
tation from  the  United  Kingdom  of  '*  gunpowder,  saltpeter, 
nitrate  of  soda,  and  brimstone,"  as  articles  <<  capable  of  being 
converted  into  or  made  useful  in  increasing  the  quantity  of 
military  or  naval  stores." 

By  an  ordinance  of  December  27, 1861,  the  governor- general 
of  India,  referring  to  the  foregoing  order,  forbade  the  expor- 
tation of  saltpeter  "from  any  port  of  Her  Mifjesty's  territories 
in  India,  except  in  a  British  vessel,  bound  either  to  the  port  of 
London  or  to  the  port  of  Liverpool."  By  an  ordinance  of  Jan- 
uary 3, 1862,  the  restriction  was  modified  so  as  to  permit  the 
exportation  of  saltpeter  from  India  in  a  British  vessel  bound 
to  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom;  and  it  was  ordered  that 
any  saltpeter  previously  loaded  on  a  vessel  not  coming  within 
the  permission  should  be  landed. 

On  December  27, 18()1,  there  lay  in  the  port  of  Calcutta  three 
American  vessels — the  ships  Daring  and  Templar  and  the  bark 
Patmos.  The  Daringhskd  then  taken  on  board  a  quantity  of  salt- 
peter as  part  of  her  cargo,  obtained  a  clearance  therefor,  and 
had  paid  the  export  duty  thereon.  After  that  date  she  com- 
pleted the  taking  in  of  the  remainder  of  her  cargo,  consisting 
of  linseed,  jute,  etc.,  but  including  no  saltpeter,  and  was  com- 
pletely laden  on  tbe  3d  January  1862.    The  Templar  had  her 
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cargo  all  on  board,  inclndiog  a  quantity  of  saltpeter,  on  the 
27th  December.  The  Patmos  also  was  fully  laden,  incliiding 
2,000  bags  of  saltpeter,  on  the  27th  December. 

The  ordinances  prohibiting  the  exportation  of  saltpeter 
were  revoked  February  28, 1862.  Meanwhile  the  three  vessels 
lay  at  Oalcutta.  In  each  case  the  saltpeter  was  at  the  bottom 
of  the  hold,  so  that  its  removal  would  have  required  the  land- 
ing of  the  whole  cargo;  and  the  masters,  believing  that  the 
prohibition  would  be  only  temporary,  deemed  it  expedient  to 
remain  in  port  instead  of  attempting  to  land  their  cargoes  and 
depart.  They  respectively  protested,  however,  before  the 
United  States  consul  at  Calcutta  against  the  ordmances  and 
the  consequent  detention  of  their  vessels,  claiming  damages 
for  demurrage.  These  claims  formed  the  subject  of  diplomatic 
correspondence  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
in  1862;  and  they  were  ultimately  presented  to  the  mixed  com- 
mission under  Article  XII.  of  the  treaty  between  the  two  coun- 
tries of  May  8, 1871. 

Mr.  Hale,  the  agent  of  the  United  States, 
BeportoflEr.Hala.  made  (Report,  32)  the  following  summary  of 
the  cases: 

^^The  provisiouvs  of  the  statute  of  16th  and  17th  Victoria, 
under  which  the  royal  proclamation  was  issued  and  upon  which 
the  ordinances  of  the  governor-general  were  founded,  are 
recited  in  the  royal  proclamation  above  given.  The  provisions 
of  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Brit- 
ain of  July  3, 1815,  continued  by  the  conventions  of  20th  Octo- 
ber 1818  and  of  6th  August  1827  and  in  force  at  the  time  of 
the  acts  in  question,  are  as  follows: 

^^  <  Abtigle  III.  His  Britannic  Majesty  agrees  that  the  ves- 
sels of  the  United  States  of  America  shall  be  admitted  and 
hospitably  received  at  the  principal  settlements  of  the  British 
dominions  in  the  East  Indies^  videlicet:  Calcutta,  Madras, 
Bombay,  and  Prince  of  Wales  Island;  and  that  the  citizens  of 
the  said  United  States  may  freely  carry  on  trade  between  the 
said  principal  settlements  and  the  said  United  States,  in  all 
articles  of  which  the  importation  and  exportation,  respectively, 
to  and  from  the  said  territories,  shall  not  be  entirely  prohibited ; 
provided  only,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  them,  in  any  time 
of  war  between  the  British  Government  and  any  state  or  power 
whatever,  to  export  from  the  said  territories,  without  the  spe- 
cial permission  of  the  British  Government,  any  military  stores 
or  naval  stores,  or  rice.  The  citizens  of  the  United  States  shall 
pay  for  their  vessels,  when  admitted,  no  higher  or  other  duty 
or  charge  than  shall  be  payable  on  the  vessels  of  the  most 
favored  European  uationsy  and  they  shall  pay  no  higher  or 
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other  duties  or  charges  ou  the  importation  or  exportation  of 
the  cargoes  of  the  said  vessels  than  shall  be  payable  on  the 
same  articles  when  imported  or  exported  in  the  vessels  of  the 
most  favored  European  nations. 

"  *But  it  is  expressly  agreed  that  the  vessels  of  the  United 
States  shall  not  carry  any  articles  from  the  said  principal  set- 
tlements to  any  port  or  place,  except  to  some  port  or  place  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  where  the  same  shall  be  unladen. 

'^  ^It  is  also  understood  that  the  permission  granted  by  this 
article  is  not  to  extend  to  allow  the  vessels  of  the  United  States 
to  carry  on  any  part  of  the  coasting  trade  of  the  said  British 
territories;  but  the  vessels  of  the  United  States  having,  in  the 
first  instance,  proceeded  to  one  of  the  said  principal  settle- 
ments of  the  British  dominions  in  the  East  Indies,  and  then 
going  with  their  original  cargoes,  or  part  thereof,  from  one  of 
the  said  principal  settlements  to  another,  shall  not  be  consid- 
ered as  carrying  on  the  coasting  trade.  The  vessels  of  the 
United  States  may  also  touch  for  refreshment,  but  not  for  com- 
merce, in  the  course  of  their  voyage  to  or  from  the  British  ter- 
ritories in  India,  or  10  or  from  the  dominions  of  the  Emperor  of 
China,  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Ho[)e,  the  island  of  St.  Helena,  or 
such  other  places  as  may  be  in  the  i)ossession  of  Great  Britain 
in  the  African  or  Indian  seas;  it  being  well  understood  that  in 
all  that  regards  this  article  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  subject,  in  all  respects,  to  the  laws  and  regulations  of 
the  British  Government  from  time  to  time  established.' 

Amm   tfo  th        "^"  ^^*®  ^^^^^  ^*  ^^^  claimants  it  was  con- 
^^^f^^T^    ®  tended  that,  irrespective  of  treaty  stipulations 
*^™*"  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain, 

the  proclamation  and  ordinances  were  in  effect  an  embargo  on 
saltpeter-laden  vessels  bound  for  non-British  ports,  at  least 
during  the' time  it  would  take  to  unlade  the  saltpeter;  that  it 
was  a  civil,  as  distinguished  from  a  hostile,  embargo,  not 
directed  against  vessels  of  the  United  States  exclusively,  but 
as  a  husbanding  of  resources  merely,  though  in  anticipation 
of  probable  hostilities,  and  thereby  having  some  features  of  a 
hostile  embargo;  that  even  in  the  case  of  a  hostile  embargo, 
if  war  does  not  ensue,  innocent  suflferers  have  a  just  claim  for 
indemnity,  recognized  by  international  law  and  practice;  that 
a  fortiori  there  is  always  a  just  claim  for  indemnity  by  sufferers 
in  the  case  of  a  civil  embargo;  that  the  fact  that  the  embargo 
was  justified  by  the  municipal  law  of  Great  Britain  did  not 
relieve  that  government  from  liability  under  international  law ; 
that  the  action  of  the  American  commander  in  the  arrest  of 
the  Trent  and  the  seizure  and  removal  of  the  two  passengers 
named  were  not  justified  by  his  instructions,  and  were  subse- 
quently disavowed  by  his  government,  and  therefore  no  inter- 
national wrong  was  ever  committed  by  the  United  States;  and 
that  therefore  such  action  afforded  no  justiflt^ation  of  meas- 
ures by  the  British  Government  in  anticipation  of  war,  even  if 
the  measures  in  question  would  have  been  justified  by  the 
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emergency,  if  the  acts  of  the  officer  bad  beeu  avowed  by  his 
goverument ;  that  if  the  royal  proclamation  and  the  ordinances 
were  not  to  be  considered  as  constituting  an  embargo,  bntoDly 
a  matter  of  domestic  and  police  regulation,  tbey  certainly  con- 
stituted a  violation  of  the  rights  of  friendly  foreigners,  and 
involved  liability  for  compensation;  and  that  in  the  case  of 
the  Daring^  the  ordinance  of  the  !i7th  December  having  clearly 
ffivon  her  the  right  to  sail  with  the  cargo  already  loaded,  this 
]>ermission,  with  the  subsequent  acts  done  and  expense  in- 
curred by  her  owners  on  the  faith  thereof,  in  continuing  to  lade 
their  cargo  on  top  of  the  saltpeter,  in  reliance  on  the  ordinance, 
constituted  a  contract,  atid  entitled  the  vessel  to  the  observ- 
ance of  that  contract  by  the  Indiiin  authorities. 

"Under  the  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States,  the  claimants  respectively  contended  that  the  right  of 
the  vessels  in  question  to  sail  with  the  saltpeter  on  boa^  was 
guaranteed  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty;  that  'exportation'  of 
saltpeter  *from  the  said  territories'  was  not  < entirely  pro- 
hibited' by  the  terms  of  the  ordinances,  for  such  exx)ortatiou 
was  allowed  to  England;  that  transportation  from  India  to 
England  was  an  <  exportation  from  the  said  territories,'  and 
was  so  recognized  by  the  terms  of  the  proclaniation  itself,  which 
recited,  Mt  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  export  saltpeter 
from  any  port  of  Her  Majesty's  territories  in  India,  except  in 
a  British  vessel  bound  either  to  the  port  of  London  or  to  the 
port  of  Liverpocf!;'  that  the  acts  in  question  were  plainly  not 
'in  time  of  war  between  the  British  Government  and  any 
state  or  power  whatever;'  that  the  language  of  the  treaty 
providing  'that  in  all  that  regards  this  article,  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  subject  in  all  respects  to  the  laws 
and  regulations  of  the  British  Government  from  time  to  time 
established,'  could  not  be  construed  so  as  to  authorize  the  local 
authorities  to  deny  rights  expressly  stipulated  for  in  the  treaty, 
and  formed  no  bar  to  the  right  of  the  claimants  to  sail  with 
the  saltpi'ter  on  board  their  vessels,  the  same  having  been 
lawfully  taken  on  board. 

"The  claimants^  counsel  cited  the  Boedes  Lust,  5  Bob.  246; 
Beawes  Mer.  Law,  276;  U.  S.  Stats,  at  L.,  381,  reimbursing 
sufferers  from  the  Bordeaux  embargo;  Dana's  Wheaton,  p.  4, 
§  16;  p.  373,  §  293;  3d  Phill.  42;  Honey  man  arguendo,  in  Au- 
bert  V.  Gray,  3  B.  and  S.  Q.  B.  179;  letter  of  Lord  Clarendon 
to  Mr.  Dallas,  of  May  15, 1856,  Br.  and  Am.  Dip.  Gor. ;  Gardn. 
Inst,  of  Int.  Law,  546. 

Am  t  f  Or©  t  "  Her  Mjy  esty'scounsel  maintained  that  both 
"Brita^  *  under  international  law,  irrespective  of  treaty 
stipulation,  and  under  the  treaty  stipulations 
bi'tween  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  the  proclama- 
tion and  ordinances  in  question  were  lawful  and  valid,  and 
involved  no  liability  for  compensation  to  parties  injured  by 
their  provisions;  that  they  were  general  regulations,  not  di- 
rected against  the  ships  or  cargoes  of  these  claimants  in  par- 
ticular, nor  subjecting  the  ships  or  commerce  of  the  United 
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States  to  any  discrimination  or  disadvantage  not  common  to 
all  other  foreign  nations;  that  even  British  ships  were  sub- 
jected to  the  same  disadvantages  atid  the  right  of  exporting 
saltpeter  to  the  mother  country  reserved  to  tbem  was  a  right 
which  never  had  belonged  to  the  United  States;  that  com- 
mercial adventures  of  tliis  character  were,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  subject  to  any  modification  of  law  which  might  aif'ect 
the  anticipated  profits,  and  perhaps  deteat  tbem  altogether; 
that  the  ordinances  did  not  constitute  an  embargo  in  any  just 
sense,  whether  hostile  or  civil;  that  they  were  municipal  reg- 
ulations of  trade,  not  forbidden  by  any  principle  known  to  the 
law  of  nations,  and  that,  aside  from  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain,  they  were  clearly  authorizetl 
by  international  law;  that  a  just  hiterpretation  of  the  tliird' 
article  of  the  convention  of  hsl5  must  hold  it  not  to  prohibit 
the  British  Government  from  regulating  the  exportation  of 
products  of  the  Indies,  from  time  to  time,  as  might  be  deemed 
expedient,  or  in  its  discretion  from  temporarily  prohibiting  the 
exportation  of  some  or  all  of  such  products  to  any  foreign 
nation  whatever,  and  that  of  the  occasion  of  such  prohibition 
and  its  extent,  every  nation  must  of  necessity  be  for  itself  the 
sole  judge;  that  the  treaty  permitting  the  trade  between  the 
Indian  ports  and  the  United  States  in  articles  the  exportation  of 
which  *  shall  not  be  entirely  prohibited,'  gave  no  right  to  those 
citizens  to  export  saltpeter  at  the  time  in  question,  the  expoi  ta- 
tion  of  that  article  being  by  the  terms  of  the  ordinances  entirely 
prohibited;  that  the  word  *  exportation'  referred  to  foreign 
commerce,  and  not  to  the  transportation  from  the  Indies  to  the 
home  ports  of  Great  Britain;  that  the  reservation  of  the  right 
of  transportation  to  such  home  ports  was  in  no  respect  preju- 
dicial to  the  commerce  of  the  United  States,  they  having  no 
right  to  participate  in  the  trade  between  Indian  ports,  and  the 
ports  of  Great  Britain ;  that  the  treaty  itself  providing  for 
this  trade  also  provided  that  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 
should  be  subject  in  all  respects  to  the  laws  and  regulations  of 
the  British  Government,  and  thus  expressly  subjected  them  to 
the  operation  of  ordinances  like  those  in  question  authorized 
by  the  statute  upon  which  they  were  based;  that  the  ordi- 
nances of  27th  December  and  3d  January  were  just,  caused  by 
an  act  of  an  armed  vessel  of  the  United  States  in  violation  of 
international  law,  and  afibrding  a  reasonable  apprehension  of 
hostilities  to  ensue  betweenGreat  Britain  andthe  United  States; 
that  in  sach  case  all  means  of  protection  and  self-defense,  not 
in  themselves  at  variance  witli  the  ordinary  principles  of  jus- 
tice, and  impartially  used,  were  permissible  to  every  govern- 
ment, and  that  this  prerogative  having  been  exercised  bmiajide 
for  the  safety  of  the  realm  on  a  particuhir  emergency  by  a  pro- 
hibition equally  affecting  native  subjects  and  foreign  merchants, 
the  latter  have  no  ground  upon  principles  of  international  right 
or  justice  to  require  compensation  for  such  an  unavoidable  dimi- 
nution of  their  commercial  profits.'' 
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The  commission  disallowed  all  the  claiins, 
Mr.  Frazer  dissenting. 
Xr.  Fraiei'8  Dlnait-     Mr.  Frazer  read  a  dissenting  opinion^  which, 
ing  OpinioiL      after  reciting  the  facts,  was  as  follows: 

''  1.  In  the  absence  of  treaty  stipulations  relating  to  the  subject^  it  is 
claimed  that  the  facts  constitute  a  Just  foundation  for  a  claim. 

''2.  That  the  treaty  of  July  3, 1815,  was  violated,  and  therefore  there 
arises  a  national  liability  for  damages. 

*'  If  the  case  is  within  the  treaty  of  1815,  it  is,  of  course,  immaterial 
to  determine  what  should  be  our  award  in  the  absence  of  treaty  Btipnla- 
tions.  By  the  convention  of  August  6, 1827,  that  of  1815  was  oontinned 
indefinitely,  terminable  on  one  year's  notice,  which  was  never  given. 
This  was  before  the  statute  24  and  25  Vict.,  though  I  do  not  deem  the  fiust 
important. 

''If  by  treaty  the  British  Government  contracted  not  to  do  that  which 
before  it  might  lawfully  and  without  liability  have  done,  it  can  not  after- 
ward break  its  contract  without  a  just  liability  to  answer  for  the  con- 
sequences. 

''Was  there,  then,  a  contract  by  treaty,  by  the  terms  of  whidi  Great 
Britain  engaged  not  to  do  the  things  complained  off 

''  By  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of  1815,  His  Britannic  Majesty  agreed 
that  citizens  of  the  United  States  might  'freely  carry  on  trade  between 
Calcutta,  Madras,  Bombay,  and  Prince  of  Wales  Island,  and  the  United 
States,  in  all  articles  of  which  the  importation  and  exx>ortation  to  and 
from  (^e  said  territories  shall  not  be  entirely  prohibited.'  The  'said  terri- 
tories '  can  only  mean  Calcutta;  Madras,  Bombay,  and  Prince  of  Wales 
Island,  for  those  only  were  the  territories  previously  mentioned.  To 
carry  goods  from  Liverpool,  or  elsewhere  in  the  United  Kingdom,  to  Cal- 
cutta for  sale,  would,  it  can  hardly  be  questioned,  be  an  importatiom  to 
'said  territories'  in  the  sense  of  the  treaty;  so,  then,  as  long  as  the  impor- 
tation of  a^iven  article  from  Liverpool  to  Calcutta  waa  not  prohibited, 
it  might  also  be  imported  from  New  York  by  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
In  short,  American  merchants  by  that  article  of  the  treaty  acquired  the 
liberty  to  compete  with  British  merchants  in  supplying  the  markets  of 
'  said  territories.'  This  is  the  natural  import  of  the  language ;  and  if  these 
claims  arose  out  of  similar  interference  with  American  importations  to  Cal- 
cutta, say  the  prohibition  to  unlade  an  American  cargo  under  a  like  ordi- 
nance, proclaimed  after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Calcutta,  I  can  scarcely 
conceive  that  a  demand  for  redress  would  be  denied  by  Her  Mi^'esty's  gov- 
ernment. I  think  that  in  such  a  caae  the  language  of  the  treaty  would  be 
deemed  too  plain  to  admit  of  construction.  And  I  can  not  but  think  that 
as  to  importations  to  *  said  territories,'  that  language  expresses  the  exact 
intention  of  the  high  contracting  parties. 

"As  to  exportations,  it  is  not,  I  think,  fairly  susceptible  of  controversy 
that  the  literal  import  of  the  language  used  concedes  to  American  citi- 
zens rights  exactly  coextensive  with  those  which  relate  to  Importations. 
If  not  to  prohibit  the  carrying  of  an  article  from  Liverpool  to  the  market 
of  Calcutta  is  to  allow  that  article  to  be  imported  to  Calcutta,  in  the  sense 
of  the  treaty;  then  it  seems  to  me  plain  that  not  to  prohibit  the  carry- 
ing of  saltpeter  from  Calcutta  to  Liverpool  is  to  allow  saltpeter  to  be 
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exported  frmn  Caleatta.  In  other  words,  by  the  plainest  language  that 
conld  possibly  have  been  employed,  the  quoted  words  of  the  treaty  eon- 
cede  to  the  United  States  a  right  to  export  and  import  from  or  to  'those 
territories'  alike,  unless  either  as  to  the  specified  articles  shall  be  prohib- 
ited entirely,  which  is  not  done  if  exports  be  allowed  from  *  those  terri- 
tories,' or  if  imports  be  allowed  to  Hhose  territories.' 

"The  question  remains.  Was  the  taking  of  saltpeter  from  Calcutta  to 
Liverpool  an  exportation  of  that  article  from  CdUmUa  in  the  sense  of  the 
treaty! 

''  It  is  admitted  in  the  intelligent  argument  of  Her  Mi^esty's  counsel 
that  in  some  sense  the  carriage  of  an  article  from  Calcutta,  'whether  to  a 
port  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  to  a  foreign  port,  is  an  exportation,'  nor  can 
this  be  questioned  philologically.  The  word  itself  includes  the  former  as 
well  as  the  latter,  whether  reference  be  had  to  its  strict  sense  or  its  popu- 
lar ase.  For  proof  of  this  use,  indeed,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
very  ordinances  complained  of  in  these  cases,  in  both  of  which  the  word 
is  several  times  used  in  that  very  sense,  and  certainly  without  impropriety. 
It  is  also  used  by  Earl  Russell  in  the  same  sense,  in  his  correspondence 
with  Mr.  Adams  concerning  these  claims.  It  is  also  used  in  the  statute 
laws  of  both  countries,  as  well  to  indicate  the  carrying  of  goods  from  dis- 
tant colonies  or  possessions  as  from  countries  wholly  foreign. 

"  So  much  for  the  mere  words  of  the  treaty.  Looking  only  at  the  lan- 
guage quoted,  the  conclusion  would  seem  to  be  that  Great  Britain  en- 
gaged by  the  treaty  to  permit  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  export  from 
Calcutta  to  the  United  States  such  articles  as  she  should  permit  to  be 
exported  to  the  United  Kingdom  or  any  other  place;  i.  e.,  the  exporta- 
tion of  which  should  not  be '  entirely  prohibited.'  But  the  words  of  a  treaty 
must  be  construed  with  reference  to  their  subject-matter,  so  as  to  forward 
the  intent  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  and  not  defeat  it,  and  so  as  to 
avoid  absurd  results. 

'*Now,  the  intent  of  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of  1815  undoubtedly 
was  to  give  to  the  United  States  the  liberty  of  direct  trade  with  the  places 
mentioned  in  the  East  Indies ;  so  that  Americans  might  purchase  and  sell 
there,  and  with  their  own  ships  transport  goods  to  and  from  their  own 
country,  from  and  to  those  places.  The  mischief  sought  to  be  remedied 
was  that  the  United  States  Government  was  previously  obliged  to  supply 
herself  with  the  products  of  those  places  at  second  hand  in  the  markets 
of  Great  Britain,  and  conld  only  exchange  her  products  with  them  through 
the  same  indirect  channel. 

''Now,  it  must  be  seen  at  once  that  if  the  British  Government  reserved 
to  itself  the  right  asserted  (continning  herself  to  trade  there),  then  the 
concession  which  seemed  to  be  made  was  a  mere  delusion  and  snare  to 
American  merchants,  giving  no  right  which  Great  Britain  might  not  with- 
draw at  any  moment  with  advantage  to  her  own  merchants  at  home.  In 
short,  she  could  at  will  resume  the  entire  monopoly  of  the  trade  with  her 
East  Indian  possessions;  for  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  language 
under  consideration,  by  virtue  of  which  it  is  contended  that  the  ordi- 
nances in  question  can  be  justiiied,  applies  quite  as  well  to  all  other  Com- 
modities as  to  saltpeter,  and  to  imports  as  well  as  to  exports.  A  treaty 
stipulation  with  such  a  meaning  would  be  worse  than  an  utter  nullity. 
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"There  are  some  other  clauses  found  in  this  article  of  the  treaty  which 
need  to  he  considered.  There  is  the  clause  usual  in  commercial  treaties, 
which  makes  citizens  of  the  United  States  trading  in  those  plaoes  'suhject 
in  all  respects  to  the  laws  and  regulations  of  the  British  Government  from 
time  to  time  estahlished/  Of  this  it  is,  perhaps,  sufficient  to  say  that  it 
can  not  be  supposed  that  such  a  clause  is  a  reservation  of  authority  to  pro- 
hibit the  very  trade  which  it  was  the  leading  purpose  of  the  article  to 
allow.  In  the  language  of  Earl  Russell  concerning  the  same  clause,  in 
the  first  article  of  the  treaty  (letter  to  Lord  Lyons  of  December  17, 1862), 
'it  does  not  mean  that  the  principal  engagement  itself  may  be  nullified,  or 
may  be  rendered  illusory  either  in  whole  or  in  part  •  •  •  but  merely 
that  obedience  is  to  be  rendered  by  foreign  traders  *  *  *  to  all  the 
laws  and  statutes  enacted  *  *  *  for  the  ordinary  and  legitimate  pur- 
poses of  internal  government  and  administration.  «  •  *  j  have  to 
observe  (he  adds)  that  it  is  a  well-known  maxim  that  treaties  are  to  be 
interpreted  in  good  faith,  and  in  such  a  manner  that  they  may  have  their 
effect  and  not  be  rendered  vague  or  illusory.'  And  Mr.  Seward's  reply 
(letter  to  Lord  Lyons  of  January  9,  1863)  contains  a  virtual  admission  of 
the  correctness  of  the  principle  so  well  stated  by  Earl  Russell. 

'^It  may  be  added  that  it  is  impossible  to  perceive  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment that  a  year's  notice  should  be  given  to  terminate  the  treaty,  if  it  was 
provided  that  it  could  be  effectually  nullified  by  one  of  the  parties  at  will 
by  an  act  of  legislation. 

'^But  there  remains  a  consideration  of  much  greater  weight,  as  I  think, 
than  those  which  have  been  allnded  to  above.  Self-preservation  and  self- 
defense  are  sacred  rights  of  nations  as  well  as  of  individuals,  and  nothin*: 
in  a  treaty  should  be  taken ^o  have  impaired  the  right  of  a  nation  to  make 
prudent  preparations  for  them  by  husbanding  its  means  of  war,  when  that 
event  seems  probable,  unless  the  terms  of  the  stipulation  will  admit  of  no 
other  construction. 

''There  is  a  provision  in  the  article  under  consideration  which  shows 
clearly  that  the  exigency  of  possible  war  was  distinctly  in  mind  when  the 
treaty  was  concluded.  Indeed,  such  were  the  events  then  existing  in  tli«' 
history  of  both  countries  that  it  would  have  been  remarkable  if  it  had  not 
been.     The  provision  is  in  those  words: 

"  'Provided  only  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  them  (citizens  of  the 
United  States),  in  any  time  of  war  between  the  British  Government  and 
any  state  or  power  whatever,  to  export  from  the  said  territories,  without 
the  special  permission  of  the  British  Government,  any  military  stores  or 
naval  stores,  or  rice.' 

"This  exception  to  the  general  liberty  to  trade  conceded  before  is  free 
from  all  ambiguity.  That  it  covers  only  the  case  of  actual  war,  shown 
most  clearly  that  it  was  not  deemed  important  and  was  not  intended  to 
make  any  reservation  for  the  case  of  war  merely  apprehended.  The  vine 
thing  being  expressed,  all  else  is  excluded.  Expressio  tmius  est  exclusto 
alterius.  This  maxim  of  interpretation  is  sensible  and  sound,  and  I  think 
never  was  more  applicable  in  any  case  than  here. 

"If  I  have  correctly  interpreted  the  treaty,  then  it  is  of  no  consequence 
whatever  that  the  ordinances  a])plied  to  all  nations  alike.  A  specific 
engagement  definite  in  its  terms  can  be  fulfilled  only  by  the  performance 
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of  it  in  all  its  enbatantial  parts.  It  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  an 
enj^agement  to  extend  only  the  privileges  which  shall  be  allowed  to  other 
powers  or  to  the  most  favored  nation. 

**  These  considerations  seem  to  me  to  establish  very  clearly  the  validity 
of  these  claims,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  damages  should  be  awarded 
accordingly." 

George  Houghton,  a  British  merchant,  was 
Duty  toBestoreProp-  ^^  i^jg  ^^y  from  the  Canary  Islands  to  Madeira, 
c?!™"*'*'*"^  in  a  Spanish  vessel,  when,  on  May  23,  1816, 
the  vessel  was  seized  and  robbed  by  pirates, 
most  of  the  crew  being  pat  to  death.  Hoaghton  alleges  that 
he  lost  £1,500  in  gold  and  silver  by  the  robbery.  Soon  after- 
ward the  vessel  was  taken  by  a  United  States  cruiser,  and  her 
piratical  crew  were  tried  for  i^iracy.  The  vessel  herself  was 
sold,  and  part  of  the  proceeds,  together  with  half  of  what  was 
found  on  board  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  were  paid  into  the 
United  States  Treasury.  Houghton  claimed  before  the  com- 
mission under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853,  such  just  compensation 
from  the  United  States  as  the  commissioners  might  deem  it 
right  to  award  him,  after  deduction  of  proper  salvage  and 
expenses.    The  following  decision  was  rendered: 

'<This  case  has  been  submitted  to  us  by  the  claimants  and 
counsel  as  one  entitled,  as  far  as  we  can  consider  it,  to  our 
sympathy  and  to  such  relief  as  may  be  granted  within  the 
powers  committed  to  us. 

*'The  prominent  facts  set  forth  in  the  memorial  of  the  claim- 
ant are  clearly  shown.  The  property  of  which  he  was  divested 
in  no  manner  passed  to  those  who  deprived  him  of  it,  and  its 
capture  by  a  government  vessel  of  the  United  States  did  not 
change  the  right  of  ownership,  except  to  the  extent  of  such  - 
just  claim  of  salvage  as  should  be  allowed  on  this  account. 

"On  every  principle  of  justice  and  equity,  and,  as  we  believe, 
of  sound  international  law,  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  remu- 
neration to  the  extent  named.  It  isto,be  regretted,  however, 
that  application  was  not  early  made  to  sustain  the  claim  by  the 
requisite  proof  before  the  i)roper  tribunal  appointed  for  this 
purpose,  but  we  do  not  consider  this  omission  should  preclude 
him  Irom  all  relief  here. 

"The  right  to  recover  in  such  case  is  not  a  mere  matter  of 
clemency  on  our  part.  The  obligation  to  make  compensation 
or  restoration  where  property  has  been  piratically  seized  on 
the  high  seas  has  been  recognized  in  the  treaties  between  the 
two  governments,  and  their  aid  mutually  pledged  both  to  pun- 
ish such  offences  and  to  restore  such  property. 
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"  The  twentieth  article  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  commerce,  and 
navigation  concluded  between  the  United  Stiitea  and  Great 
Britain  on  the  19th  of  November  1794  provides  that  the  gov- 
ernments will  exert  themselves  to  bring  to  condign  punish- 
ment all  persons  concerned  in  piratical  ofltences,  and  that  'all 
ships  with  the  goods  or  merchandises  taken  by  them  and 
brought  in  to  the  port  of  either  of  the  said  parties  shall  be  seized, 
as  far  as  they  can  be  discovered,  and  shall  be  restored  to  the 
owners,  or  their  factors  or  agents,  duly  deputed  and  author- 
ized in  writing  by  them  (proper  evidence  being  first  given  in 
the  court  of  admiralty  for  proving  the  property),  even  in  case 
such  effects  should  have  passed  into  other  hands  by  sale,  if  it 
be  proved  that  the  buyers  knew  or  had  reason  to  suspect  that 
they  had  been  piratically  taken .'  ( I  Laws  of  the  United  States, 
ed.  1815,  p.  218.) 

"  This  provision  contemplates  the  seasonable  application  and 
proper  proof  of  ownership  to  be  filed  in  the  court  of  admiralty 
to  secure  such  claim.  The  justice  of  it  is,  however,  acknowl- 
edged and  we  feel  ourselves  empowered  to  go  behind  the  mere 
form  of  relief,  and  grant  some  compensation  for  the  loss  in- 
curred, and  we  therefore  allow  the  claim,  deducting  such  rea- 
sonable expenses  and  salvage  as  is  established  by  the  laws  of 
the  United  States." 

Upham,  commissioner,  deliyering  the  opinion  of  the  commission,  con- 
vention between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  Fehmary  8,  1896. 
(S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  1  sess.  p.  162.)  An  award  was  made  in  favor  of 
Houghton  for  $2,500. 

The  Albionj  a  British  vessel,  sailed  from 
Trading  and  Cutting  London  with  a  cargo  of  merchandise  to  trade 

-j*v  \^'     *^^  wi*^^  t^6  Indians  on  the  northwest  coast  of 
withOTt  License. 

America,  designing  to  return  with  a  load  of 

spars  for  the  British  navy.  She  had  a  license  from  the  British 
Government  to  engage  in  trade  with  the  Indians,  provided  she 
did  not  deal  in  furs,  and  to  cut  timber  within  the  British  ter- 
ritories on  that  coast.  She  had  also  a  license  from  the  Hud- 
son's Bay  Company  to  cut  timber,  on  certain  specified  terms, 
on  Vancouver's  Island,  and  the  master  of  the  vessel  wa.s 
authorized  to  arrange  for  and  cut  timber  on  the  American  side 
of  the  straits,  opposite  the  island,  if  he  could  obtain  authority 
for  that  purpose. 

The  vessel  arrived  out  in  1850  at  Vancouver's  Island;  and, 
not  being  able  to  obtain  timber  conveniently  by  arrangement 
with  the  Hudson's  Bay  Company,  proceeded  to  the  American 
coast  in  Oregon  Territory,  and,  finding  no  person  to  contract 
with,  commenced  to  trade  with  the  Indians  and  to  cut  and  fel) 
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timber  there.  Information  was  commnnicated  to  Astoria  of 
her  proceedings,  and  Mr.  Adair,  the  collector  of  that  port, 
ordered  her  seizure  for  entering  the  United  States  territory, 
felling  timber,  and  trading  with  the  Indians  in  violation  of 
law.  She  was  seized  in  April  1850  at  Dangeness,  having  cat 
forty  two  spars,  from  sixty  to  ninety-six  feet  in  length,  and 
from  eighteen  to  twenty-six  inches  square  at  the  butt,  part  of 
which  were  on  board  the  vessel;  the  others  were  lying  by  her 
side.  The  officers  reported  that  she  had  some  clothing,  hard- 
ware, blankets,  etc.,  on  board,  but  the  larger  part  of  her  cargo 
had  been  sold  to  Indians  or  settlers.  The  vessel  was  libeled 
and  condemned,  and  was  sold  in  the  aatumn  of  1850. 

After  the  seizure  a  petition  was  presented  at  Washington 
beseeching  the  clemency  of  the  United  States  so  far  as  it 
might  be  extended,  and  on  January  11, 1851,  Mr.  Oorwin,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  gave  conditional  instructions  to 
the  prosecuting  officer  of  the  government  "  to  release  the  Al- 
bion in  case  there  had  been  no  legal  condemnation  of  the  ves- 
sel at  the  date  on  which  he  should  receive  the  instructions  of 
the  Department,  and  on  payment  of  the  costs  attending  the 
seizure.'' 

The  vessel  had  been  condemned  and  sold  some  two  months 
prior  to  the  date  of  these  instructions,  so  that  they  could  not 
be  carried  out 

A  claim  in  behalf  of  the  OMmers  was  preferred  before  the 
commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain  of  February  8,  1853.  The  commissioners 
concurred  in  thinking  that  as  the  country  was  remote  and  un- 
settled and  the  government  there  newly  established  and  little 
known,  and  as  the  wrong  done  was  slight  in  comparison  with 
the  penalty  inflicted,  it  was  proper  to  carry  out  the  measure  of 
clemency  which  the  Government  of  tht  United  States  had 
originally  designed,  and  to  place  the  claimant  in  the  same 
situation  as  he  would  have  occupied  if  the  instructions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  had  been  received  in  time.  Bates, 
the  umpire,  "  awarded  $20,000  on  account  of  the  hardship  of 
the  case  and  for  the  reason  that  the  remoteness  of  the  Terri- 
tory was  such  as  to  prevent  the  clemency  intended  by  the 
government  seasonably  reaching  them." 

Commission  under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  of  February  8, 1853.    (S.  Ex.  Doc.  103,  34  Cong.  I  eeee.  37ft-381,) 
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"The  umpire  appointed  agreeably  to  the 
*  flh^m^  *  *  provisions  of  the  convention  entered  into 
between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
on  the  8th  of  February  1853  for  the  adjustment  of  claims  by 
a  mixed  commission  having  been  duly  notified  by  the  com- 
missioners under  the  said  convention  that  they  had  been  unable 
to  agree  ui)on  the  decision  to  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
claim  of  the  Hon.  James  Crook,  owner  of  the  schooner  Lard 
Kelson,  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and 
having  cai^efully  examined  and  considered  the  papers  and  evi- 
dence produced  on  the  hearing  of  the  said  claim,  and  having 
conferred  with  the  said  commissioners  thereon,  hereby  reports 
that  the  schooner  Lord  Nelson  was  captured  on  the  5th  June 
1812,  thirteen  days  before  the  declaration  of  war,  by  the  United 
States  brig  Oneida,  Captain  Woolsey,  on  Lake  Ontario,  for  an 
alleged  breach  of  the  embargo  laws;  the  vessel  was  taken  to 
Sackett's  Harbor,  where,  after  war  was  declared,  the  schooner 
and  cargo  were  condemned  and  the  proceeds  paid  into  court. 
When  peace  was  made  the  owners  of  the  Lord  Nelson  and  cargo 
claimed  their  property  as  captured  in  time  of  peace,  and  pro- 
ceedings were  permitted  in  the  court  of  the  United  States 
and  a  decree  passed  ordering  the  proceeds  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo,  amounting  to  $4,971,  to  be  paid  over  to  the  claimants, 
when  it  was  found  the  officer  of  the  court  whose  business  it 
was  to  take  care  of  the  money  had  absconded,  leaving  no  asset-s. 
A  petition  was  afterwards  presented  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  who  pre^ssed  this  claim  on  the  attention  of  Con- 
gress, but  no  appropriation  was  made. 

"  The  period  when  the  transaction  took  place  which  is  the 
foundation  of  this  claim  places  it  without  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  commission. 

"  No  compensation  can,  therefore,  be  awarded  to  the  owners 
of  the  Lord  Nelson,^ 

Bates,  nmpire,  December  14,  1854,  coinniission  under  the  couTention 
betw^een  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  of  Februarys,  1853.  (MSS., 
Dept.  of  State.) 

By  Article  XXXIX.  of  the  treaty  of  friend- 

Administratioii  of  gi^jp^  Commerce,  and  Navigation  between  the 

EsteU^  Treaty  ^jj^^^^  g^^^es  and  Peru  of  July  26, 1851,»  the 

high  contracting  parties  agreed  'Hhat,  in  the 

absence  of  the  legal  heirs  or  representatives,  the  consuls  or 


'  This  treaty  was  terminated  on  notice  given  in  accordance  with  its  pro* 
visions  in  1863. 
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vice-consuls  of  either  party  shall  be  ex  officio  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  the  citizens  of  their  nation  who  may  die 
within  their  consular  jurisdiction,  or  of  their  countrymen  dying 
at  sea,  whose  property  may  be  brought  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion." Under  this  provision  a  claim  against  the  United  States 
arose  in  1857.  It  finally  came  before  the  mixed  commissioners 
under  the  convention  between  the  United  States  and  Peru  of 
January  12, 1863.  The  four  commissioners  rendered  the  fol- 
lowing unanimous  opinion  and  award  : 

<^  In  the  month  of  May  1857  the  Peruvian  citizen  Juan  del 
Carmen  Vergil,  returning  from  New  York  to  the  Pacific,  died 
on  board  the  steamer  Empire  City.  The  agents  of  the  company 
to  which  that  steamer  belonged  placed  his  personal  effects  in 
the  hands  of  the  *  public  administrator  of  the  city  of  New  York.' 

"  The  minister  of  Peru  in  the  United  States,  in  July  of  the 
same  year,  represented  to  the  Secretary  of  State  that  the  Peru- 
vian consul  in  the  same  city  had  made  proper  representation 
to  entitle  him  to  the  charge  of  these  effects  under  existing 
treaty  stipulations,  but  that,  failing  to  secure  the  rights  therein 
guaranteed  to  him,  it  was  necessary  to  interpose  diplomatic 
offices. 

^^The  Secretary  of  State  immediately  instructed  the  law 
officer  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  the  city  of 
New  York  ^  to  take  such  steps  as  would  secure  compliance  witii 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty.' 

*<  The  conflicting  claims  of  the  public  administrator  and  of  the 
consul  of  Peru  appear  to  have  been  heard  before  the  surro- 
gate's court  of  New  York  at  different  times  up  to  the  2nd  De- 
cember 1858,  after  which  no  record  is  found  of  further  judicial 
investigation,  although  it  continued  to  be  the  subject  of  diplo- 
matic correspondence  up  to  December  1862. 

'*When  the  attention  of  the  Secretary  of  State  (Mr.  Cass) 
was  first  invited  to  this  case,  no  objection  was  presented  to  the 
views  expressed  by  Mr.  Osma  in  reference  to  the  Peruvian  con- 
sul's right  to  take  possession  of  Vergil's  property  under  the 
treaty  of  26th  July  1«51 ;  so  far  from  it,  it  will  have  been  observed 
that  prompt  measures  were  taken  to  secure  the  observance  of 
the  stipulations  of  the  39th  article  of  that  treaty. 

"When  it  had  become  evident  that  the  proceedings  were  un- 
successful, the  question  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General 
of  the  United  States  ^  for  his  opinion  as  to  the  requisite  meas- 
ures to  be  pursued  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  stipulations  of 
the  treaty.' 

"That  officer  declared  that  the  detaining  of  the  goods  of  the 
deceased  from  the  Peruvian  consul  was  unlawful  and  a  wrong 
which  may  justly  be  complained  of.  He  thought,  however, 
that  the  Peruvian  consul  and  minister  were  in  fault  in  endeav- 
oring to  obtain  'redress  where  there  is  no  authority  to  furnish 
it,'  and  he  added  that  the  judicial  authorities  would  have  given 
them  this  justice  'for  the  asking.' 
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<<  DismissiDg  any  further  question  upon  the  principles  in- 
volved in  this  claim,  in  regard  to  which  there  is  no  disagree- 
ment among  the  commissioners,  it  remains  only  to  arrive  at  a 
just  measure  of  the  value  of  Vergil's  eifects  as  they  wei-e  de- 
livered to  the  public  administrator  and  claimed  by  the  consul 
of  Peru. 

"Consul  Gasado  wrote  to  the  Peruvian  minister  on  9  Octo 
ber  1858,  that  Vergil  had  <  some  jewelry  and  two  thousand 
dollars,  together  with  some  bales  of  merchandise,  the  value  of 
which  he  did  not  know.^  •  ♦  •  xhe  official  record,  trans- 
mitted by  the  district  attorney  of  the  United  States  in  New 
York  to  the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  13th  December  last, 
gives  a  precise  memorandum  of  the  accounts  of  the  public 
administrator  in  reference  to  Vergil's  effects.  From  this  it 
appears  that  he  charged  himself  with  cash  found  in  Vergil's 
trunk,  $101.  Add  to  which  the  appraised  value  of  his  other 
effects,  which  was  $347.9G,  making  a  total  of  $448.96. 

^^  Having  discovered  in  theexp^iente  presented  in  this  case 
on  the  part  of  Peru  the  name  of  Messrs.  Templemann  &  Berg- 
mann,  of  Lima,  as  gentlemen  having  business  transactions  and 
correspondence  with  Vergil,  Mr.  Bergmann  of  that  firm  was 
invited  to  appear  before  the  commission  and  communicate  any 
information  he  might  have  upon  the  subject  of  Vergil's  property. 
The  papers  and  statements  presented  by  this  intelligent  and,  as 
is  known  to  the  mercantile  community  here,  upright  gentleman 
do  not  definitely  determine  the  actual  value  of  Mr.  Vergil's 
property  at  the  time  of  his  death.  But  they  are  sufiBciently 
conclusive  to  warrant  the  belief  that  the  detention  of  Vergil's 
effects  by  the  public  administrator  of  New  York  worked  dam- 
ages and  losses  to  his  estate  which  are  not  covered  by  the  value 
of  his  property  as  appraised  added  to  the  money  found  in  his 
possession. 

<<  Taking  into  consideration  the  following  elements,  viz,  the 
money,  the  effects  of  which  Vergil  died  possessed,  and  the 
damages  actually  resulting  from  the  embarrassment  to  which 
his  property  was  unjustly  subjected,  it  is  believed  that  nine 
hundred  dollars  is  a  reasonable  measure  of  redress  in  the  case. 
The  commission  therefore  award  to  the  legal  representatives 
of  Juan  del  Carmen  Vergil  nine  hundred  dollars  with  interest 
at  6  per  cent  for  five  years,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  eleven 
hundred  and  seventy  dollars  in  the  silver  money  of  the  United 
States  or  its  equivalent." 

**The  expediente  sets  forth  in  substance — 
CUim  for  a  Gratuity.  '^That  in  1812  Alexander  Scott,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  residing  in  Washington, 
having  been  appointed  a  political  agent  by  President  Madison 
to  proceed  to  Venezuela,  then  at  war  with  Spain  for  independ- 
ence, to  look  after  the  commercial  and  other  interests  of  the 
United  States  in  that  quarter,  delayed  his  departure  from  some 


MISCELLANEOUS   CASES.  4393 

time  in  March  till  late  in  May,  in  order  to  secure  the  aid  of  his 
country  toward  relieving  the  distress  and  suffering  of  the 
I)eople  of  Caracas  and  vicinity,  caused  by  the  then  recent  dis- 
astrous earthquake  in  that  part  of  South  America;  that  be 
^obtained  its  consent  and  authority  for  purchasing  and  trans- 
porting' fifty  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  i>rovisions  'to  the  city 
of  Caracas  for  the  relief  and  sustenance  of  the  suffering  in- 
habitants;' that  the  provisions  (which  arrived  in  June  and 
July)  were  gratefully  received  by  Venezuela  *  with  many  flat- 
tering demonstrations  of  respect  and  gratitude  toward'  Mr. 
Scott;  that  owing  to  heavy  personal  expenses  incurred  during 
and  in  consequence  of  this  service  (which  continued  till  Janu- 
ary, 1813),  he  was  reduced  from  affluence  to  straitened  circum- 
stances. He  died  in  1839.  Elizabeth  6.  Scott,  his  widow,  who 
had  accompanied  him  and  shared  the  labor  and  privations  of 
the  undertaking,  in  1855  sent  her  memorial,  embodying  these 
statements  substantially,  to  the  Venezuelan  Government 
through  the  American  legation  at  Caracas,  asking,  to  use  her 
own  language,  <at  the  hands  of  a  high-minded  and  honorable 
country  such  a  return  of  reciprocal  kindness  as  they  may  think 
fit  to  bestow  in  view  of  the  sacrifices  made.' 

<'  No  sum  was  named  either  of  the  expenses  or  losses  incur- 
red or  of  indemnity  desired.  Afterwards  letters  from  time  to 
time  were  forwarded  in  her  behalf  through  said  legation  to 
that  government,  in  one  of  which  $25,000  were  suggested  as  a 
proper  sum  to  be  paid  for  the  services  rendered.  The  letters, 
while  depicting  in  strong  colors  the  great  benefits  to  Venezuela 
of  Mr.  Scott's  mission,  and  the  needs  of  the  petitioner,  claimed 
as  a  consequence  from  his  sacrifices  for  that  country,  disclose 
no  new  material  fact. 

"This  claim  was  presented  to  the  former  commission  by  the 
American  minister  at  Caracas  May  14, 1868.  That  was  the 
first  time  the  United  States  Government  or  its  agency  took  or 
was  asked  to  take  cognizance  of  it  further  than  to  forward  the 
matter  as  above  stated. 

"To  Hhis  claim'  Venezuela  by  her  counsel  demurs,  <upon 
the  ground  that  it  is  based  entirely  on  the  supposed  right  to 
an  exercise  of  gratitude  by  Venezuela,  and  does  not  allege  any 
breach  of  contract  or  wrong  cognizable  by  a  tribunal  of  jus- 
tice, this  without  admitting  the  claim  of  special  gratitude.' 

"As  we  understand  it,  a  < claim'  within  the  meaning  of  the 
treaty  implies  a  right  on  the  one  hand  and  an  obligation  on  the 
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other.  It  has  reference  to  some  alleged  wrongful  conduct  of 
the  government  upon  which  it  is  made.  That  conduct  may 
have  been  active  or  passive;  the  government  may  have  done 
what  it  ought  not  to  have  done,  or  refused  or  neglected  to  do 
what  it  ought  to  have  done  in  respect  to  the  subjectmatter  of 
the  claim.  And  injury  or  damage  must  be  alleged  to  have 
resulted  from  that  conduct  to  the  claimant  under  circumstances 
giving  him  the  right  under  the  treaty  through  his  own  govern- 
ment to  demand,  and  imposing  on  the  delinquent  government 
the  obligation  to  allow  indemnity  therefor. 

'^This  claim  is  not  of  that  character.  No  wrongful  conduct 
is  or  can  be  imputed  to  Venezuela  in  respect  to  its  subject- 
matter.  All  she  did  was  thankfully  to  receive  a  gift  of  pro- 
visions sent  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  her 
people  in  distress.  The  claim,  if  otherwise  good  on  the  face 
of  the  papers,  would  be  obnoxious  to  an  objection  for  delay 
in  presentation  for  reasons  stated  in  Ko.  30.  The  demurrer 
will  be  sustained  and  the  case  dismissed. 

^^It  may  be  worth  while  to  add  a  few  facts  about  this  case 
obtained  from  the  public  records.  Having  been  commissioned 
in  1811  to  go  to  Venezuela  as  agent  for  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  Mr.  Scott  started  in  March,  1812,  and  got 
as  far  as  Baltimore,  where  he  found  there  were  no  vessels 
going  to  Venezuela  because  of  the  then  recent  embargo.  While 
thus  detained  in  Baltimore,  Congress  passed  the  act  of  May 
8,  1812,  *for  the.  relief  of  citi::ens  of  Venezuela,'  authorizing 
the  President  to  purchase  $50,000  worth  of  provisions  and 
^to  tender  the  same  in  the  name  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  that  of  Venezuela  for  the  relief  of  the  citizens 
who  have  suffered  by  the.  late  earthquake.'  He  was  directed 
by  President  Madison  to  proceed  to  that  country  in  one  of  the 
vessels  carrying  the  provisions  and  aid  in  their  distribution. 
He  was  paid  by  the  United  States,  as  its  agent,  for  his  services, 
including  $700  paid  him  while  detained  in  Baltimore,  $4,115, 
and  thereafter  employed  in  its  service." 

Little,  comniissioDer,  for  the  coiumission,  Elizabeth  B.  Scott  v.  Venezuela 
No.  12,  United  States  and  Venezuela  Claims  Commission,  convention  of 
December  5,  1885. 

The  principle  of  this  case  was  cited  and  affirmed  by  the  commission  in 
the  case  of  Margaret  Watson  de  Clark  r.  Venezuela j  No,  19,  Andrade,  com- 
missioner, delivering  the  following  opinion: 

**  It  appears  that  Margaret  Clark,  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  widow  of 
Captain  John  Clark,  who  spent  a  considerable  portion  of  his  life  and  in 
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1847  died  in  the  iiaTal  service  of  Venezuela,  bad  been  '  conceded '  a  pen- 
sion of  $20  per  month  by  that  government  on  account  of  snch  service. 
This  pension  was  regnlarly  paid  up  to  May  31, 1856,  to  her,  and  thereafter 
to  March  1, 1858,  to  her  authorized  agent,  one  Seth  Driggs,  to  wit:  $419.40 
in  cinco  biUetes  de  deuda  antigua  de  Tesareria  8in  inter^Sf  which  he  claimed  to 
have  lost.  She  died  in  said  city  November  4, 1863.  The  petition  here  was 
filed  before  the  former  commission  by  said  Driggs  on  behalf  of  her  heirs 
at  law,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  claiming  the  pension  from  May  31, 
1856,  till  her  death,  with  interest.  There  is  no  evidence  before  us  that 
this  claim  was  ever  presented  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or 
to  its  legation  at  Caracas  beyond  the  fact  of  its  consideration  by  the 
former  commissioners  and  umpire;  nor  is  there  any  evidence  submitted 
touching  the  merits  of  the  claim. 

'*The  claim  is  not  such  as  the  treaty  contemplates,  and  must  be  disal- 
lowed on  that  ground  (see  No.  12),  even  if  there  were  no  lack  of  evidence 
aud  no  difficulty  about  due  presentation.'' 

"  In  the  case  of  Joseph  W.  Eoach,  No.  154, 
LiataiiityforCoUirion.  the  claim  was  for  the  value  of  the  brigantine 
Maderia  and  her  cargo,  which  was  alleged  to 
have  been,  on  the  3d  October  1863,  run  into  by  the  Clycfe^  a 
steamer  transport  owned  by  the  United  States,  and  the  vessel 
and  her  cargo  thereby  sunk  and  totally  lost.  That  the  colli- 
sion took  place  in  the  course  of  a  lawful  voyage  of  the  Maderia 
from  the  port  of  Saint  John's,  Porto  Kico,  to  the  port  of  New 
York;  and  that  the  Clyde  was  then  upon  a  voyage  for  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  aud  under  the  charge  of  ofiQcers 
of  that  Government.  That  the  collision  happened  entirely 
through  the  neglect  and  default  of  the  officers  of  the  Clyde. 
The  memorial  claimed  damages  $14,969.50,  besides  interest. 
The  proofs  filed  sustained  the  allegations  in  the  memorial  as 
to  the  loss  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  by  the  default  of  the  officers 
of  the  Clyde,  and  showed  that  the  matter  had  been  investi- 
gated by  the  claims  commission  of  the  War  Department,  and 
a  report  was  made  by  that  commission  in  January  1867,  assess- 
ing the  damages  of  the  claimant  at  $11,373.98,  besides  inter- 
est. The  only  question  raised  in  the  case  was  as  to  the  amount 
of  damages  to  be  allowed.  The  commission  unanimously 
awarded  the  claimant  $14,081." 

American  and  British  Claims  Commission,  treaty  of  May  8,  1871,  Article 
XII.  Hale's  Report,  159. 
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